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Part 1: Introduction and Motivation:
- Why do we (Economists) care about Working Environment
- Data: What do we have to work with?
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a) Firm Level Data Construction and Verification
b) Firm Focus:  Does WE matter in the production function?
c) Employee Focus: WE and Employee Health.

Part 3) Causal Analysis of Determinants of GOOD WE: Neighborhood CEOs

Part 4) How to do research in the OEWE? Some thoughts and open questions?
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Why do we care?
Some Basic Facts (ILO/OECD/WB/Research)

• 3.3 billion people work in firms around the world, WE is a big factor in 
understand health, social outcomes, family economics, LIFE…Firms Internal 
sustainability.

• Cost of absenteeism is estimated to be around 5-7 pct of GDP in Western 
Countries (The Economist/ World Bank).

• Differences in organization across firms explains almost half of the variation in 
measures of employee wellbeing, such as absenteeism and dependence on 
prescription drugs (Bennedsen et al 2020).

• Link between WE and firms internal sustainability: Employees are a key driver of a firm’s
success (Babina et al 2019, Barbachon et al 2023).Firms unable to retain employees
(Bertheau et al 2020, Li et al 2022). Firms with employees subject to negative health
shocks (Rettl et al 2024)) experience lower financial performance.

1

CurrentMultifieldResearch:
Medicin: Hansen, et.al. (2009). A review of the effect of the psychosocial working 
environment on physiological changes in blood and urine. Basic & clinical pharmacology 
& toxicology, 105(2), 73-83.

Biochemistry: Definining threshold levels of dusts; Nano Science…

Psychology: Bowling & Beehr. (2006). Workplace harassment from the victim's 
perspective: a theoretical model and meta-analysis. J. of applied psychology, 91(5), 998.

Labor: Crocker and Horst. "Hours of work, labor productivity, and environmental 
conditions: A case study." The Review of Economics and Statistics (1981): 361-368.   

Economics: Fisman, Raymond, and Yongxiang Wang. "The distortionary effects of 
incentives in government: evidence from China's “death ceiling” program." American 
Economic Journal: Applied Economics 9.2 (2017): 202-218.

Sociology, Organizational behavior, Antropology, Statistics, Management …
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OE literature:

Field experiments on specific aspects of the working environment: psychological safety
(Castro, Englmaier, and Guadalupe 2022), wellness (Gubler, Larkin, and Pierce 2018),
workplace atmosphere (Alan, Corekcioglu, and Sutter 2023), leader evaluation (Cai and
Wang 2022), meaning ( Ashraf, Bandiera, Minni, Zingales, 2024), etc.
Studies of adjacent constructs such as corporate culture (Guiso, Sapienza, Zingales, 2013;
Li, Mai, Shen, Yan 2021; Graham et al., 2022), purpose (Gartenberg, Prat, Serafeim, 2019;
Gartenberg and Serafeim 2023), employee happiness/well-being (Bellet, De Neve, and
George, 2024; De Neve et al., 2023), employee-friendly policies (Bae, Schandlbauer, and
Wang, 2011; Kang and Kim, 2020; Landier, Nair, and Wulf, 2009).

Capture aspects on Culture, Teams, Management, Leadership. Related to WE.

Data: What do we have to work with?
OECD / ILO has organized high quality cross country surveys. (OECD 
Guidelines on Measuring the Quality of the Working Environment)
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European Social Survey/ EUROPEAN WORKING 
CONDITION SURVEY

International Social Survey Programme
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National SURVEYS OF WE

NATIONAL WORKPLACE INSPECTION DATA

EXAMPLE: Danish Working Environment Authority.

►3 rd Party Data (INSPECTION)

►The Topic Variable says which topic the evaluation relates too:
Most common topics includes general work environment
evaluation, fall accidents, machines and other equipment,
physical movements (lift, pull and push) and air quality 
(including smoke related stuff).

Neighbourhood Firms
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The (New) Organizational Economics Approach.

Develop (and validate) a comprehensive measureof firm level working
environments based on survey data on employees’ perceptions in Denmark

Show how working environment associates with firm outcomes and employee 
health.

”New”: Firm level comprehensive WE measures with submeasures and the 
ability to link to firm and employes determinants and outcomes: Strong
focus on ”the firm”.
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Data on working environment

Working Environment and Health Survey, conducted by the National Center for the 
Working Environment (NFA) in Denmark
Our primary source of working environment data comes from the Danish Working 
Environment and Health Survey (WEH). The WEH survey asks around 100 
questions about employees’ perceptions of their working conditions.
Almost 100 questions organized in six categories (more later)
8rounds in 2008-2023 (response rate between 50% and 60%)
Firm and employee identifiers to match survey responses with other register data 
from Denmark.

Survey items

Psychological and social working environment (34Q): Commitment, meaning, role
clarity, fairness, cooperation, job insecurity [. . . ]

Negative experiences (6Q): Physical violence, bullying, harassment [. ..]
Physical working environment (10Q):Physical hard work, walking and standing

positions, push/pull loads, noise [. . .].
Health and ability at work (10Q): Pain, fatigue and sleep problems, mental health,

depression, anxiety, illness, motivation [. ..]
Chemicals (3Q): Contact with chemicals, skin problems [. ..]
Work accidents and safety (10Q): Prevention of work hazards, perception on

accidents, safety priority [. ..].
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Example, Negative Experiences
Q14. In the last 12 months, have you had any arguments or conflicts with anyone at your workplace?

44.239.310.3

0 20 40 60 80 100

q14 (n = 46066)0.9 5.3

Percent

Yes, daily Yes, weekly Yes, monthly Yes, less often No, never

Q15. Have you, within the last 12 months, been exposed to bullying at your workplace (i.e., when one or
more people regularly and over a long period of time - or repeatedly in a gross manner - exposes one or
more other people to offensive actions that the person perceives as hurtful or degrading).

89.17.4.16.41.6

0 20 40 60 80 100

q15 (n = 46098)0

Percent

Yes, daily Yes, weekly Yes, monthly Yes, less often No, never

Example, Negative Experiences, continued
Q16. Within the last 12 months, have you witnessed someone in your workplace being bullied?

3.1 3.8 18.7 73.1

0 20 40 60 80 100

q16 (n = 46002)1.3

Percent

Yes, daily Yes, weekly Yes, monthly Yes, less often No, never

Q19. Have you been exposed to sexual harassment at your workplace within the last 12 months?

98.0

0 20 40 60 80 100

q19 (n = 46083)00..12.5

Percent

Yes, daily Yes, weekly Yes, monthly Yes, less often No, never
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Data construction

Aggregation, Construct a FIRM /WORKPLACE level measure of working 
environment and its 6 components. 

Around 20,000 firm obs. (and 60,000 employee responses) pooling four waves of 
working environment survey and adding firm data (accounting, leadership etc)

Around 3,000 firm obs. after matching with data on workplace inspections (1/3 of all 
hypothetical firms)

Around 20,000 firm obs. after matching with data on employees’ tenure and 
hospitalization, and 4,000 firm obs. with data on absenteeism and accidents.

Sample
75 Pct.Median25 Pct.S.D.Mean

Panel A: Firm Statistics

108.2028.178.442940.4371.82Asset
1.510.790.4223.62.58Capital/Empl.
6.761.650.23407.621.08Gross Profit

175.1852.6717.121896.4331.83Turnover
0.150.080.020.30.08OROA

29.0017.009.0016.721.36Firm Age
94.9336.4714.00706.5137.80Employees

20348Observations

Panel B: Employee Statistics

48.0037.0024.0014.536.78Age
0.000.000.000.40.18Bachelor
6.002.000.006.44.61Tenure

249.22189.70149.152618.6230.45Salary

4065303Observations 11
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Where is the Variation in WE?

Figure: Differences in Working Environment Across Countries

The quality of working environment, EWCS data , same seven categories used in the WEH survey for
Denmark. Standardized categorical scores and an aggregated overall score at individual level.
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EWCS data and Danish data
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Working Environment Distribution by size
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These figures show the working environment score distribution by firm size. In general, 
smaller firms have better working conditions, but also a wider dispersion in Working 
environment.
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Working Environment Distribution by size, different 
measures
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In general, smaller firms have better working conditions - mainly driven by 
psycho-social and health.

15

Health

21

22



1 5 /0 5 /2 0 2 5

1 2

Working Environment Distribution by Sector
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These figures show the working environment score distribution by firm sector. In 
general, service sector firms have better working conditions than manufacturing firms. 
This is particularly prominent in the physical aspect of working environment.
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Working Environment Distribution by Sector, different 
measures
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Health

These figures show the working environment score distribution by firm sector. In 
general, service sector firms have better working conditions than manufacturing firms. 
This is mainly driven by the physical aspect of working environment.
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Validating the Approach: Working Environment and Inspection Outcomes
Dependent variables (Columns 1to 7): remarks dummy, weak remarks dummy, strong remarks 
dummy, # of total remarks, # of weak remarks, # of strong remarks, and remarks per plant visit
Good working environment is negatively associated with administrative remarks during workplace
inspections
Result holds controlling for time, industry effects and firm characteristics

Working Environment and Financial Performance

We then investigate the associations between the working environment and 
firms’ financial performance.
We use the average Operating Return on Assets (OROA) over the three years after 
the working environment survey as the dependent variable
We also use propensity score to match firms in the top 20 percentile of the working 
environment score distribution to a firm in the bottom 80 percentile.
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Working Environment and Financial Performance
Good working environment is positively associated with

operating performance (OROA)

Result holds using contemporaneous and future
performance (3-year average OROA after each survey 
wave)

Finding driven by psycho-social working environment,
safety and health and ability at work

Causality shown in Bennedsen et al 2025.

Working Environment and
Innovations

We investigate channels through which
the working environment may be 
associated with firm financial
performance.

A good working environment is
positively associated with innovation
quality and product innovation;
columns are (1) survey measure, (2)
number of patent citations, (3) 
citations per patent, (4) log of the
number of patents.
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Working Environment and Employee Well-being

Good working environment is
associated with longer tenure,
fewer hospitalizations and
accidents, less absenteeism

For tenure and mental health, all
working environment items matter
equally

For absenteeism, only psycho-
social working environment and
negative experience matter.

The Organizational Economics of Working Environment
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HART AND ZINGALES JPE 2024
“We have assumed that socially responsible agents 
weigh the impact of their decisions on everyone on the 
entire planet. In practice, people are more likely to 
internalize the impact they have on their community 
than on the world at large. This local bias in social 
responsibility might explain some of the observed 
trends in corporate governance. Until the 1970s, 
companies were owned very locally. … favors an 
internalization of the externalities produced by 
firms... From the 1980s, we have witnessed… the 
globalization of firms ... has led firms to become more 
asocial, that is, to ignore most of the externalities 
they produce.”

Introduction

Motivation

►Urban Economics / Sociology: Neigbourhoods have a profound
influence on individuals and social groups (Sampsun et al (2002, 
Damm and Dustmann 2013, Kling 2005, Durlauf 2004.)

►NOW: How does neighbourhood relationships influence
decision making of CEOs in private corporations?

►We define neighbourhood CEOs as CEOs living within a short 
distance from the firm and/or feeling a strong attachment to the 
neighbourhood around the firm.

32 /
20
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SURVEY Data CEO values (importance of nbh)

Amore, Bennedsen,Larsen & Modi
Neighbourhood Firms

September2023
33 /
20

DATA

► Survey on CEOs Values 2015 (Bennedsen, Chevrot, Friebel and Schlier 25).
► This survey uses questions from the World Value Survey to elict the engagement

of CEOs in the local communities. (Value based definition of NBH CEOs):

Introduction

Empirical Strategy

We estimate the impact of the CEO distance to work on the evaluation of the 
working environment from workplant visits.

We extend by a) replacing the 3rd party measure of working environment with 
an employee based survey measure; and by) replacing CEO distance with a 
value based subjective measure of neighbourhood being important.

We provide causal evidence from two sources: a) Within firm variation in 
CEO home to plant distance for multiplant firms; and, b) Within firm 
variation in CEO home to firm distance from CEO changes and from CEOs
moving home addresses.

We test 3 channels: Social interaction, place attachment and better management 
practices.

Finally, we rebute the capturing story by documenting a positive relationship
between neighbourhood CEOs and Corporate performance.

Neighbourhood Firms

34 /
20
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Employee Based Measures

Employees perception of the working environment
(WEH survey) and NBH CEOs. We confirm that working
enivornment is better when the CEO lives near.

Amore, Bennedsen,Larsen & Modi
Neighbourhood Firms

September2023
35 /
20

MAIN RESULT

CEO distance to work and working
environment 3rd Party Observation

Neighbourhood Firms

36 /
20
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Neighbourhood 
attachment as a 
personal value
based on Value 
Based CEO 
survey 2015.

Causal Evidence: Variation in CEO exposure in 
multi-plant firms. We measure the WE score at the plant level and 
look at CEO home to plant distance including firm fixed effects.
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Causal evidence form variation in CEO distances 
between 2012 and 2018: We look at how changes in 
CEO distances is correlated with changes in WE.

CHANNELS

Channel : Social
Interaction:

Are WE better when CEO and 
employees have kids in the same 
school?

Table: Role of social interactions: evidence from children’s schools

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* * *  p<0.01, * *  p<0.05, *  p<0.1

Neighbourhood Firms

40 /
20
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But does that imply that NBH CEOs are captured by 
employees against the interests of the owners? NBH 
CEOs and performance.

CHANNELS

Channel 2: Place 
Attachment, 
family firms.
- We control for 
birthplace = firm place
see also Bennedsen et al 
2025 (Family Firms and 
Working Environment)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* * *  p<0.01, * *  p<0.05, *  p<0.1

Amore, Bennedsen,Larsen & Modi
Neighbourhood Firms

42 /
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Channel 3: NBH CEOs have more time and thus 
implement better management practices in general.
Use Management practice survey in Denmark 2018

Conclusion

Summing UP Neighborhood CEOs and WE
► Neighbourhood CEO provides better working environment: CEO localness is 

significant driver of firms’ workplace quality.

► This holds both to variations in measuring the working environment (3rd party vs 
employee based measures) and to variations in the definition of neighbourhood
CEOs (physical vs mental definition).

► Causal evidence from multiplant firms and from CEO changes.

► We provide evidence for social interaction effect on working environment. Not driven 
by place attachment/family firms.

► Owners are better off.

Back to Hart and Zingales: We confirm that local CEOs internalize more externalities.

Neighbourhood Firms

44 /
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Part 3) Causal Analysis of Determinants of GOOD WE: Neighborhood CEOs

Part 4) How to do research in the OEWE? Some thoughts and open questions?

Thoughts & Inspiration
With 3.5 billion people working in private firms, this is obviously an important 
research area.

Workplace environment is in the intersection of multiple fields. Inspiring 
because of methodological synergies: Survey data, register data, RCTs, case 
studies etc etc. 

By introducing the “organization of the firm” into the research agenda it is 
possible to raise new unanswered research questions around the interplay 
between firm organization, the decomposition of workplace environment and 
corporate and employee outcomes. EXX:
- What are the synergies between the different elements of WE? 
- Do WE have causal effects on firm policies and firm outcomes?
- Do different types of owners/ CEOs /leadership styles / leadership values/ 

management practices impact the working environment. 
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