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Why monitor climate-related hazards? 

The natural environment is essential for people and their 
livelihoods to thrive. Throughout history, climate-related 
hazards and damaging natural disasters have impacted 
and shaped societies around the world. However, climate 
change poses a growing threat to people’s livelihoods by 
influencing the intensity and the frequency of climate-
related hazards, resulting in more regular and more 
intense natural disasters  (IPCC, 2021) . One report 
estimated that natural disasters caused USD 280 billion 
in global losses in 2021, making it the second-costliest 
year ever recorded for the insurance sector  (Munich RE, 
2022) . Considering the severe socio-economic losses, 
better understanding the exposure and vulnerability 
to climate-related hazards on a global scale is vital to 
effectively mitigate and adapt to future hazards. 

The OECD has developed a new database using high-
resolution geospatial data  to produce  indicators  for 
monitoring exposure to climate-related hazards, focusing 
on seven climate hazard domains (Figure 1). The data 
and methods are described in a recently published 
OECD Working Paper. These new indicators can help 
countries, regions and communities monitor past impacts 
of climate-related hazards and inform countries on the 
development and application of national climate change 
mitigation and adaptation plans. 

Several  key  features  make  this  work  unique.  The 
indicators are internationally comparable with global 
geographic coverage on a national level; additional 
subnational detail  is available  for a subset of  IPAC 
countries.  They  also  provide  time  series  generally 
starting in 1979, permitting trend analysis and anomaly 

Figure 1: OECD indicator set on climate-related 
hazards

Source: Maes, M., Gonzales-Hishinuma, A., Haščič, I., Hoffmann, C., Banquet, A., 
Veneri, P., Quadrelli, R. (2022). Monitoring exposure to climate-related hazards: Indicator 
methodology and key results. Paris: OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/da074cb6-en

Monitoring climate-related hazards and their impacts 
Mikaël J. A. Maes (mikael.maes@oecd.org) and Ivan Haščič (ivan.hascic@oecd.org), Environment Directorate, OECD 
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calculation. The underlying geospatial data sources were 
selected considering the frequency of their updates and 
their timeliness, thus allowing for annual updates of the 
set of indicators

Key trends for climate-related hazards
Analysis  over  the  past  four  decades  shows  that 
temperatures around the world are rising and the 
associated extreme heat events are impacting more 
and more people. Over the past five years, average 
temperatures are +0.92°C higher compared to the 
baseline period 1981-2010, indicating average global 
temperatures are fast increasing (Figure 2). On average, 
68% of the world’s population was potentially exposed 
to  extreme  temperatures  over  the  past  five  years, 
representing an estimated 5.3 billion people (Figure 2). 

Compared with the 1979-1984 average, an additional 
13.5% of the global population was exposed to extreme 
temperatures over the past five years, highlighting that 
an increasingly larger share of the world’s population is 
exposed to extreme temperatures (Figure 2). Considering 
that average and extreme temperatures are expected to 
further increase, extreme temperature risks are likely to 
further worsen over the coming decades. This calls for 
countries and the international community to accelerate 
climate action and strengthen measures to protect their 
populations from exposure to extreme temperatures. 

Croplands are increasingly affected by droughts with 
potentially disruptive effects on the global food supply. 
Over  the past five years,  the average cropland soil 
moisture content decreased by -1.9% across OECD 
countries’  croplands  (Figure 2).  Some  of  the  IPAC 

Figure 2. Extreme temperatures and droughts are increasingly common around the world 

Source: Maes, M., Gonzales-Hishinuma, A., Haščič, I., Hoffmann, C., Banquet, A., Veneri, P., Quadrelli, R. (2022). Monitoring exposure to climate-related hazards: Indicator methodology 
and key results. Paris: OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/da074cb6-en
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countries most affected include Argentina, South Africa 
and Brazil, which experienced a cropland soil moisture 
decline of -6% or more over the past five years compared 
to  the  baseline  period  1981-2010.  These  national 
averages can hide even more severe local declines of 
cropland soil moisture such as in the Portuguese regions 
of Algarve and Madeira, which experienced cropland 
soil moisture declines below -10%. Drought events vary 
widely across regions within countries but are expected 
to worsen in many countries because of climate change. 
Urgent action to secure the global food supply will be 
essential over the coming decades.

How do we measure climate-related 
hazards? 
Known data sources such as the EM-DAT database 
for  international  disasters  track  the  occurrence  of 
natural disasters around the world. However, there is a 
dearth of readily available indicators at the national and 
subnational levels that allow to assess the exposure and 
vulnerability to climate-related hazards. To address this 
data gap, this working paper examined in detail data 
sources to construct national and subnational exposure 
indicators  for  climate-related  hazards,  developing 
a  specific methodology  for  each of  these hazards. 
Methodologies are informed by standards from the World 
Meteorological Organization, the US National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, latest research and 
standards developed by well-recognised organisations, 
and builds on international frameworks for assessing 
climate-related hazards.  

By assessing the suitability of datasets during a quality 
review, the paper identified geospatial data sources 
with high spatio-temporal resolution that are frequently 
updated and have a global geographic coverage. The 
underlying  geospatial  datasets  are  often  complex, 
requiring specific expertise for meaningful analysis. 
This required OECD to deploy statistical programming 
techniques  in R  and Python  software  and  running 
these analyses in parallel,  involving large volumes of 
data that require long processing times. Through these 
computing techniques, this paper facilitates the use of 
such data by summarising the underlying information 
into indicators accessible to non-expert audiences and 
suitable to support policy analyses and government 
decision-making. 

Key challenges for the future 
Fully  characterising  the  risks  from  climate-related 
hazards would  require considering  the vulnerability 
of exposed people and assets to such hazards (see  
(IPCC, 2022)  for a conceptual model). All three of these 
dimensions – hazard, exposure, vulnerability – imply 
integrating the physical and socio-economic drivers 

that influence the risk. However, measuring all three of 
these dimensions in a consistent way is difficult due to 
current data limitations. There are, for example, little to 
no geospatial data sources for assessing components 
of vulnerability on a global scale, particularly concerning 
data with high spatio-temporal resolution to allow 
analysing countries nationally and subnationally. 

Modelling the change in exposure to climate-related 
hazards could help countries better understand what 
further climate policy actions are needed  to  future-
proof a countries’ population and  its economic and 
natural assets. This set of  indicators focuses mostly 
on understanding historical exposure to climate-related 
hazards. Applying climate projection models such as 
Representative Concentration Pathways or Shared 
Socioeconomic Pathways  to  predict  the  change  in 
climate-related hazards under different greenhouse 
gas trajectories would help countries understand what 
climate-related exposures will be further worsening over 
time. Follow-up OECD work will seek to expand in this 
direction. 

Collaboration is underrated. Yet, collaboration is 
paramount for addressing measurement challenges to 
advance our understanding of how to monitor exposure 
and vulnerability to climate-related hazards, both based 
on historical events or under different future climate 
scenarios. This set of  indicators required months of 
data analysis using big data sources and coding 
techniques. These indicators were prepared by building 
collaborations across different teams within the OECD 
and jointly with the IEA. Building partnerships between 
different institutions, academia and the private sector will 
be key to addressing measurement challenges.
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The OECD Statistics Blog 
Bringing together data stories from across the OECD
Want more regular updates on our latest analysis and cutting-edge measurement innovations? 
We just launched a blog bringing together data stories from across the OECD. Whether you’re 
looking for new insights on inflation, on well-being and inequalities, on measuring our environment, 
or any other topic, you’ll find it first on the brand-new OECD Statistics Blog.

Browse and subscribe now: https://oecdstatistics.blog

Recent highlights
Tracking greenhouse gas emissions to support the green transition
Most OECD countries report greenhouse gas emissions data annually, with a delay of 
between one and two years. But climate action is high on policy agendas and policy 
makers need up-to-date information. Our new quarterly estimates provide more timely 
information on greenhouse gas emissions for the OECD, including breakdowns by 
economic activity and emissions from household consumption. 

> Read the full article: https://oecdstatistics.blog/2022/12/08/tracking-greenhouse-gas-emissions-to-support-the-green-transition

Why do deflators matter when looking at growth and economic  
well-being? 
Our news release on economic growth and well-being in Q2 2022 showed real 
Household Disposable Income (HDI) per capita in the OECD declining by 0.5% while 
real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita rising by 0.3%. Movements in real 
GDP and real HDI are often similar, even though GDP relates to the economy as a 

whole and HDI is for a specific sector of the economy – the household sector. One reason for divergences may 
include differences in the price changes faced by consumers in the household sector and the price changes in 
the components of GDP, which feed into the GDP deflator.

> Read the full article: https://oecdstatistics.blog/2022/11/29/why-do-deflators-matter-when-looking-at-growth-and-economic-well-being

Digging deeper into a tough quarter for G20 international trade
Our news release on international trade statistics in Q3 2022 showed that following two 
years of growth, G20 merchandise trade declined in value terms, prompting OECD Chief 
Statistician Paul Schreyer to remark: “It is too early to draw any concrete conclusions, 
however this latest development in G20 merchandise trade deserves further monitoring 
as the global economy confronts multiple headwinds, including monetary tightening, 

receding commodity prices, and cooling demand.” Meanwhile, G20 services trade growth slowed further. But 
which goods, services and other factors drove these changes?

> Read the full article: https://oecdstatistics.blog/2022/11/23/digging-deeper-into-a-tough-quarter-for-g20-international-trade

https://oecdstatistics.blog/
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https://oecdstatistics.blog/2022/11/29/why-do-deflators-matter-when-looking-at-growth-and-economic-well-being
https://oecdstatistics.blog/2022/11/23/digging-deeper-into-a-tough-quarter-for-g20-international-trade/
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Improving people’s well-being  is  at  the  core of  the 
OECD’s mission. Working with governments and civil 
society, the OECD Centre on Well-being, Inclusion, 
Sustainability and Equal Opportunity (WISE Centre) 
continues to pursue an over-a-decade long measurement 
effort aimed at assessing and reporting on current well-
being and sustainability, in particular through the OECD 
Better Life Initiative and How's Life? publication. 
The concept of well-being emphasises both individual 
and societal opportunities to thrive in a wide range of 
dimensions that matter most to people’s lives, including 
not only material conditions but also quality of life and 
sustainability. The OECD Well-being Framework, first 
introduced in 2011, focuses on outcomes of individuals 
and households, and their distribution. 

However, government is not alone in affecting people’s 
lives and the environment, the private sector has 
considerable influence on these too. A growing interest 
in understanding business impacts on well-being and 
its sustainability has resulted in the emergence of a 
burgeoning  landscape  of  frameworks  and metrics. 
The OECD WISE Centre has previously shown that 
companies’ frameworks do not adequately consider 
all  aspects  of  well-being  (Shinwell  and  Shamir, 
2018), and other OECD work has demonstrated how 
environmental, social and governance (ESG) ratings 
vary significantly from one provider to the next (OECD, 
2021). The recent initiative by the International Financial 
Reporting  Standards  Foundation  (IFRS)  to  create 
global corporate sustainability disclosure standards 

will provide harmonisation in business sustainability 
reporting, although the focus of these standards will 
primarily  be  on  the  risks  that  ESG  issues  pose  to 
enterprise value, rather than on business impacts per 
se. Underpinning these developments is a need for 
businesses to measure what really matters to people, 
and to do so in a standardised manner, allowing for 
broad interoperability of sustainability data. 

From ESG risks to impacts 
So far, when considering sustainability issues, investors 
and financial markets have primarily focused on data and 
ratings that reflect how ESG issues impact companies’ 
bottom line, or “financially material risks”. Examples 
include the regulatory risks that companies are exposed 
to in the face of forthcoming climate change regulation, 
or human rights issues, which may present reputational 
risks to companies. However, current ESG metrics fall 
short of actually measuring companies’  impacts on 
people or the planet. Against a backdrop of growing 
criticism of this narrow focus on ESG risks, there are 
growing calls for companies to measure and report on 
their  impacts on society and the environment. Some 
jurisdictions,  like  the European Union,  intend  to go 
beyond mandating businesses to disclose financially 
material ESG risks by adding such impacts to disclosure 
standards. For example, the European Commission’s 
draft sustainability reporting standards include reporting 
requirements on workforce-related issues (e.g. the share 
of temporary staff or the number of working hours of 

Beyond the bottom line: Measuring the non-financial 
performance of firms through the lens of the OECD 
Well-being Framework
Vincent Siegerink (vincent.siegerink@oecd.org), Centre on Well-being, Inclusion, Sustainability and Equal 
Opportunity (WISE), OECD 
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https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/economics/measuring-the-impact-of-businesses-on-people-s-well-being-and-sustainability_51837366-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/finance-and-investment/oecd-business-and-finance-outlook-2020_eb61fd29-en
https://www.ifrs.org/news-and-events/news/2022/03/issb-delivers-proposals-that-create-comprehensive-global-baseline-of-sustainability-disclosures/
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Figure 1. Stakeholder well-being and sustainability can affect long-term value creation and have an impact on 
society and the environment

employees) and on businesses’ impacts on communities’ 
economic,  social  and cultural  rights  (e.g.  adequate 
housing, food, water). 

It should be noted that measuring companies’ impacts on 
stakeholders can be useful to inform an understanding of 
risks to the bottom line as well as possible opportunities, 
with many instances where impacts on well-being and the 
environment ultimately affect companies and investors’ 
financial returns (see Figure 1). For example, existing 
research combining over 300 studies and almost 2 
million employee observations, has overwhelmingly 
demonstrated that happy and healthy workers are more 
productive and boost business performance (DeNeve, 
Krekel and Ward, 2019). Evidence shows that this is a 
causal relationship, as well-being in the workplace spurs 
morale, reduces absenteeism and facilitates cognitive 
processes. In the long run, climate change, persistent 
inequalities and the systemic risks that these issues 
pose to economies and societies also strengthen the 
case for measuring the impacts of businesses on well-
being and sustainability. 

Measuring the non-financial performance 
of firms through the lens of the OECD Well-
being Framework

Despite growing interest in measuring and reporting 
on impacts, the market and regulators have not yet 
zeroed in  on  robust ways  to measure  businesses’ 
impacts on people. Existing frameworks and standards 
focus primarily on business activities and policies, rather 
than on measuring their outcomes, which risks painting 

a distorted picture of business performance. Existing 
frameworks do not always consider the range of issues 
that matter to stakeholders, and if  they do measure 
outcomes, they focus solely on objective measures of 
well-being (such as workplace incidents and fatalities), 
neglecting the rich information that can potentially be 
derived from stakeholder surveys. In the absence of a 
conceptual and measurement framework for measuring 
business performance  in  the  social  dimension,  the 
OECD Well-being Framework and related measurement 
guidelines provide a useful starting point.

In response to these observations, the OECD WISE 
Centre has developed a framework for measuring the 
non-financial performance of firms (see Figure 2). People 
are central to the social performance of firms, and so 
the first step in understanding the components of the 
social dimension is identifying the stakeholders whose 
well-being firms affect and depend on. The framework 
identifies four broad categories of stakeholders whose 
well-being is relevant from the perspective of measuring 
performance in the social area: employees, consumers, 
workers in the value chain, and communities. Firms affect 
the current well-being of these stakeholders either as a 
direct result of their own operations or indirectly through 
the supply chain. 

The  WISE  Centre  framework  features  a  set  of 
indicators related to employee well-being and business 
contributions to societal resources, such as taxes and 
R&D. These are also called “Scope 1” issues, because 
they are internal to the firm, and the measurement of 
these issues can be performed wholly inside the firm 
and are applicable to almost all firms. Future research 

https://cep.lse.ac.uk/pubs/download/dp1605.pdf
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/economics/measuring-the-impact-of-businesses-on-people-s-well-being-and-sustainability_51837366-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/economics/measuring-the-impact-of-businesses-on-people-s-well-being-and-sustainability_51837366-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/docserver/28850c7f-en.pdf?expires=1650531101&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=C994B553D0487DCE62825B7224EE317C


Issue No. 77, December 2022 - The OECD Statistics Newsletter 9 

may focus on developing additional indicators for other 
stakeholder groups, such as consumers, workers in the 
value chain, and communities. 

Striving towards harmonisation in the 
measurement of businesses’ environmental 
and social performance
One of the goals of the framework is to foster greater 
harmonisation of metrics between firms, but also across 
actors,  including national statistical offices. Greater 
interoperability between official statistics and firm data 
would enable companies to benchmark their performance 
against sectoral or national averages, allowing them to 
better understand their strengths and weaknesses in 
social and environmental areas. Statistics Canada has 
recently launched an experimental ESG Dashboard 
for precisely this purpose. There is also scope to better 
harmonise employee well-being data across countries, 
as working conditions surveys still differ widely between 
OECD countries, limiting international comparisons.

To complement regulatory efforts, the OECD together 
with a number of other key organisations and standard-
setters are managing the Impact Management Platform, 
a  platform  to  guide  a  range  of  practitioners,  from 
corporations and investors to banks and development 
finance institutions, through the landscape of  impact 
management. Together with these partners, the OECD 
intends to strengthen the various tools and standards 
available to businesses and investors to manage their 
impacts and drive  further clarity and harmonisation 
across these resources. Greater clarity, alignment, and 
transparency of sustainability data is, ultimately, one 
important step towards private sector action for people 
and the planet. 

For more information on the OECD’s work on measuring 
business impacts on well-being and sustainability, 
see: https://www.oecd.org/investment/measuring-
business-impacts-on-peoples-well-being.htm.
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Why should we care about Trust?
Trust plays a key role  in  the effectiveness of public 
policies and the COVID-19 crisis has heightened the 
importance of trust as critical input for the functioning of 
democratic institutions. At the same time, trust between 
citizens and their government has long been considered 
an indicator of performance of public institutions and an 
outcome of public governance. A long-standing literature 
looks at the performance and reputation of institutions 
as important and independent factors contributing to 
trust (Bouckaert, 2012[1]; Van de Walle and Migchelbrink, 
2020[2]). 

The OECD has worked  for more  than 10 years on 
understanding people’s trust in public institutions and 
developing comparative evidence on its main drivers that 
are amenable to policy change, such as government’s 
responsiveness,  reliability,  integrity,  fairness  and 
openness (OECD, 2017[3]).

The inaugural OECD Survey on Trust in Public Institutions 
(Trust Survey) is a big step forward in the cross-country 
comparison of the quality of public governance, improving 
our understanding of how trust works. This nationally 
representative survey comprised interviews with more 
than 50,000 respondents in 22 OECD countries in late 
2021 to understand what drives public trust in democratic 
governments. 

The Trust Survey advances our work on public trust in 
three ways: 

1. First, the survey was conducted amidst ongoing 
concerns  regarding  the  ability  of  democratic 
governments to address global challenges at a time 
of political disengagement, polarisation and rising 
misinformation. The revised OECD framework on 
drivers of trust in public institutions and the survey 
questionnaire  reflect  these  considerations,  by 
asking questions on political voice, expectations on 
participation and representation, as well attitudes 
towards government’s action on global challenges. 
These questions add to the core questionnaire, which 
assesses perceptions of competence and principles 
of  governmental  institutions,  such  as  reliability, 
responsiveness, openness,  integrity and fairness 
(Brezzi et al., 2021[4]). Notwithstanding differences 
among countries due to institutional, economic, cultural 
and contextual factors, the OECD Trust Survey results 
provide a common agenda for OECD governments to 
identify effective responses to strengthen democratic 
governance models to tackle major economic and 
social challenges (OECD, 2022[5]). 

2. Second,  by  providing  a  set  of  internationally 
comparable indicators, the Trust Survey increases 
the availability of public governance statistics on the 
outcomes of government actions as perceived by 
citizens, an area where robust measures often lag 
years behind reality. Future survey waves will continue 
to gauge citizen perceptions using robust and tested 
indicators that have come a long way since first laid 

What drives trust in public institutions? Results and 
learnings from the first OECD Trust Survey
Monica Brezzi (monica.brezzi@oecd.org) and Sina Smid (sina.smid@oecd.org), Public Governance Directorate, OECD 
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out in the Guidelines on Drivers of Trust in Institutions 
(OECD, 2017[6]). 

3. Finally, the implementation of the Trust Survey shows 
that nationally representative population surveys 
can be a useful tool to collect timely and statistically 
robust  outcome  indicators  of  public  governance 
across countries. The expertise offered by National 
Statistical Offices (NSOs), which have administrated 
the survey in coordination with the OECD, will help 
to continuously strengthen the survey design and 
improve the validity of the indicators. 

Governments are doing well on reliability, 
but falling short of citizens’ expectations 
on responsiveness, participation and 
representation
The OECD Trust Survey finds that, on average across 
countries, there is an even split between the share of 
people who have high trust in the national government 
and those who do not – about four in ten (41.4%) trust, 
and four in ten do not trust (41.1%). In 2021, trust was 
under strain but remained slightly higher on average than 
in the aftermath of the financial crisis of 2008 (Figure 1). 

Through a range of cross-country public governance 
indicators,  we  find  that  most  OECD  governments 
are performing satisfactorily  in public perceptions of 
government reliability, service provision, and data 
openness. For example, almost half of respondents 
say that their governments would be prepared for future 
pandemics (49%), while only one-third says they would 

not. A majority are satisfied with the healthcare, education, 
and administrative services. Similarly, on average across 
OECD countries people trust their government in using 
their personal data legitimately and are satisfied with 
access to information about administrative procedures. 
Governments should continue to improve the reliability 
of policies and services, as further analysis finds it is 
one of the determinants that has a large influence on 
trust in the national government and in the civil service 
(OECD, 2022[5]). 

Governments  are  faring  considerably  less  well  in 
perceptions  of  democratic  governance,  such  as 
responsiveness,  opportunity  for  participation,  and 
integrity. For example, on average across OECD 
countries, 50% of people think that the governments 
should prioritise actions related to climate change, while 
only about a third (36%) are confident that governments 
will succeed in reducing their country’s greenhouse 
gas  emissions  (Figure  2).  This  gap  may  reveal  a 
discrepancy between attitudes toward climate policies 
and lack of confidence in their effectiveness. Many other 
variables in the survey confirm a disconnection between 
people’s expectations and perception of government 
responsiveness (OECD, 2022[5]).

Measures  of  citizens’  participation  also  point  to 
widespread  skepticism.  Fewer  than  one-third  of 
respondents believe that the government would adopt 
opinions expressed in a public consultation (Figure 3). 
On overtly political processes, half of people on average 
across OECD countries think they do not have a voice 
on  the actions of  their  government. Perceptions of 
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Figure 1. Just over four in ten people trust their national government
Share of respondents who indicate different levels of trust in their national government (on a 0-10 scale), 2021

Note: Figure presents the within-country distributions of responses to the question "On a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all and 10 is completely, how much do you trust the national 
government?" Mexico and New Zealand are excluded from the figure as the question “on trust in national government” is not asked. “OECD” presents the unweighted average across 
countries. For more detailed information, please see the survey method document (Nguyen et al., 2022[7]).
Source: OECD Trust Survey (http://oe.cd/trust)  

http://oe.cd/trust
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public integrity and inclusion of vulnerable groups are 
generally not satisfactory. All these factors matter for 
trust and indicate that governments need to invest not 
only to enhance policy and service delivery, but also 
to strengthen democratic values on policy design and 
delivery.

The Trust Survey provides a full set of 
internationally comparable statistics on 
public governance outcomes 
Traditionally, public governance indicators are assessed 
through expert judgments, while the OECD Trust Survey 
provides a full range of indicators based on population 
survey data, allowing us to relate government’s inputs 
and processes with their impact on citizens and firms. 

These governance statistics are comparable across 
twenty-two OECD countries and future survey waves will 
track changes over time. Several steps were implemented 
in the survey questionnaire to minimise cross-country 
differences in understanding and answering the survey 
questions, thus enhancing the robustness of cross-
country benchmarking. These included randomisation of 
questions and answers; the use of situational questions; 
and eleven-point numerical response scales with 
response options ‘’don’t know’’ and ”prefer not to say” 
in background questions. 

The survey benefitted from a consultative process with 
policy makers, NSOs and researchers, which took place 

in 2020-2021 (Brezzi et al., 2021[4]). Some experimental 
measures of trust  in public  institutions were included 
in the OECD Guidelines (OECD, 2017[6]) and tested in 
few countries via the OECD Trust Lab (Murtin et al., 
2018[8]). Much of the current Trust Survey questionnaire 
was first developed for country studies in Korea (OECD/
KDI, 2018[9]), Finland (OECD, 2022[10]) and Norway 
(OECD, 2022[10]), and then thoroughly reviewed in 
2021 in collaboration with an Advisory Group comprising 
representatives from NSOs and public administrations 
from participating countries.1

Some initial tests confirm the robustness of the Trust 
Survey results (Nguyen et al., 2022[7]). In addition, the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics piloted a cognitive test with 
the OECD questionnaire before its full implementation 
and the Columbian NSO (DANE) included some OECD 
questions  in  a  national  survey  to  compare  results. 
However,  there  is scope to continue assessing and 
improving the statistical quality  in collaboration with 
NSOs and academia using a mix of quantitative and 
qualitative methods.

Don’t ask (only) the experts: population 
surveys can be useful tools to understand 
public governance outcomes
The Trust Survey was implemented with a non-probability 
sample (with ex-ante nationally representative quotas 
from administrative or official statistics) and carried out 
via web-based interviews in most surveyed countries.2 
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Figure 2: A majority wants more government action on climate change, but only about one-third trust their 
country would succeed in reducing greenhouse gas emissions 

Share of respondents, 2021

Note: The figure presents the average share of respondents to the questions “On reducing your country contribution to climate change, do you think the government should be prioritising 
a lot more, more, about the same, less, or a lot less?”. The figure plots the aggregation of the responses choices “a lot more” and “more”. Respondents were asked “How confident are 
you that your country will succeed in reducing greenhouse gas emissions in the next 10 years?” The figure plots is the aggregation of response choices “somewhat confident” and “very 
confident”. “OECD” presents the unweighted average of responses across countries. Finland, Mexico, New Zealand and Norway are excluded (or one is question excluded) from this figure as 
comparable data were not available. For more detailed information, please see the survey method document (Nguyen et al., 2022[7]).
Source: OECD Trust Survey (http://oe.cd/trust)  

http://oe.cd/trust
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Figure 4. Comparison of trust in government levels in European Social Survey, Gallup World Poll and 
OECD Trust Survey 
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Note: For OECD the Figure shows share of people that trust the national government aggregated as 6-10 on 0-10 scale based on question “On a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all and 
10 is completely, how much do you trust each of the following? The national government”. For the ESS the aggregation is the same while the question was “Now thinking about the [country] 
government, how satisfied are you with the way it is doing its job?”. For the Gallup World Poll the question was “In this country, do you have confidence in each of the following, or not? How 
about national government?”. The Gallup World Poll uses a 2-point answer scale.
Source: European Social Survey Round 9, Gallup World Poll 2021, OECD Trust Survey 2021
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Figure 3: Very few think that the government would adopt views expressed in a public consultation
Share of respondents who indicate different levels of perceived likelihood that a government would adopt opinions expressed in a public 

consultation (on a 0-10 scale), 2021

Note: Figure presents the within-country distributions of responses to the question “If you participate in a public consultation on reforming a major policy area (e.g. taxation, healthcare, 
environmental protection), how likely or unlikely do you think it is that the government would adopt the opinions expressed in the public consultation?” The figure plots the aggregation of 
‘’likely’’ responses from 6-10 on the response scale; “neutral” responses of 5; “unlikely” responses as an aggregation of responses from 0-4; and “Don't know” responses which were a 
separate answer choice in the question. “OECD” presents the unweighted average across countries. In Mexico, the question was formulated in a slightly different way. Finland and Norway 
are excluded from the figure as the data are not available. For more detailed information, please see the survey method document (Nguyen et al., 2022[7]). 
Source: OECD Trust Survey (http://oe.cd/trust) 

Non-probability samples and online data collection have 
several advantages in surveying timely perceptions 
and attitudes. They are less costly, easier and faster 
to implement in multiple countries at the same time, 
and more  suitable  than  face-to-face  interviews  for 
sensitive topics. At the same time, non-probability 
samples have limitations. The reliability of results and 
the representativeness of the sample, especially for 
population groups that are difficult to reach,  is often 
limited. The implementation of quotas on gender, age, 

region and education and the use of survey weights 
helped to reduce these limitations. For example, we 
found that the responses on trust  levels in the Trust 
Survey correlate with responses from similar questions 
included in other international surveys, including the 
European Social Survey and the Gallup World Poll, both 
of which use probability samples (Figure 4).

In the future, online population surveys could become a 
regular tool to collect timely data on public governance 

http://oe.cd/trust
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perceptions, as face-to-face and phone surveys become 
increasingly expensive and difficult to carry out. The 
collaboration with NSOs, by for example adding selected 
Trust Survey questions to existing national probabilistic 
citizen surveys, will help to continue improving the 
reliability and quality of non-probability surveys. 
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Identifying the main drivers of productivity growth

This report, published in November 2022, represents the 
second outcome of  the collaboration between  the Asian 
Productivity Organization (APO) and the OECD to improve 
the measurement and analysis of productivity developments 
across APO and OECD member economies. The report 
discusses the potential impact of COVID-19 on productivity and 
examines the role of Multifactor Productivity (MFP) as a major 
driver of economic growth and changes in living standards. 

It then identifies the most important factors influencing MFP growth and describes the main 
challenges affecting the measurement of each of these factors as well as the estimation of 
their impact on MFP. The report provides key recommendations to improve the reliability and 
interpretation of the empirical evidence for economic analysis.

Key findings

 • MFP is a multifaceted concept driven by a wide range of policies and institutions. These can 
be oriented to foster innovation and experimentation with new knowledge and technologies 
(through investments in intangible assets such as R&D and digitalisation), to improve the 
diffusion of existing knowledge and technologies (through skills improvements and better 
public infrastructure), to facilitate the efficient allocation of resources (through competition, 
international integration and financial development), and to improve governance (institutions).

 • In order to better understand MFP developments, it is important to improve the measurement 
of some of  its drivers (human capital, public infrastructure,  institutions), their timeliness 
(engagement in global value-chains) and continue efforts to develop international definitions 
(data, artificial intelligence).

 • Monitoring a range of indicators for each of the MFP drivers is key to grasp their complexity. 
Each indicator can only capture one aspect of a given phenomenon and each is affected 
by its own statistical challenges.

 • Exploiting complementarities and spillovers across different MFP drivers is necessary 
to reap their full productivity potential. Much of the empirical evidence shows a strong 
direct relationship between each of these factors and MFP growth, while highlighting their 
complementary role.

 • The relationship between MFP growth and its drivers is typically two-way. Analyses failing 
to account for reverse causality are likely to cause an upward bias in the estimated returns 
to MFP.

> Read the report: https://doi.org/10.1787/00435b80-en

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/economics/identifying-the-main-drivers-of-productivity-growth_00435b80-en
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To leave or not to leave: How are the world’s largest 
MNEs responding to the war in Ukraine?
Polina Knutsson (polina.knutsson@oecd.org), Statistics and Data Directorate, OECD 

Navigating challenging business environments is 
standard practice for most Multinational Enterprises 
(MNEs), as  they often operate  in  several  countries 
coordinating their activities over multiple markets. 
Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine has triggered 
unprecedented economic sanctions with potentially far 
reaching  implications  for doing business  in Russia. 
Difficulties making  international payments,  reduced 
access to foreign capital, and logistical challenges are 
likely to disrupt  local operations of companies with a 
global footprint. Mounting reputational pressure and 
volatile market conditions may put additional strain 
on the ease of doing business in the country. These 
practical challenges, along with ethical considerations, 
have prompted a large number of multinationals to curtail 
their activity in Russia. Yet, as the OECD Analytical 

Database on Individual Multinationals and their 
Affiliates (ADIMA) shows,  the economic  impact of 
exiting the Russian market is limited for many foreign 
MNEs, since most of them have only a few affiliates in 
the country or derive less than 2% of total revenues 
from Russia.

Many MNEs used to do business in Russia 

In 2020, 173 MNEs out of the world’s largest 500 covered 
by ADIMA had a physical presence in Russia, of which 
only 6 are Russian-owned, with the remaining 167 being 
foreign with at  least 1 affiliate in the country. Most of 
the foreign multinationals operate in either consumer 
goods or healthcare sector (Figure 1A). Over one-third 
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Figure 1A. Most MNEs are in consumer goods
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Notes: Sectors in Figure 1A are defined following the Refinitiv Business Classifications. Figure 1B includes only the top 10 source countries. 
Source: ADIMA: https://oe.cd/ADIMA

https://www.oecd.org/sdd/its/measuring-multinational-enterprises.htm
https://www.oecd.org/sdd/its/measuring-multinational-enterprises.htm
https://www.oecd.org/sdd/its/measuring-multinational-enterprises.htm
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are headquartered in the United States, with many other 
enterprises coming from Europe and Asia (Figure 1B). 

The war has triggered a large-scale response  

By 29 July 2022, 25 foreign MNEs covered by ADIMA 
had announced their exit from Russia and 113 suspended 
or scaled down their operations in Russia, while 29 
continued business as usual, according to data collected 
by the Yale School of Management, the Kyiv School 
of Economics (KSE) institute and the LeaveRussia 
initiative.   

The response by sector was uneven (Figure 2A). Nearly 
one-third of energy and utilities companies and one-fifth 
of technology and industrial MNEs announced their 
complete withdrawal  from  the Russian market. On 
the contrary, less than 10% of finance and healthcare 
companies withdrew completely, and more than 25% 
continued their operations, a larger share than in other 
sectors. Most consumer goods multinationals decided 
to maintain at least some business in the country, with 

many of them citing the willingness to meet the essential 
needs of the local population, such as food and hygiene 
products.

The steps taken by foreign-owned enterprises also varied 
across different source regions (Figure 2B). Most MNEs 
headquartered in the United States or Europe have 
announced their withdrawal or reduced their operations 
in Russia since the onset of the war, whereas close to 
50% of Asian multinationals did not signal any intention 
to halt their activity. 

In exiting Russia, many MNEs are leaving behind only 
a small fraction of their global activity

For many multinationals, pulling out of Russia entails 
losing a relatively small share of their global activity. 
According  to ADIMA, most  foreign MNEs have  few 
affiliates in the country: a third have only one affiliate, 
a quarter have two (Figure 3A). More importantly, the 
Russian market accounts for a small fraction of total 
revenues for many enterprises. Estimates based on 
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and complemented with the information from companies’ webpages or news agencies. These estimates should be interpreted with caution considering that various sources might use 
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Sources: OECD calculations based on ADIMA, KSE institute, LeaveRussia initiative. 
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https://leave-russia.org/
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New evidence for a fairer society:  
the OECD Observatory on Social Mobility and Equal Opportunity

The current economic environment, the COVID-19 pandemic and ongoing megatrends, such as 
digitalisation and the green transformation, threaten equality of opportunity and social mobility 
for current and future generations. High-quality cross-country evidence is necessary to inform 
effective policies to mitigate these threats.

Thanks to the work of researchers in academia and institutions across the world, in recent years 
high-quality evidence has been produced on the extent, drivers and policy responses to inequalities, 
social mobility and equal opportunity. The OECD has contributed to this effort through its various 
strands of work on inequalities, which can be explored on the new OECD Social Mobility Portal 
(https://oe.cd/social-mobility).

However, critical data gaps remain, as shown in the recent Policy Paper “Current challenges to 
social mobility and equality of opportunity”. The paper explores four areas where more evidence 
is needed to inform policy makers: the extent of opportunity gaps across population groups; how 
unequal upbringings have an impact on chances later in life; how growing economic insecurity and 
large wealth inequalities limit social mobility; and the unequal distribution of opportunities across 
regions, cities and local areas.

To help fill these gaps, the OECD has just launched a new Observatory on Social Mobility and 
Equal Opportunity. The Observatory aims to shape the policy and research agenda by:

 • addressing the statistical challenges of measuring social mobility and equal opportunity, by 
exploring new data sources and techniques, and by improving cross-country comparability; 

 • discussing how policies can counteract the determinants of inequality of opportunity; and

 • analysing the role of civil society and the private sector in shaping equal opportunities.

Learn more about the Observatory and follow its activities here: https://oe.cd/SMEO.

affiliate-level data suggest that the majority of MNEs 
covered by ADIMA derive less than 2% of total revenues 
from Russia and less than one-fifth generate between 
2 and 4% (Figure 3B). 

However, the stakes of some enterprises are higher: 
Russia  reportedly accounts  for at  least 4% of  total 
revenues for 10 of the MNEs covered by ADIMA. Yet, 
high reliance on the Russian market did not prevent some 
multinationals from declaring a complete withdrawal, 

possibly suggesting that other factors than market size 
are driving the decision to leave.

About ADIMA
The  OECD  Analytical  Database  on  Individual 
Multinationals and Affiliates (ADIMA) relies on a number 
of open big data sources to provide new insights on 
world’s largest Multinational Enterprises (MNEs) and 
their global profiles. Visit https://oe.cd/ADIMA to explore 
the data further.

OECD Observatory on Social Mobility and Equal Opportunity

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-health/the-economic-costs-of-childhood-socio-economic-disadvantage-in-european-oecd-countries_8c0c66b9-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-health/the-economic-costs-of-childhood-socio-economic-disadvantage-in-european-oecd-countries_8c0c66b9-en
https://oe.cd/SMEO
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Revenue Statistics 2022
The Impact of COVID-19 on OECD Tax Revenues

Tax revenues bounced back in 2021 as OECD economies recovered from the initial impact of 
the COVID-19 pandemic, according to new OECD data.

Revenue Statistics 2022, which presents tax revenue data for the second year of the COVID-19 
pandemic, shows that the OECD average tax-to-GDP ratio rose by 0.6 percentage points (p.p.) in 

2021, to 34.1%, the second-strongest year-on-year increase since 1990. The report also shows that tax-to-GDP 
ratios increased in 24 of the 36 OECD countries for which 2021 data on tax revenues was available, declined in 
11 and remained unchanged in one.

OECD (2022), Revenue Statistics 2022: The Impact of COVID-19 on OECD Tax Revenues, OECD Publishing, Paris. 
https://www.oecd.org/tax/tax-policy/revenue-statistics-2522770x.htm

 Health at a Glance: Europe 2022 
State of Health in the EU Cycle

The 2022 edition of Health at a Glance: Europe examines the key challenges European countries 
must address to develop stronger, more resilient health systems following the acute phase of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. It includes a special focus on how the pandemic has affected young people’s 
mental and physical health. The report emphasises the need for additional measures to prevent 
the COVID-19 pandemic from scarring a generation of young people.

OECD (2022), SOECD/European Union (2022), Health at a Glance: Europe 2022: State of Health in the EU 
Cycle,, OECD Publishing, Paris.  
https://www.oecd.org/health/health-at-a-glance-europe

Recent publications
OECD Tourism Trends and Policies 2022

A post-pandemic recovery in tourism risks faltering as the global economy loses momentum 
amid the energy shock triggered by Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine, high inflation 
and weakened household purchasing power, according to this new OECD report.

OECD Tourism Trends and Policies 2022 says many countries saw a strong rebound in tourism 
in 2022 on the back of pent-up demand, household savings and travel vouchers. However, 

international tourism is now not expected to recover until 2024 or 2025, or even later.. 

OECD (2022), OECD Tourism Trends and Policies 2022, OECD Publishing, Paris. 
https://www.oecd.org/publications/oecd-tourism-trends-and-policies-20767773.htm

https://www.oecd.org/tax/tax-policy/revenue-statistics-2522770x.htm
https://www.oecd.org/health/health-at-a-glance-europe/
https://www.oecd.org/publications/oecd-tourism-trends-and-policies-20767773.htm
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Forthcoming meetings

OECD

Date Meeting
1-2 March 2023 Working Party on Industry Analysis (WPIA),  Directorate for Science, Technology and Innovation, 

OECD
7-10 March 2023 DAC Working Party on Development Finance Statistics (WP-STAT), Development Co-operation 

Directorate, OECD
14-16 March 2023 Working Group on International Investment Statistics (WGIIS), Directorate for Financial and 

Enterprise Affairs, OECD
20-23 March 2023 DAC Working Party on Development Finance Statistics (WP-STAT), Development Co-operation 

Directorate, OECD
22-24 March 2023  Working Party on Indicators of Educational Systems (INES), Directorate for Education and Skills, 

OECD
3-4 April 2023 8th Session of the International Transport Statistic, International Transport Forum
18 April 2023 6th session of the Working Party on Tourism Statistics, Centre for Entrepreneurship, SMEs, 

Regions and Cities, OECD
26 April 2023 Working Party on Territorial Indicators (WPTI), Centre for Entrepreneurship, SMEs, Regions and 

Cities, OECD
18-19 April 2023 DAC Working Party on Development Finance Statistics (WP-STAT), Development Co-operation 

Directorate, OECD
10-11 May 2023 Eurostat / OECD Purchasing Power Parities Workshop, Statistics and Data Directorate, OECD

15-17 May 2023 orking Party No. 2 on Tax Policy Analysis and Tax Statistics, Centre for Tax Policy and 
Administration OECD

30 May-1 June 2023 DAC Working Party on Development Finance Statistics (WP-STAT), Development Co-operation 
Directorate, OECD

26-30 June 2023 Committee on Statistics and Statistical Policy (CSSP), Statistics and Data Directorate, OECD
27-28 June 2023 Committee on SMEs and Entrepreneurship (CSMEE) at Ministerial Level, Centre for 

Entrepreneurship, SMEs, Regions and Cities, OECD
25-26 July 2023 Working Group on International Investment Statistics (WGIIS) - Interim meetings, Directorate for 

Financial and Enterprise Affairs OECD
20-22 September 2023 Working Party of National Experts on Science and Technology Indicators (NESTI), Directorate 

for Science, Technology and Innovation OECD
16-20 October 2023 Working Party of National Experts on Science and Technology Indicators (NESTI), Directorate 

for Science, Technology and Innovation OECD
18-20 October 2023 Working Party on Indicators of Educational Systems (INES), Directorate for Education and Skills, 

OECD
23-26 October 2023 Working Party on International Trade in Goods and Services Statistics (WPTGS), Statistics and 

Data Directorate, OECD
6-10 November 2023 Working Party on National Accounts (WPNA), Working Party on National Accounts (WPNA), 

Statistics and Data Directorate, OECD
14 November 2023 Working Party on Territorial Indicators (WPTI), Centre for Entrepreneurship, SMEs, Regions and 

Cities, OECD
23 November 2023 11th Meeting of the Working Party for the OECD Patient Reported Indicator Surveys (PaRIS), 

Directorate for Employment, Labour and Social Affairs

Unless otherwise indicated attendance at OECD meetings and working parties is by invitation only.
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