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Employee well-being report (Pilot)

Persol Holdings

This report provides an overview of the well-being of employees inside the company. The employee well-
being wheel, below, provides high-level visual of a subset of well-being indicators presented in this report.
All of the indicators shown in this wheel are presented in detail in the next section of the report.

A glance at the employee well-being wheel allows understanding the main areas in which employees in
the company fare well, and in which areas they fare poorly. The wheel distinguishes between indicators
of well-being outcomes (in bold) and indicators of working conditions (not in bold). In the wheel, longer
bars are always associated with better (positive) performance, and shorter bars are associated with poorer
(negative) performance.
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Note: Bars depict the share of employees with good/positive (non-neutral) outcomes. Longer bars are always associated with better (“good”) outcomes,
and shorter bars are always associated with worse (“poor”) outcomes. The wheel distinguishes between indicators of well-being outcomes (in bold) and

indicators of working conditions (not in bold).
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Introduction

Companies have a lot to gain from understanding the well-being of their employees. Understanding working
conditions and how employees fare in various parts of their life is an important step in making improvements.

The objective of this report is to measure and monitor employee well-being in companies using standard-
ised metrics. The report allows companies to identify strengths and weaknesses in employee well-being,
including inequalities between groups, and to compare the well-being of their employees with those in other
companies.

This report is the result of a pilot survey on employee well-being, implemented by the OECD in October
and November 2022 in four Japanese companies. It is rooted in the OECD’s framework on measuring the
non-financial performance of firms, a conceptual framework for companies interested in measuring their
sustainability performance through a well-being lens.

Why measure employee well-being?

Employees are one of the most important assets of any enterprise. Healthy and happy employees contribute
positively to business financial performance. Promoting the well-being of employees is therefore critical for
a company’s current and future success. Conversely, poor well-being outcomes in the workforce can result
in missed opportunities for the business and carry risks for financial performance.

Meanwhile, the well-being of the workforce also forms an important pillar of a healthy and prosperous society.
The achievement of many aspects of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) remains off track in many
countries, and more efforts are needed by all actors to attain them'. Afailure to deliver on the SDG's implies
maijor risks for all stakeholders, including businesses, investors, and future generations.

Given that so much of people’s time is spent at work, companies have an important direct and indirect
impact of the well-being of their employees. By supporting the well-being of its employees, companies can
contribute to inclusive and sustainable growth, for the benefit of themselves and for society as a whole.

TOECD (2022), The Short and Winding Road to 2030: Measuring Distance to the SDG Targets, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://-
doi.org/10.1787/af4b630d-en.
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What is well-being?

At its core, well-being means the state of living a good life and having the ability to shape one’s own life.
Well-being can be measured by asking people questions about their overall life experiences. It is widely
recognised that well-being is composed of different facets that collectively contribute to an overall sense
of how people fare in their own life. In other words, well-being is multi-dimensional and spans different
dimensions of life, from income and wealth to health, and from work-life balance to social connections and
safety.

The survey on which this report is based are rooted in international measurement guidelines developed
as part of the OECD’s Better Life Initiative, notably the OECD Guidelines on Measuring the Quality of the
Working Environment, and the OECD Guidelines on Measuring Subjective Well-being. A subset of the
indicators presented in this report are regularly reported on at the national level in the OECD’s How’s Life?,
an international reference report on the measurement of well-being.

The OECD Well-being Framework is an internationally agreed framework for measuring well-being, com-
posed of eleven dimensions of current well-being and four capitals that represent resources for sustaining
well-being over time. This report uses the eleven dimensions of current well-being as a lens through which
to understand the well-being of employees.

The OECD Well-being Framework

CURRENT WELL-BEING

Key dimensions How we measure them

@ Income and Wealth o Subjective Well-being

@ Work and Job Quality 6 Safety Averages Inequalities
between

Q Housing @ Work-life Balance groups

O Health @ Social Connections

@ Knowledge and Skills (240 Civic Engagement - _—
4 Inequalities between Deprivations
) . top and bottom
6 Environmental Quality performers

RESOURCES FOR FUTURE WELL-BEING

Key dimensions How we measure them

@ Natural Capital @ Human Capital Stocks Flows

Economic Capital @ Social Capital Risk factors Resilience
\_ /

The measurement of well-being in general relies on both objective and subjective indicators. The data in this
report is collected through survey questions that capture information on people’s objective circumstances
through self-reported questions as well as information on people’s subjective assessments of their own
circumstances. Some aspects of well-being are better measured in other ways and are not featured in this
report.
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https://www.oecd.org/social/oecd-guidelines-on-measuring-the-quality-of-the-working-environment-9789264278240-en.htm
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https://www.oecd.org/wise/oecd-guidelines-on-measuring-subjective-well-being-9789264191655-en.htm
https://www.oecd.org/wise/how-s-life-23089679.htm
https://www.oecd.org/wise/measuring-well-being-and-progress.htm

What gap does this report aim to address?

In sustainability measurement and reporting, much focus has been placed on measuring the policies and
programmes that companies put in place, rather than on measuring the outcomes of these actions. Measur-
ing the quality of the working environment and well-being outcomes is necessary to understand the results
of company activities and the impact that companies and the working environment have on their employees.

The quality of the working environment, (referred to in short as “working conditions”), and job quality overall
are major determinants of a range of well-being outcomes?. The quality of the working environment is also a
key component of job quality in the OECD Job Quality Framework, together with earnings quality and labour
market security. This report includes data on both on working conditions, which can be considered outputs
or drivers of well-being, and well-being outcomes, or aspects of people’s well-being.

Business actions Focus of this report: results

Input Activity Outcome

Well-being

Operations, policies,
and programmes

External factors

Economic, human, social and natural capital
Public policies
Culture

Megatrends (e.g. digitalisation, pandemic)

Of course, well-being outcomes are affected by a range of other factors, including individual characteristics,
public policies, and megatrends such as digitalisation, globalisation and most recently, the pandemic. De-
spite these varied drivers of well-being, it is necessary for companies to measure well-being outcomes in
order to understand how employees are faring overall and whether business policies and interventions are
having an effect on these outcomes.

Future applications

This report presents employee well-being at a baseline, meaning that this is the first instance of measure-
ment. Repeated measurement will increase the usefulness of this tool by uncovering changes in employee
well-being, allowing for the monitoring of progress. This baseline can also facilitate assessments of the
impact of specific interventions on employee well-being in the future.

Monitoring progress Assessing impact of policies and interventions ¢
*
e
& & " &
Baseline Year2 Baseline Year 2 Baseline L Year 2
Group receiving
Control group intervention

2See for example: Murtin, F., et al. (2022), "The relationship between quality of the working environment, workers’ health and
well-being: Evidence from 28 OECD countries”, OECD Papers on Well-being and Inequalities, No. 04, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://www.oecd.org/publications/the-relationship-between-quality-of-the-working-environment-workers-health-and-well-being-
c3be1162-en.htm.
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Who is this report for?

This report is primarily intended to be used by leaders in the company responsible for staff and sustainability
management, including:

« Executive leadership: Toimplement the governance, strategy and management approach necessary
to facilitate improvements

* Human resource departments: To inform the implementation of policies and interventions aimed to
make improvements

* Managers: To understand areas for improvement and adapt management culture and practice to
facilitate better working conditions and well-being outcomes

» Sustainability departments: To broaden the scope of a company’s traditional view of sustainability
and integrate employee well-being as a component of social sustainability

As such, this report can play a role in the company’s impact management approach. Impact management is
the process of managing a company’s sustainability impact through a process of continuous improvement.

The measurement of sustainability performance, such as the well-being of employees, is an important ac-
tion of impact management, as defined by the actions of impact management of the Impact Management
Platform.

The “Actions” of impact management, as defined by the Impact Manage-
ment Platform

Integrate Set
objectives

Governance, Identify

strategy
and
management
approach

Estimate Measure

value sustainability M ti

created performance easurement Is a core
Assess part of impact management
impact

Disclose

Benchmark

Source: Impact Management Platform

Similarly, in OECD Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Business Conduct, companies are encouraged
to identify and assess possible adverse impacts to stakeholders. This report may be beneficial in shedding
light on specific areas of employee well-being and employee groups where adverse impacts may occur.

This report could also be used to inform investors about sustainability risks and opportunities faced by the
company. It may also be relevant to employees who are interested in understanding how the company
manages and monitors the well-being of employees and the effects of company policies and interventions.
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Methodology

The data in this report were collected through the implementation of a pilot version of an employee well-
being survey developed by the OECD. This survey aims to encourage greater harmonisation in employee
well-being measurement by using well-established survey questions that are embedded in OECD guidelines
and that are already in use by national statistical offices to measure well-being at the national level. This
harmonisation allows direct comparisons between the well-being reported by employees in companies and
the well-being reported by governments and by the OECD, for example in its How's Life? report.

The pilot survey was implemented in four member companies of the Nikkei Well-being Initiative in October
and November 2022. Each company selected a stratified random sample of employees® that received a
link to an online survey platform, which employees were given two weeks to complete. The survey was built
and managed by the OECD, and the raw data was not shared with companies in order to safeguard the
privacy of respondents. The average response rate across the participating companies was 61%.

The following page presents the company’s survey sampling statistics, including information about sample
size, response rate, the age and gender composition of the sample relative to the company as a whole, as
well as descriptive statistics on the demographic characteristics of the sample of employees. Data on the
company’s actual age and gender composition were obtained directly from the company. All other statistics
are based on self-reported information collected in the survey.

30ne company sent the survey link to all of its employees, rather than a randomly samples subset.
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Survey sampling statistics

100%
Company size and sample size 80%
Total company employees: 14,582
Survey sample: 782 60%
Response rate: 40%
Total 51%
Men 50% 2R
Women 52% 0%
Young (18 - 34 years old) 45%
Old (> 55 years old) 62%
Tenure: years in the company
40%
|
30%
20%
10% I I
0% | [
ESE S I SR}
q&x@ q}\ oV of &@@ 0@}
=f~’® > z%\’b
& @
Gender of manager
Female [ Male  [OMer/NA 3¢
%
6%
5%
4%
3%
2%
1%
0%

Education level

Il Tertiary education
- Post-secondary non-tertiary

. High scool or less

Gender

. Women

Il Ven

I Other/NIA

Total
company

Survey
sample

Descriptive statistics

Contract status

Temporary I Pemanent

Other / don't know

Self-identified minority status

Ethnic or A minority Minority in Any other Other/DK

racial  interms of termsof  minority

minority  disability sexuality  group
or sexual
orientation

Age
100%
80%
- > 55 years
60%
Il 45 - 55 years
40%
0 B 34 - 44 years
{
- B 18- 34 years
0
Total Survey
company  sample
Managers

B Managers [ |

Other / don't know

Not managers

Marital status

60%

50%
40%
30%
20%
10% .
0%
¥ 8 Qb

|
A > @ &
S & S
& &F S S
& ¥ § N
&

o

Long term health problems

100% -

o | - Long-term
i) health
60% problems

b -

- No long-term
40% - health
problems
20% -
Other /
0% - don't know

Note: Data on the company’s true age and gender composition were obtained from the company’s administrative records. All other data is based on

self-reported information in the employee well-being survey.
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This section presents detailed results for each dimension of well-being. For each indicator, the report aims
to highlight three different types of information:

Averages: average outcomes in the employee population. These are presented either as the
share of employees with “good” (positive, non-neutral) outcomes, or the average score on an 11-
point numerical scale (a scale from 0 to 10).

Vulnerabilities: the share of employees experiencing “poor” (negative) outcomes. These are
given by the share of employees that respond to the survey question with a negative, non-
neutral, response option.

Inequalities: the difference in outcomes between groups of employees. These represent the
difference in the average outcome between groups.

U

Vulnerabilities and inequalities may be a source of business risks and missed opportunities

How to read the charts in this report:

Averages and vulnerabilities

Average scores and the difstribution of employees
with "good" (positive) and "poor” (negative) outcomes

I Share of employees with "good" (positive) outcomes

Share of employees with outcomes

Example 1: Indicators on a scale from 0 to 10

Share of employees with "poor" (negative) outcomes
Average score (on scale from 0-10), or % with good outcomes

Benchmark: average score across participating companies

Inequalities

Difference in the share of employees
with "poor" outcomes, between groups

Female employees

Employees with low wages: employees in the
bottom 20% of the national wage distribution

Senior employees: employees aged > 55 years
Young employees: employees aged 18 - 34 years
Minority groups: employees who self-identify as

a minority based on their race or ethnicity, sexual
orientation, disability status, or other reason

0 2 4 5 Don'tknow 6 10 Share of
e ] et
¢ > i . 1386%| "good"and Percentage point differences in poor outcomes

"poor" outcomes

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Negative values denote a higher share of
employees with "poor” outcomes

% of employees by response option Minority
—— Y oUr COmpany 4.4 | Average score, Female ~ Lowwage  Senior Young groups
S Bcnchmark 34 fromOto10 0%

9 2 4 6 8 1,0 2%
Average score
. . . [3.0%) 3.0% 3.0% 3.09 3.09
Example 2: Indicators based on qualitative response ("Likert") scale 4% 3'0 - :l m m
Share of f ; - Difference
Difference  Difference ; .
Always  Often  Sometimes Don'tknow Rarely Never | 33.3%| employees with % ithmale with employees ,g'ﬁe'eln"e with employees

E - T— ‘good” and mpojees ol VooedBss ey

- sell-laen
33.3% "poor” outcomes 8% low wages - r:]inor:ty

20% 40% 60% 80% 109%

% of employees t;y response option

—— company
- " |

50.0% Share of

Benchmark 70.0% employees with

20% 40% 60% 80%

% of employees with "good" outcomes

100%
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¥ ¥ *** stars denote statistical significance of the difference

(p=0.01,p=0.05p=01)

"N/A" denotes that there are insufficient respondents to compute
the difference between groups for a particular group



Income and wealth

Income and wealth are essential components of people’s well-being, enabling the freedom to satisfy needs,
invest in personal development and make life choices. Wealth, or accumulated income and capital, provides
a safety net throughout people’s lives protecting them from unexpected shocks, and allows for consumption
smoothing across time. Income and wealth define the scope of economic opportunities of the household.
Financial insecurity, meaning the degree of vulnerability to economic shocks, affects other areas of people’s
well-being. The distributions of earnings, income, and wealth are also an important driver of well-being in
society as a whole, as inequality can undermine growth and other well-being outcomes.

The impact of businesses on employees’ income and wealth is direct, through wages, pension and sav-
ings schemes and other financial benefits. For employees, wages represent a significant portion of the
household’s financial resources. While wages are an important driver of income, employees may have
other sources of income and their material conditions partially depend on the income and wealth of other
household members.

Well-being outcomes

0 - Not at all satisfied Completely satisfied - 10
42%  Satisfaction with S son y Minority
- e emale Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
= \ e | financial situation ..
41% 5.0%
0% 0%  40%  60%  80%  100% 0.0% |
Persol -5.0%
ers"_ 48  Safisfactonwith  -10.0%
8 Benchmank financial situation, ona ~150%
S — scale from 0 to 10 -20.00A,
] -25.0%
4.9
0 ) s 6 8 10 ABTU NIA T.2%° 21.0%

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral" outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.

With great difficulty Very Easily

58% Ability to make ends Minority

= meet Female Lowwage Senior Young groups

20.0%

0,
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 100%
0.0% -
Persol -10.09
58%  Share of employees 0.0% I
-20.0%
whose households are

3R Benchmark -30.0%
able to make ends meet _ 40.0%
63% '

0%  20%  40%  60% 8%  100% 214%™ NA - -3.5%  -28.9%™

31%

Note: Response scale ranges from "with great difficulty’/with difficulty"/"with some difficulty" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "fairly easily"/"easily"/"very easily" ("good" outcomes, in green).
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Working conditions

Bottom 20% Top 20% Minority
63% Low wages » Female Lowwage Senior Young groups
= I I 0.0% -
33% -10.0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% -20.0%
-30.0%
Persol . -40.0%
ﬁ 12%  Share of (.employees in _50_00/:
= Benchmark the national wage  _g0.0%
distribution -70.0%
| - o
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% N/A N/A -2.0%  -60.1%***

Note: This indicator shows the % of employees in each wage quintile based on the actual Japanese wage distribution as per most recent OECD data. This indicator is negatively oriented, meaning
the company/benchmark values depict the % of respondents with "poor" outcomes, rather than "good" outcomes.

Work and job quality

Having a job is important both as a means of generating income and for a sense of utility and purpose. Work
shapes personal identity and creates opportunities for personal development of skills and capabilities, as
well as for social connections. Job quality, which includes aspects like job satisfaction, career advancement
prospects, and working conditions, has been shown to have an impact on other areas of well-being, such
as subjective well-being, health, and social connections. Good working conditions can also promote skills
development, increase firm productivity and competitiveness, and foster well-being in society as a whole.

Considering the time people spend at work, firms exert a strong influence on people’s lives through work
and job quality. Businesses contribute to work and job quality in many ways, from the composition of the
physical working environment and the work and management culture to company’s policies and practices
related to human resources, hiring and promotion, and health and well-being, among others.

Well-being outcomes

0 - Not at all satisfied Completely satisfied - 10
51% Job sastisfacti Minority
° . | 0D sastistaction Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
= I 0.0%
30% . .
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 2.0%
Persol -4.0%
€rso!
N 53 Job satisfaction,ona  00%
S Benchmark scalefomOto10  -8:0%
@ 51 -100%
0 9 4 6 8 10 91%  NA  -24%  -43%

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral" outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.
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Strongly agree Strongly disagree

81% . Minority
o | . Job security Female Lowwage Senior ~ Young  groups
100.0%
4%
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 80.0%
60.0%
Persol 81% Share of employees who 10.0%
] do not believe they might ™"
=2 Benchmark lose their job in the next  20.0%
| 86% 6 months 0.0%
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% N/A N/A N/A N/A

Note: Response scale ranges from "strongly disagree"/"disagree” ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "agree"/"strongly agree" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "neither
agree nor disagree” depicted in yellow.

Strongly disagree Strongly agree
24%  Opportunities for ' Minority
> I I career advancement , . oTo° LOWWage Semor Yowg  goups
39% '
10.0%
0% 0%  40%  60%  80%  100% 0.0% | -
_ 0,
Persol 289 Share of employees who ;ggéz l
[ ] ° believe their job offers 3 g0,
32 Benchmark good prospects for  .40.0%
I 20% career advancement  -50.0%
0
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% -18.2%*** -45.4%** 10.4%**  -7.0%

Note: Response scale ranges from "strongly disagree"/"disagree" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "agree"/"strongly agree" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "neither
agree nor disagree" depicted in yellow.

Working conditions

0 - Not at all satisfied Completely satisfied - 10
63%  Satisfaction with S son y Minority
= _ : : emale Oow wage enior oung groups
= [ | organisation 0.0%
23% 4.0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 20%
Persol 59 Satisfaction with the jg:f’
» I " organisation youwork s o,
§ Benchmark for, on a scale from 0 to -6.0%
| -7.0%
58 10
0 2 4 6 8 10 -6.2% N/A -2.4% -6.0%

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral" outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.

No Yes

59% . . Minority
< I Workenjoyment Forele Lowvage Semor Yoy g
3 e 5.0%

(]
0% 0%  40%  60%  80%  100% 0.0% —
_E 09

Persol_ 59% Share of employees who 5.0% I
= Benchmark enjoy the work they do in -10.0%
| — heiiob everyday gy,

52% '
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 16%  NA - 0.5% -128%%

Note: Binary response scale.
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No Yes

74%  Contribution to S son y Minority
D i orile Lowwege  Senkr  Young - grous
ES society 5.0%
10% 4.0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% o
3.0%
Persol 749, Share of employees who 2.0%
I T feeltheirwork  10%
32 Benchmark contributes positively to  0.0% -
| i -1.0%
66% society o
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% N/A NA - -07%  NA
Note: Binary response scale.
Not engaged Engaged
74% . Minority
= I Engagementindex remele, Lowwage, Sener. - Young - groups
c 26% 20.0%
15.0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 10.0%
Persol a 9.0%
26% Share of employees with )
. E— positive engagement O'Of | | [ |
=2 Benchmark Scores -5.0%
-10.0%
I 20% ’
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% -3.6%  149%"  31%  -5.6%

Note: The share of employees with positive engagement scores refers to the share of employees who report feeling "often” or "always" engaged on each of the three components capturing

"absorption”, "vigor" and "dedication".

Always Never
9%
= [ ||
65%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
2sol 9%
5 Benchmark
| %

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Work intensity:

working at high
speed 30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
Share of employees )
0.0%

whose job never or
rarely involves working -10-0%
at high speed -20.0%

Female Low wage

Minority

Young groups

6.5% 25.4%*

Note: Response scale ranges from "always"/"often" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "rarely"/"never" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.

Always Never
23%
= [ [
43%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Persol 23%
2 Benchmark
o 18%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Work intensity:
working to tight
deadlines 25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

Share of employees 5.0%
whose job never or ggz’

. N =J. 0
rarely involves working _10.0v

to tight deadlines ~ -15.0%

Female Low wage

Minority

Young groups

2.0%  12.3%*

Note: Response scale ranges from "always"/"often” ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "rarely"/"never" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.
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Never Always

78%  Autonomy: task Fomale L Ser y Minority
. . s iscret emale Lowwage  Seior  Young s
=l . discretion 0.0%
5% ,
0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100% -5.0%
Persol Share of employees who 10.0%
erso 0 yees w o
Ly T8% " often or aways can 50"
> Benchmark choose or change the -20.0%
i -25.0%
73% order of their own tasks o
0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100% N/A N/A NA 228%™
Note: Response scale ranges from "never"/"rarely" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "often"/"always" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.
Never Always
70% Autonomy: method Fomale L Son v Minority
o _ ; : emale Lowwage  Senior oung  groups
=l o discretion 0.0% _
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0 ’ -5.0%
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 10.0%
-15.0%
Persol 70% Share of employees who 20.0%
] often or always can 95 qv,
32 Benchmark choose or change their -30.0%
-35.0%
64% methods of work o
0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 248%™ NA 1% -29.8%"

Note: Response scale ranges from "never"/"rarely" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "often"/"always" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.

Work-life balance

The way people spend their time is an important determinant of their well-being. Long working hours are
a significant risk factor of health problems, including cardiovascular diseases and stroke. Being able to
choose how to divide time between paid work, unpaid work, leisure, social and family commitments and other
activities is also crucial for people’s well-being. The balance at stake is between the need to work enough
to sustain other activities and to benefit from the intrinsic value of work, while still allowing for sufficient
time for leisure, family and self-care and other activities. Balance and harmony, a sense of achieving a
proportionate and complementary use of one’s time, have been shown to be strongly associated with other
well-being outcomes.

Companies have different means at their disposal to facilitate a good work-life balance for employees. Com-
pany policies around working hours, annual leave, parental leave, and flexible working arrangements are
concrete levers that companies have at their disposal. Setting realistic expectations for employees, creating
a work culture that normalises a good work-life balance, and integrating a consideration for work-life balance
in managerial practice are also important drivers.
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Well-being outcomes

0 - Not at all satisfied Completely satisfied - 10

39%
= [ |
46%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Persol 47
N
8 Benchmark
I
4.8
0 2 4 6 8 10

Time use Fomale L Ser y Minority
. " emale Lowwage Senior oung groups
satisfaction 5.0%
0.0% .
Satisfaction with the .
. -5.0%
amount of time you have
to do the things you like -10.0%
doing, on a scale from 0 A5.0%
to 10
-11.1%* N/A 3.4% -4.6%

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral" outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.

Never Always
51% Minority
< I Balance Ferele Lowvage Seror  Youg  grues
° 0.0%
0,
46% S0 [ |
0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 0
-10.0%
Persol_ 51% Share of employees who -15.0%
<2 Benchmark feel like the|.rI|fe is often -20.0%
_ or alWayS in balance -25.0%
51% '
0%  20%  40%  60% 8%  100% 165%™ -68% A% 191%™
Note: Response scale ranges from "never'/"rarely" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "often"/"always" ("good" outcomes, in green).
Working conditions
50 hours per week or more 40 hours per week or less
30% Minority
-« I rours worked remale Lowuage Senor. Yo gros
° 60.0%
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0 68% 50.0%
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 400%
Persol 30.0%
30% Share of employees who 20.0%
- m work a maximum of 40 10.0%
> hours per week _10'002 -
36% '
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% NA - -15%  -56% 474%™

Note: The distribution of hours worked distinguishes between long (40 - 50 hours) and very long (>50) hours, per week. Hours worked includes paid or unpaid overtime, but excludes lunch breaks

and other breaks.

1.5 hour per day or more 1 hour per day or less

45%
= [
49%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Persol 45%
=2 Benchmark
]
42%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

. . Minority
Commuting time Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
Share of employees who gg:;:
spend lessthan 60 5 o, I .
minutes per day -4.0%
commuting -6.0%
-41% -3.1% 6.5% -314%

Note: Commuting time refers to minutes per day spent travelling from home to work and back. Longer commuting times are categorised as long commuting times (60-90 minutes total per day) and

very long commuting times (>90 minutes per day).
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0-20% of the time 80 - 100% of the time

53% . Minority
< I . Working from home Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
° 509

46% "

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0.0% — .
-5.0%
Persol 30% Share of employees who 00
® never or rarely work from -100%
22 Benchmark home (0 to 20% of the ~15.0%
i -20.0%

38% time) o
0% 20% 40%  60%  80%  100% 15.4%** -15.5%*  -04%  -4.5%

Note: This indicator presents the share of employees who work from home respectively 0-20%; 20-40%; 40-60%; 60-80%; 80-100% of the time. This indicator is negatively oriented, meaning the
company/benchmark value depict the share of respondents with "poor" outcomes, rather than "good" outcomes.

Health is a core component of well-being and affects people’s ability to work, learn, enjoy leisure activities,
and build social ties. Health is about being and feeling well: the ability to lead a long life unencumbered by
physical or mental iliness, and the ability to participate in activities that people value. It is one of the most
important drivers of life satisfaction alongside income, employment, and social connections.

Businesses have considerable impacts on their employees’ physical and mental health, through the qual-
ity of the physical and social working environment, the wages they pay to their employees, which enable
financial security and healthy life choices, and by facilitating employees’ access to healthcare services and
programmes. Aside from employment conditions, health status is also driven by biology and genetics, early
childhood development, education, the physical environment, and public health programmes. Still, the pos-
itive and negative potential impacts of the working environment on health outcomes are considerable, and
businesses have an important role in shaping these impacts.

Well-being outcomes

0 - Not at all satisfied Completely satisfied - 10
50%  Physical health ' Minority
= I \ N | satisfaction 00 Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
35% 5.0%
0%  20%  40%  60% 8%  100% 00% |
P I ‘5.00/0
i 52 Satisfaction with physical -10.0%
] 1509
g health, on a scale from 0 -19.0%
8 Benchmark -20.0%
* I 010 -25.0%
53 '
0 2 4 6 8 10 A15.7%**  NIA 7.2%* -21.0%***

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral” outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.

Poor mental health state Good mental health state
19% . Minority
=~ I Mentalhealth Fomele towvage. Semor Yourg g
° 0.2%
81% 0.0%? —
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% -0.2%
-0.4%
Persol 81% Share of employees with -0.6%
I " good mental health state 0%
32 Benchmark (WHO-5 score > 52)in -9,
| i -1.4%
80% the preceding two weeks o
0% 0%  40%  60%  80%  100% N/A N/A 0.0% N/A

Note: A good mental health state (green) is defined as a score of 52 or above on a set of five questions (WHO-5).
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Working conditions

Always Never
12% . Minority
< | Physical demands Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
0.0%
0 0 0 0 0 0 5% -2.0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 4.0%
R N
Persol Share of employees who 6‘0[,A’
12% -8.0%
[ | never or rarely feel 40 g9
=2 Benchmark physically exhausted at -12.0%
[ 14% the end of their workday -14.0%
0
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 12.2%*  -8.4% N/A 1A% -9.6%
Note: Response scale ranges from "always"/"often" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "rarely"/"never" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.
Always Never
1% . Minority
© _ - Emotional demands Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
10.0%
58% ’
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 5.0%
Share of employees who  0.0%
Persol 1% ploy o m
[ ] never or rarely feel
. ; -5.0%
=2 Benchmark emotionally drained by
i -10.0%
|| 10% their work o
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% -6.5% 9.1% N/A -5.3% -2.0%

Note: Response scale ranges from "always"/"often” ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "rarely"/"never" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.

Environmental quality

Environmental quality refers to the absence of environmental hazards and the presence of environmental
amenities in the workplace. The state of the physical environment directly affects people’s health and can
take many forms, depending on the sector and the job type. This section presents two possible components
of experience of poor environmental quality, namely exposure to noise and exposure to chemicals, but there
are many others potential environmental risk factors.

In many countries, businesses are obliged to comply with environmental and safety standards in the work-
place. Still, workers can be exposed to environmental risks and hazards at work, and firms can strive to
mitigate these as much as possible.

Working conditions

Always Never
95% . Minority
< | Fxposure fo nolse remale Lowvege S Yang g
° 29, 100.0%
0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 80.0%
60.0%
Persol ., Share of employees who ’
95% 40.0%
] never or rarely are
2 Benchmark exposed to loud noise at  200%
| o3% work 0.0%
0
0% 20%  40% 60% 80%  100% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Note: Response scale ranges from "always"/"often" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "rarely"/"never" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.
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Always Never

99% Exposure to foml L son y Minority
- I i emale. Lowage  Setior - Young - gros
= chemicals 1000%
0% .
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 80.0%
Share of employees who 60.0%
Wi
Persol 99% ploy 40.0%
never or rarely are
=2 Benchmark exposed to chemicals at 20.0%
| work 0.0%

95%
0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100% N/A N/A N/A N/A

Note: Response scale ranges from "always"/"often" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "rarely"/"never" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.

Developing knowledge and skills is essential for human growth and the capacity of people to live their life
as they choose it. Acquiring new knowledge and skills has intrinsic value due to a basic human desire to
learn and develop, but it is also important for accessing opportunities for quality employment. People with
higher levels of education also have higher incomes and tend to be healthier, report higher social support
and subjective well-being.

Through investments in knowledge and skills, for example by providing training and on-the-job learning,
firms can foster greater opportunities for career advancement for all employees. Businesses are essen-
tial in encouraging lifelong learning, the need for people to continue to build skills along the life course to
promote social mobility and strengthen people’s resilience against megatrends such as globalisation and
digitalisation.

Never Always
54% . Minority
- - _ Learning Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
3 10.0%
12% 5.0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0:00/: [ |
-5.09
Persol 54% Share of employees who 10 0‘;0 I
- _B — often or always leamn 1 5'00/0
S - .U70
enchmar new things on the job ' 0/

54%
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 106%™ NA - 43% 174%™

Note: Response scale ranges from "never"/"rarely" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "often"/"always" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.

Completely disagree Completely agree
63% — Minority
<. I | Skills improvement Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
3 0.2%
11%
0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 0.0% —
Persol Share of employees who -0.2%
erso_ 63% received training that  .0.4%
believe their skills ¢ go,

32 Benchmark .
improved because of

-0.8%
58% training received ’

0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% N/A NA- 00%  NIA
Note: Response scale ranges from "completely disagree"/"disagree” ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "agree"/"completely agree" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option
"neither disagree nor agree" depicted in yellow.

©OECD 2023 17



Completely disagree Completely agree

36% Prospects S son y Minority
° ] : emale Lowwage Senior oung  groups
= [ ooy improvement 8.0%
0
0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 6.0%
Share of employees who 40%
Persol ., received training that '
I 36% believe their future 2%
32 Benchmark employment prospects  0-0% H
] sgo, [Mproved because of - -20%
0

training received ‘

0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100% N/A NA  62% N/A
Note: Response scale ranges from "completely disagree"/"disagree” ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "agree"/"completely agree" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option
"neither disagree nor agree" depicted in yellow.

1 day or less More than 6 days
76% . Minority
=< I freining remale Lowuege Senor - Yowng - grows
° 0
16% S.0% .
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0.0%
Share of employees who )
Persol_ 76% received training paid for 5.0%
or provided by their  -10.0%

3% Benchmark employer in the past

L -15.0%
73% year ’
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% A23%7 423%™ NA - 39%  NA
Note: Training days per year are boken down as follows: 1 day or less ("poor" outcome, in orange); 1-6 days; more than 6 days ("good" outcomes, in green).
Needs further training Good skills match
21% Skill tch Minority
o _ Ills matc Female Lowwage Senior Young groups
2 I 25.0%
70% 20.0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 15:002
10.09
% 21%  Share of employees 5 0;’
=2 Benchmark whose skills correspond 0'00;
S~ pbenchmar . . . U7 ]
_ - well with their duties 5.0%
0
0% 20% 400& 60% 80% 100% 0.J "/YT: 10.20/0* 21 .90/0*** '2.9% 12.80/0**

Note: Responses in yellow refer to employees whose believe they have the skills to cope with more demanding duties.

Personal safety, or freedom from physical and emotional harm or threat, is another critical component of
people’s well-being. The workplace can present different sources of threats to personal safety. The physical
working environment can be a source of risks to people’s safety in the form of accidents and work-related
fatalities, which are typically monitored in company records. The workplace can also provide a setting for
forms of adverse social behaviour, such as unwanted sexual attention, verbal or physical harassment and
bullying. In addition, experiences of discrimination represent a form of harm that can occur in the workplace,
and which can impede good outcomes in other areas of well-being, including equal opportunities.

Businesses have an important role to play in minimising the risk of safety incidents and ensuring that employ-
ees feel safe in the workplace. The occurrence of adverse social behaviour and discrimination can be ad-
dressed in a number of ways, including by promoting a culture of intolerance, implementing anti-harassment
and discrimination policies and trainings, and by establishing reporting mechanisms and facilitating due pro-
cess.
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Working conditions

Yes No
g
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Persol
||

=2 Benchmark

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Note: Binary response scale.
Yes No
= [
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Persol
[

=2 Benchmark

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Note: Binary response scale.
Yes No
= I—
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Persol
|

32 Benchmark

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Note: Binary response scale.
Yes No
> ——
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Persol
.

=2 Benchmark

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Note: Binary response scale.
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0,
1% Discrimination
4% 100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
2 Share of employees who 00
? have faced 40.0%
discrimination at workin  20.0%
59 the last year 0.0%
(]
93%  Verbal abuse or
" threats 1000%
80.0%
60.0%
3% Share of employees who 00
° have faced verbal abuse  400%
or threats at work in the  20.0%
4% last year 0.0%
(]

97%  Unwanted sexual

» attention 100.0%
(1]
80.0%
60.0%
Share of employees who ’
1% 40.0%
have faced unwanted :
sexual attention at work  20-0%
1% in the last year 0.0%
0
Bullying,
0,
2% harassment or
5% violence 2.0%
1.5%
5% Share of employees who 1.0%
°  have faced bullying, 05
harassment or violence
5% atwork in the last year  0.0%
0

Female Low wage

N/A

Female Low wage

Female Low wage

N/A

Female Low wage

1.7%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Senior

N/A

Senior

N/A

Senior

N/A

Senior

N/A

Minority

Young groups
N/A N/A
Minority

Young groups
N/A N/A
Minority

Young groups
N/A N/A
Minority

Young groups

N/A N/A
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Social connections relate to both the quality and quantity of time we spend with others, and the existence
of social and supportive networks. They are crucial for a strong, cohesive, and functioning society. People
with extensive and supportive social connections have better health, tend to live longer, and are more likely
to be employed. At a society-wide level, they can generate shared value, such as trust in others and norms
of reciprocity, which influence a range of outcomes, including economic growth, democratic participation,
and crime.

Full-time employees spend most of their day at work, so social relations in the workplace can meaningfully
contribute to overall perceptions of the quality of social connections. The social support that employees
receive from their managers and other workers is a potential driver of social connections overall as well as
an enabling factor for learning, personal development, and career advancement. In addition, working hours
and work intensity can affect the budget of time and energy people have available to engage with others
outside work.

0 - Not at all satisfied Completely satisfied - 10
68%  Satisfaction with Fomale L son y Minority
o _ . . emale oW wage enior oung groups
=l | social connections 10.0%
17% 5.0%
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 0.0% |
Persol Share of employees who 1(5)8:;" I
= V70
- T " are satisfied with their 15 o,
8 Benchmark social connections, on a -20.0%
@ 6.4 scale from0to 10  -25.0%
0 2 4 6 8 10 A5.7%**  NIA 72%*  -21.0%***

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral” outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.

0-1donottrustthematall | trust them completely - 10

76% Trust: i Minority
o - 4—_ rust: in manager Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
= [ . 8.0%
14% ’
% o0% 400 ; w1009 6.0%
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% 40%
Persol 2.0%
] T Tty
2 Benchmark manager(s), on a scale “20%
& p— from 0to 10 40%
| -6.0%
6.9
0 2 4 6 8 10 N/A N/A 6.4%** N/A

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral" outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.
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0-1do nottrustthematall | trust them completely - 10

=l NI

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Persol
N |
8 Benchmark
P
0 2 4 6 8 10

75% Trust: in other
o workers 0.4%
’ 0.3%
0.3%
0.2%
7.0 Trustin other workersin 0.2%

the company, on a scale 0-1%

0.1%
from 0 to 10 0.0%

6.7

Minority
Female Lowwage Senior Young groups
N/A N/A 0.3% N/A

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral" outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.

62% Support from
. manager 12%
1.0%
0.8%
62% Share of employees who 0.6%
often or always feel ~ 0.4%
supported by their ~ 0.2%
58% manager 0.0%

Minority

Female Lowwage Senior  Young groups

N/A N/A N/A N/A

Note: Response scale ranges from "never"/"rarely" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "often"/"always" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.

Never Always
=l |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Persol
|
=2 Benchmark
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Never Always
=l I
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Persol
|
=2 Benchmark
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1%
Support from peers
4% 100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
7% Share of employees who oo
°  oftenoralwaysfeel  “00%
supported by their peers  20-0%
65% or colleagues 0.0%
0

Minority
Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
N/A N/A N/A N/A

Note: Response scale ranges from "never"/"rarely" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "often"/"always" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.

Strongly disagree Strongly agree
= [ I
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Persol
|
32 Benchmark
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0,
S4% Recognition
6.0%
0,
13% 5.0%
4.0%

Share of employees who 3.0%
believe they receive the 2.0%
recognition they deserve 1.0%

for their work 0.0%

54%

48%

Minority
Female Lowwage Senior Young  groups
N/A N/A 5.7%* N/A

Note: Response scale ranges from "strongly disagree"/"disagree" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "agree"/"strongly agree" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "neither

disagree nor agree" depicted in yellow.
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In the business context, having a voice refers to the ability of employees to participate in decision-making
processes, both through representatives as well as through direct consultation and good communication
with management. Voice and participation enhance employers’ awareness of workers’ needs, leads to more
efficient use of their resources, and allows workers to shape their working conditions, enabling other well-
being outcomes and fostering a sense of trust in the leadership of the company. Voice and representation
are also relevant in narrowing inequalities in the firm.

The extent to which employees feel like they have a voice in decision-making process can be shaped directly
by companies through participatory decision-making processes, good communication and transparency, and
responsive, reliable, and fair management practices.

0-1donottrustthematall | trust them completely - 10

48%  Trust: in company Fomale L son y Minority
o emale oW wage enior oun: roups
<HEN . board ° o oo
17%
0% 0%  40%  60%  80%  100% 3.0%
2.0%
Persol 6.1  Trustinthe company  1.0%
|
S Benchmark board, on a scale from 0 5o,
9] to 10 4.0%
5.8
0 2 4 6 3 10 N/A N/A 3.7% N/A

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral" outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.

0-1do nottrustthematall | trust them completely - 10

59%  Trust: in executive Fomale L son y Minority
e emale Oow wage enior oung groups
=[N B " management ...
? 3.0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 20%
Persol . ) 1.0%
6.3 Trust in executive 0.0%
gB_ management, on a scale 0%
S g from 0 to 10 20%
| -3.0%
6.0
0 2 4 6 8 10 N/A N/A 3.7% N/A

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral" outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.

Never Always
27%  Ability to influence Fomale L Son v Minority
° _ . emale Ow wage enior oung groups
= I o decisions 0.0% l
o _E N9
0% 0%  40%  60%  80%  100% 5.0%
-10.0%
Persol 27% Share of employees who -15.0%
[ ] ® often or always feel they -20.0%

=2 Benchmark can influence decisions -25.0%
28 important for their work -30.0%
0

0% 2%  40%  60%  80%  100% 242%™ -88%  -2.3% 215%™

Note: Response scale ranges from "never"/"rarely" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "often"/"always" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.
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Never Always

35%  Ability to improve fomale L son y Minority

o _ _ : . emale Oow wage enior oung groups
EN work organisation 00%
29% -5.0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% e
-10.0%
Persol 35% Share of employees who -15.0%
] ° often or always feel they -20.0%
32 Benchmark are involved in improving -25.0%
I 35% work processes -30.0%

(]
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100% -27.3%"*  NIA  -9.9%"* -22.2%**

Note: Response scale ranges from "never"/"rarely" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "often"/"always" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.

Subjective well-being

Subjective well-being is about overall good mental states, how people experience and evaluate their lives.
It is composed of three elements: life evaluation, a reflective assessment on a person’s life or some specific
aspect of it; affect, a person’s feelings, emotions, and states, typically measured with reference to a particular
point in time; and eudaimonia, a sense of meaning and purpose in life. Affect is closely related to positive
mental health, which is reported in the Health dimension of this report.

Aside from a source of income, work can offer people a routine, social contact, self-esteem, and even a
sense of purpose. Each of the individual dimensions listed in this report is directly or indirectly linked to
subjective well-being. Given the large impacts work and the workplace have on each of these dimensions,
work and the conditions defined by a business exert a large influence on subjective well-being.

Well-being outcomes

0 - Not at all satisfied Completely satisfied - 10
68% . . . Minority
<. | . e Life satisfaction Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
© 0.0%
17% |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% -5.0%
B [
Perso'_ 6.2 Satisfaction with life as a 10.0%
2 whole, on a scale from 0 -15.0%
& Benchmark
N to 10 20.0%
6.3
0 9 4 6 8 10 ATA% NA - -29%  -17.3%*

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral" outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.

0 - Not at all worthwhile  Completely Worthwhile - 10

62% . ) Minority
< I | Eudaimonia Female Lowwage Senior  Young  groups
0.0%
15% .
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% -5.0%
Persol 6.0 The extent to which you -10.0%
o I ' feel yourlifeis -,
8 Benchmark worthwhile, on ascale
@ 6.1 from 0 to 10 -20.0%
0 9 4 6 8 10 A35%  NIA  -44%  -17.9%

Note: "Poor" outcomes (orange) capture scores from 0 to 4, "good" outcomes (green) capture scores from 6 to 10, and "neutral" outcomes (yellow) capture scores equal to 5. Inequalities refer to
differences in the % of people with "poor" outcomes, where negative values imply a higher % with "poor" outcomes.
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Working conditions

Never Always
54% Intrinsic rewards: Fomalo L Ser v Minority
o _ A emale Oow wage enior oung groups
=l useful job 25%
1% ;
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100% 2.0%
Persol 1.5%
erso_ 54% Share of employees who 1.0%
often or always feel they () 50,
X 5%
E— dousehlwark g, i
48% '
0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100% N/A N/A 0.7% N/A
Note: Response scale ranges from "never"/"rarely" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "often"/"always" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.
Never Always
42% Intrinsic rewards: Fomale L Ser y Minority
° _ : emale Lowwage  Senior oung  groups
= I 5 job well done 5.0% =
0
0% 20%  40% 60%  80%  100% 0.0%
-5.0%
Persol 42% Share of employees who 10.0%
] ° often or always feel their '~
32 Benchmark job gives a feeling of  -150%
I -20.0%
36% work well done b
0% 0%  40%  60%  80%  100% 102%™ N/A 3.8% -16.3%™

Note: Response scale ranges from "never"/"rarely" ("poor" outcomes, in orange) to "often"/"always" ("good" outcomes, in green), with the neutral response option "sometimes" depicted in yellow.
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Who produced this report?

This report presents the result of a pilot survey conducted by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD), in collaboration with the Nikkei Well-being Initiative and the Well-being for Planet
Earth Foundation. The report was financed by the Well-being for Planet Earth Foundation. It was prepared
by the OECD Centre for Well-being, Inclusion, Sustainability and Equal Opportunities (OECD WISE Centre).
Vincent Siegerink led the project, which was supervised by Fabrice Murtin and published under the direction
of Romina Boarini. Junya Ino conducted the statistical analysis in this report, and Fumina Okahara supported
the implementation of the survey. This report benefited greatly from the coordination support of Manabi Sato
and Junichiro Oda at Nikkei, and from the comments and insights of Yoshiki Ishikawa and Alden Lai at the
Well-being for Planet Earth Foundation.

For questions, please contact: Vincent Siegerink, vincent.siegerink@oecd.org
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