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UNITED KINGDOMBUSINESS LEADERS

���� ������������� �������������������� ������������ ���

�����������������������������������
����������������
������������
������

�������������������������������	�������������
����������� ����������

�������������������������������	�������������
�	����� ����������

���
����
	�����
����� ���
����� ���
����
	��

�� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ����

���������������
����� ��� �	�
�����������

›�����	����� ������������������ ����
� 

������������������	���������� ���������	� 

�������
�������������	���
����������������
� 
 ��� 

����������
�������������� ��������

���	�������
�������������
������
�	 �

���	����������
��������� 

�� ����������������

�����
�������
������ ������	��� �������	�����


��
�������� ������ 	��������������

�
�����
�����������
������������


�	����� ���� ����
	 ���������� 

��
��� �������������� ���� �������	
���������	����

���	���������������������

��
�������� �����������
�������

������������������ ������ ���� ����������������� 

�����
�������
������ �����������������

���������
��  ����
� ��
��  �
�	���
�

���������
��  ����
� �����������������

���

���

���
���

��� ���

�� ��
�� ��

���
�������� ���
����	
���� ���
�������� ���
����	
����

�������������� ���  �
�	���
��������

���
���

���
���

��� ���

�� ��
�� ��

�������������� ���  �
�	���
��������



65FUTURE POSITIVE

UNITED KINGDOM BUSINESS LEADERS

Already impacts Will impact in future Will not have an impact Don’t know

Short term (0–5 years) Medium term (5–10 years) Long term (>10 years)

Business leaders’ expectations of when the forces they deemed significant would impact their organizations

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Regulation controlling technology use

Technologies that replace labor
Technologies that supplement labor

Economic and political volatility
Growth of contingent forms of work

Delivery of work through complex partner ecosystems

Digital freelancing as a source of talent

Need to hire from under-represented groups
Opportunities to monetize free services

Employee expectations for purpose and autonomy
Regulation impeding trade
Regulation a�ecting wages

Employee expectations for flexible work
Increase in level of skills and education required

Sudden shifts in customer needs
Shortage of workers with skills for evolving jobs

Rise of remote work

Average across forces (cross-country)
Average across forces (United Kingdom)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Technologies that replace labor

Regulation controlling technology use
Delivery of work through complex partner ecosystems

Growth of contingent forms of work
Technologies that supplement labor

Need to hire from under-represented groups
Digital freelancing as a source of talent

Sudden shifts in customer needs
Rise of remote work

Regulation a�ecting wages
Increase in level of skills and education required

Employee expectations for purpose and autonomy
Opportunities to monetize free services

Employee expectations for flexible work
Shortage of workers with skills for evolving jobs

Regulation impeding trade
Economic and political volatility

Average across forces (cross-country)
Average across forces (United Kingdom)

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force was of “high” or “somewhat high” significance and selected “This force will 
impact my organization in the future.” 

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force was of “high” or “somewhat high” significance.

Business leaders’ expectations of when in the future the forces they deemed significant would impact 
their organizations
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UNITED KINGDOMBUSINESS LEADERS

Business leaders’ views on 
who is responsible for developing 
the solutions needed

Business leaders’ views on what 
prevents employees from preparing

Cross-country averageUnited Kingdom

Note: Respondents were asked to rank a group 
as first by level of responsibility.

Business leaders’ perceptions of their organizations’ preparedness for forces that will impact 
their organizations in the future

54%

26%

15%

4%

52%

27%

17%

4%

The government

The wider 
industry

My organization

Don’t know

Cross-country averageUnited Kingdom

24%

23%

24%

23%

24%

29%

21%

24%

25%

25%

27%

28%They are afraid to make any 
significant change

They believe it is not important 
for them today

They don’t know how to prepare

They don’t have the necessary time

They lack support from their employer

They cannot a�ord the 
immediate costs (training fees, 

relocation costs)

Well prepared Somewhat prepared Not prepared

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Technologies that supplement labor

Economic and political volatility

Technologies that replace labor

Growth of contingent forms of work

Regulation impeding trade

Regulation controlling technology use

Need to hire from under-represented groups

Increase in level of skills and education required

Shortage of workers with skills for evolving jobs

Sudden shifts in customer needs

Delivery of work through complex partner ecosystems

Employee expectations for purpose and autonomy

Regulation a�ecting wages

Opportunities to monetize free services

Employee expectations for flexible work

Rise of remote work

Digital freelancing as a source of talent

Average across forces (cross-country)

Average across forces (United Kingdom)

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force was of “high” or “somewhat high” significance and selected “This force will 
impact my organization in the future.”

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.
Source: “The Future of Human Work Business Leaders Survey.” Harvard Business School’s Project on Managing the Future of Work 
and BCG’s Henderson Institute, 2018.
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WORKERS

UNITED STATES

Workers in the 
US were the most 
likely to hold 
themselves, rather 
than companies 
or government, 
responsible for 
preparing. They were 
among the most likely 
to view cost as a 
barrier to preparing.

Business leaders in 
the US were more 
likely to believe 
they were well 
prepared for the 
future compared 
with leaders in other 
advanced countries.

US workers were more 
likely to be satisfied 
with their current work 
situations and how 
they evolved over the 
previous five years. 
They were least likely 
to expect higher formal 
education requirements 
to have a positive 
impact on their future, 
after Japanese workers.

Workers were more 
positive about digital 
freelancing, barriers to 
trade, shifting customer 
needs, and more jobs 
moving into the country 
than their peers in 
advanced countries. 
They joined Swedish 
workers as among the 
most concerned with 
offshoring.

Very unhappy

Happiness with current employment situation Employment situation over the previous five years

Workers’ perceptions of necessity to prepare 
for the future

Workers’ perceptions of ability to prepare 
for the future

No
change

No
change

Better Worse Better Worse

No, definitely not

31%

20%

33% 32%

19%

27%

12% 14%

5% 7%

Very happy Very unhappy Very happy

United States Cross-country average

53%

45%

35%

41%

13% 14%

47% 46%

32% 30%

19% 21%

3% 3%
1% 1%

Yes, definitely No, definitely not Yes, definitely

United States Cross-country average

United States Cross-country average

31%
35%34%

31%
27% 28%

6% 6%
1% 1%

Yes, definitely No, definitely not Yes, definitely No, definitely not

United States Cross-country average

Key points:
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WORKERS UNITED STATES

Workers’ expectations of the impact of forces on them

NegativePositive

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force would have any impact, “small” or “large,” on them.

Large impact Small impact No impact Don’t know

Workers’ expectations of the nature of impact each force will have on their future

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (United States)

Average across forces (cross-country)

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

Sudden shifts in customer needs

More tasks given to temporary workers

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

More ongoing training at work required

Increase in the level of formal education required

Technologies that a�ect labor

More tasks given to outsourcing providers

More tasks given to freelancers

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

Government raising barriers to trade

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

Broader range of jobs moving into country

Government protection of workers from technology

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (United States)

Average across forces (cross-country)

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

Sudden shifts in customer needs

More ongoing training at work required

Government protection of workers from technology

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

Broader range of jobs moving into country

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

Technologies that a�ect labor

Increase in the level of formal education required

Government raising barriers to trade

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

More tasks given to freelancers

More tasks given to outsourcing providers

More tasks given to temporary workers
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WORKERSUNITED STATES

Workers’ perceptions on who is 
responsible for preparing them 
for the future

Obstacles workers perceive are preventing them 
from taking action today

Cross-country averageUnited States

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force would have any impact, “small” or “large,” on them.

Note: Respondents were asked to rank a group 
as first by level of responsibility.

Workers’ expectations of when the forces they deemed impactful would a�ect them

65%

10%

16%

9%

46%

20%

19%

15%
Don’t know

Companies

I am

The government

Cross-country averageUnited States

39%

33%

26%

24%

20%

17%

15%

15%

12%

10%

4%

33%

31%

24%

22%

17%

15%

16%

19%

13%

11%

4%

Una�ordable immediate costs

Negative e�ect on wages

No time to invest

Don't know the options

Too advanced in current career

Negative e�ect on benefits

Afraid to fail at training/education

Insu�cient support from employer

Not important for me today

Insu�cient support from family

 None

A�ects me today Short term 
(<5 years)

Medium term 
(5–10 years)

Long term 
(>10 years)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (United States)

Average across forces (cross-country)

More ongoing training at work required

Sudden shifts in customer needs

Increase in the level of formal education required

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

More tasks given to temporary workers

More tasks given to outsourcing providers

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

More tasks given to freelancers

Technologies that a�ect labor

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

Broader range of jobs moving into country

Government raising barriers to trade

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

Government protection of workers from technology

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.
Source: “The Future of Human Work Workers Survey.” Harvard Business School’s Project on Managing the Future of Work 
and BCG’s Henderson Institute, 2018.
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BUSINESS LEADERS UNITED STATES

High Somewhat high Neither high nor low Somewhat low Low

Business leaders’ expectations of the level of significance of each force

Business leaders’ perceptions about workers’ 
willingness to prepare

Business leaders’ perceptions about workers’ 
ability to prepare

Very di�cultVery reluctant

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Digital freelancing as a source of talent

Opportunities to monetize free services

Delivery of work through complex partner ecosystems

Need to hire from under-represented groups

Growth of contingent forms of work

Regulation controlling technology use

Economic and political volatility

Regulation impeding trade

Rise of remote work

Technologies that replace labor

Regulation a�ecting wages

Sudden shifts in customer needs

Technologies that supplement labor

Employee expectations for flexible work

Shortage of workers with skills for evolving jobs

Employee expectations for purpose and autonomy

Increase in level of skills and education required

Average across forces (cross-country)

Average across forces (United States)

36%
32%

46% 46%

10%
14%

6% 7%

1% 1%

Very willing Very reluctant Very willing

United States Cross-country average

35%
31%

49% 49%

13% 14%

3% 5%
0% 1%

Very di�cultVery able Very able

United States Cross-country average
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BUSINESS LEADERSUNITED STATES

Already impacts Will impact in future Will not have an impact Don’t know

Short term (0–5 years) Medium term (5–10 years) Long term (>10 years)

Business leaders’ expectations of when the forces they deemed significant would impact their organizations

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Regulation controlling technology use

Economic and political volatility
Digital freelancing as a source of talent

Regulation impeding trade
Technologies that replace labor

Growth of contingent forms of work

Technologies that supplement labor

Delivery of work through complex partner ecosystems
Need to hire from under-represented groups

Opportunities to monetize free services

Regulation a�ecting wages
Employee expectations for purpose and autonomy

Rise of remote work
Employee expectations for flexible work

Sudden shifts in customer needs
Shortage of workers with skills for evolving jobs

Increase in level of skills and education required

Average across forces (cross-country)
Average across forces (United States)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Technologies that replace labor

Regulation controlling technology use
Technologies that supplement labor

Economic and political volatility
Digital freelancing as a source of talent

Rise of remote work
Need to hire from under-represented groups

Delivery of work through complex partner ecosystems
Growth of contingent forms of work

Sudden shifts in customer needs
Shortage of workers with skills for evolving jobs

Employee expectations for purpose and autonomy
Opportunities to monetize free services

Increase in level of skills and education required
Regulation a�ecting wages

Employee expectations for flexible work
Regulation impeding trade

Average across forces (cross-country)
Average across forces (United States)

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force was of “high” or “somewhat high” significance and selected “This rce will 
impact my organization in the future.” 

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force was of “high” or “somewhat high” significance.

Business leaders’ expectations of when in the future the forces they deemed significant would impact 
their organizations

fo
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BUSINESS LEADERS UNITED STATES

Business leaders’ views on 
who is responsible for developing 
the solutions needed

Business leaders’ views on what 
prevents employees from preparing

Cross-country averageUnited States

Note: Respondents were asked to rank a group 
as first by level of responsibility.

Business leaders’ perceptions of their organizations’ preparedness for forces that will impact 
their organizations in the future

51%

32%

13%

4%

52%

27%

17%

4%

The government

The wider 
industry

My organization

Don’t know

Cross-country averageUnited States

23%

24%

24%

23%

24%

29%

19%

19%

21%

22%

27%

28%They are afraid to make any 
significant change

They believe it is not important 
for them today

They don’t know how to prepare

They don’t have the necessary time

They cannot a�ord the 
immediate costs (training fees, 

relocation costs)

They lack support from their employer

Well prepared Somewhat prepared Not prepared

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Economic and political volatility

Delivery of work through complex partner ecosystems

Sudden shifts in customer needs

Employee expectations for purpose and autonomy

Increase in level of skills and education required

Rise of remote work

Technologies that supplement labor

Shortage of workers with skills for evolving jobs

Technologies that replace labor

Digital freelancing as a source of talent

Employee expectations for flexible work

Regulation a�ecting wages

Regulation controlling technology use

Regulation impeding trade

Need to hire from under-represented groups

Opportunities to monetize free services

Growth of contingent forms of work

Average across forces (cross-country)

Average across forces (United States)

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force was of “high” or “somewhat high” significance and selected “This force will 
impact my organization in the future.”

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.
Source: “The Future of Human Work Business Leaders Survey.” Harvard Business School’s Project on Managing the Future of Work 
and BCG’s Henderson Institute, 2018.
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WORKERS

INDONESIA

Indonesian workers 
were most happy, 
second to those in 
India, with how their 
employment situation 
developed over the 
previous five years, 
though fewer than 
half reported they 
were happy with their 
current situation.

Compared with all 
other countries, more 
workers in Indonesia 
said they needed 
to and were able to 
prepare for the future. 
They were also least 
likely to hold their 
companies responsible 
for preparing them.

Workers generally 
expected greater 
impact from the  
15 forces shaping the 
future and were more 
optimistic about the 
results. They were also 
more likely to report 
already experiencing 
the impacts than 
expecting them in  
the future.

Workers in Indonesia 
were more likely to 
report not knowing 
their options for 
preparing and to count 
among the obstacles 
a lack of support from 
their employer or 
family.

Very unhappy

Happiness with current employment situation Employment situation over the previous five years

for the future for the future

No
change

Better Worse

28%
20%19%

32%

44%

27%

7%
14%

2%
7%

Very happy Very unhappy Very happy

Indonesia Cross-country average

63%

45%

31%

41%

6%
14%

No
change

Better Worse

Indonesia Cross-country average

No, definitely notYes, definitely No, definitely not Yes, definitely Yes, definitely No, definitely not Yes, definitely No, definitely not

83%

46%

12%

30%

5%

21%

0% 3%1% 1%

Indonesia Cross-country average

75%

35%

17%

31%

7%

28%

0%
6%

0% 1%

Indonesia Cross-country average

Workers’ perceptions of necessity to prepare Workers’ perceptions of ability to prepare 

Key points:
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WORKERS INDONESIA

Workers’ expectations of the impact of forces on them

NegativePositive

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force would have any impact, “small” or “large,” on them.

Large impact Small impact No impact Don’t know

Workers’ expectations of the nature of impact each force will have on their future

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (Indonesia)

Average across forces (cross-country)

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

More ongoing training at work required

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

Sudden shifts in customer needs

Increase in the level of formal education required

Broader range of jobs moving into country

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

Government protection of workers from technology

Technologies that a�ect labor

Government raising barriers to trade

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

More tasks given to freelancers

More tasks given to temporary workers

More tasks given to outsourcing providers

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (Indonesia)

Average across forces (cross-country)

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

More ongoing training at work required

Sudden shifts in customer needs

Government protection of workers from technology

Increase in the level of formal education required

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

Technologies that a�ect labor

Broader range of jobs moving into country

Government raising barriers to trade

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

More tasks given to outsourcing providers

More tasks given to freelancers

More tasks given to temporary workers
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WORKERSINDONESIA

Workers’ perceptions on who is 
responsible for preparing them 
for the future

Obstacles workers perceive are preventing them 
from taking action today

Cross-country averageIndonesia

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force would have any impact, “small” or “large,” on them.

Note: Respondents were asked to rank a group 
as first by level of responsibility.

Workers’ expectations of when the forces they deemed impactful would a�ect them

59%

19%

8%

15%

46%

20%

19%

15%Don’t know

Companies

I am

The government

Cross-country averageIndonesia

31%

30%

25%

25%

25%

17%

15%

14%

11%

10%

4%

33%

22%

31%

19%

24%

11%

15%

16%

17%

13%

4%

Una�ordable immediate costs

Don't know the options

Negative e�ect on wages

Insu�cient support from employer

No time to invest

Insu�cient support from family

Negative e�ect on benefits

Afraid to fail at training/education

Too advanced in current career

Not important for me today

 None

A�ects me today Short term 
(<5 years)

Medium term 
(5–10 years)

Long term 
(>10 years)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (Indonesia)

Average across forces (cross-country)

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

Increase in the level of formal education required

More ongoing training at work required

Sudden shifts in customer needs

More tasks given to freelancers

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

More tasks given to outsourcing providers

More tasks given to temporary workers

Government raising barriers to trade

Technologies that a�ect labor

Broader range of jobs moving into country

Government protection of workers from technology

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.
Source: “The Future of Human Work Workers Survey.” Harvard Business School’s Project on Managing the Future of Work 
and BCG’s Henderson Institute, 2018.
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WORKERS

SPAIN

Workers in Spain were 
less likely to perceive 
a need to prepare 
for future workplace 
demands, but were 
more likely to state 
that they definitely 
or probably could 
prepare for the future. 

Workers were most 
positive regarding 
the prospect of new 
government-mandated 
benefits, digital 
freelance opportunities, 
requirements for more 
ongoing training at 
work, and government 
protection from the 
influence of technology.

Spanish workers trailed 
only French workers in 
assigning significant 
responsibility to 
government for 
preparing them, 
but placed primary 
responsibility with 
themselves. They cited 
cost, negative impact 
on wages, and lack of 
time, as barriers.

Workers in Spain 
tied those in Japan 
as least likely in 
the 11 countries 
to expect flexible 
work, autonomy, and 
purpose to have a 
positive impact on  
their future. 

Very unhappy

Happiness with current employment situation Employment situation over the previous five years

Workers’ perceptions of necessity to prepare 
for the future

Workers’ perceptions of ability to prepare 
for the future

No
change

Better Worse
Very happy Very unhappy Very happy

No
change

Better Worse

20% 20%

30%
32%

29%
27%

15% 14%

7% 7%

Spain Cross-country average

37%

45%45%
41%

18%
14%

Spain Cross-country average

No, definitely notYes, definitely No, definitely not Yes, definitely

34%

46%

39%

30%

21% 21%

6%
3%1% 1%

Spain Cross-country average

33%
35%

44%

31%

20%

28%

3%
6%

0% 1%

Yes, definitely No, definitely not Yes, definitely No, definitely not

Spain Cross-country average

Key points:
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WORKERSSPAIN

Workers’ expectations of the impact of forces on them

NegativePositive

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force would have any impact, “small” or “large,” on them.

Large impact Small impact No impact Don’t know

Workers’ expectations of the nature of impact each force will have on their future

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (Spain)

Average across forces (cross-country)

More ongoing training at work required

Sudden shifts in customer needs

Increase in the level of formal education required

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

Technologies that a�ect labor

More tasks given to temporary workers

More tasks given to outsourcing providers

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

More tasks given to freelancers

Government raising barriers to trade

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

Government protection of workers from technology

Broader range of jobs moving into country

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (Spain)

Average across forces (cross-country)

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

More ongoing training at work required

Government protection of workers from technology

Sudden shifts in customer needs

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

Broader range of jobs moving into country

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

Increase in the level of formal education required

Technologies that a�ect labor

Government raising barriers to trade

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

More tasks given to freelancers

More tasks given to temporary workers

More tasks given to outsourcing providers
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WORKERS SPAIN

Workers’ perceptions on who is 
responsible for preparing them 
for the future

Obstacles workers perceive are preventing them 
from taking action today

Cross-country averageSpain

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force would have any impact, “small” or “large,” on them.

Note: Respondents were asked to rank a group 
as first by level of responsibility.

Workers’ expectations of when the forces they deemed impactful would a�ect them

44%

26%

20%

9%

46%

20%

19%

15%Don’t know

Companies

I am

The government

Cross-country averageSpain

30%

28%

27%

22%

21%

19%

15%

14%

12%

8%

6%

33%

31%

24%

22%

19%

16%

17%

15%

13%

11%

4%

Una�ordable immediate costs

Negative e�ect on wages

No time to invest

Don't know the options

Insu�cient support from employer

Afraid to fail at training/education

Too advanced in current career

Negative e�ect on benefits

Not important for me today

Insu�cient support from family

 None

A�ects me today Short term 
(<5 years)

Medium term 
(5–10 years)

Long term 
(>10 years)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (Spain)

Average across forces (cross-country)

Increase in the level of formal education required

More tasks given to temporary workers

More ongoing training at work required

Sudden shifts in customer needs

More tasks given to outsourcing providers

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

Technologies that a�ect labor

More tasks given to freelancers

Government raising barriers to trade

Broader range of jobs moving into country

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

Government protection of workers from technology

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.
Source: “The Future of Human Work Workers Survey.” Harvard Business School’s Project on Managing the Future of Work 
and BCG’s Henderson Institute, 2018.
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WORKERS

SWEDEN

Swedish workers were 
less likely than all but 
Japanese workers to 
say that they must or 
can prepare for  
the future. They were 
also more likely than 
workers in other 
countries to list 
concern for their wages 
as a reason for not 
preparing.

Workers in Sweden 
were more likely 
than those in other 
advanced countries to 
assign responsibility 
for preparing them to 
the government.

Swedish workers took 
the most negative view 
of the exodus of jobs 
relative to workers 
in other countries. 
They were least likely 
to anticipate that 
technologies affecting 
labor would have a 
large impact on them.

Workers in Sweden 
were more likely to 
say that preparing 
for the future was not 
important for them 
today, second only to 
those in India.

Very unhappy

Happiness with current employment situation Employment situation over the previous five years

Workers’ perceptions of necessity to prepare 
for the future

Workers’ perceptions of ability to prepare 
for the future

No
change

No
change

Yes, definitely No, definitely not Yes, definitely No, definitely not

23%
20%

43%

32%

20%

27%

11%
14%

3%
7%

Very happy Very unhappy Very happy

Sweden Cross-country average
49%

45%

37%
41%

14% 14%

Better Worse Better Worse

Sweden Cross-country average

31%

46%

38%

30%
25%

21%

4% 3%1% 1%

No, definitely notYes, definitely No, definitely not Yes, definitely

Sweden Cross-country average

18%

35%
31% 31%

39%

28%

12%

6%
1% 1%

Sweden Cross-country average

Key points:
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WORKERS SWEDEN

Workers’ expectations of the impact of forces on them

NegativePositive

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force would have any impact, “small” or “large,” on them.

Large impact Small impact No impact Don’t know

Workers’ expectations of the nature of impact each force will have on their future

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (Sweden)

Average across forces (cross-country)

Sudden shifts in customer needs

Increase in the level of formal education required

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

More ongoing training at work required

More tasks given to temporary workers

More tasks given to outsourcing providers

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

More tasks given to freelancers

Technologies that a�ect labor

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

Government raising barriers to trade

Broader range of jobs moving into country

Government protection of workers from technology

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (Sweden)

Average across forces (cross-country)

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

Government protection of workers from technology

Sudden shifts in customer needs

More ongoing training at work required

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

Increase in the level of formal education required

Broader range of jobs moving into country

Technologies that a�ect labor

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

Government raising barriers to trade

More tasks given to freelancers

More tasks given to temporary workers

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

More tasks given to outsourcing providers
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WORKERSSWEDEN

Workers’ perceptions on who is 
responsible for preparing them 
for the future

Obstacles workers perceive are preventing them 
from taking action today

Cross-country averageSweden

Note: This question was shown to respondents who indicated a force would have any impact, “small” or “large,” on them.

Note: Respondents were asked to rank a group 
as first by level of responsibility.

Workers’ expectations of when the forces they deemed impactful would a�ect them

38%

23%

21%

18%

46%

20%

19%

15%Don’t know

Companies

I am

The government

Cross-country averageSweden

40%

35%

23%

20%

19%

13%

12%

12%

12%

5%

3%

31%

33%

22%

13%

24%

15%

16%

17%

19%

4%

11%

Negative e�ect on wages

Una�ordable immediate costs

Don't know the options

Not important for me today

No time to invest

Negative e�ect on benefits

Afraid to fail at training/education

Too advanced in current career

Insu�cient support from employer

 None

Insu�cient support from family

A�ects me today Short term 
(<5 years)

Medium term 
(5–10 years)

Long term 
(>10 years)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Average across forces (Sweden)

Average across forces (cross-country)

Sudden shifts in customer needs

Increase in the level of formal education required

Expectations for flexible work, autonomy, and purpose

More tasks given to temporary workers

More ongoing training at work required

More tasks given to outsourcing providers

Broader range of jobs moving out of country

More e�ort to hire from under-represented groups

Digital freelancing as a source of additional income

Government raising barriers to trade

More tasks given to freelancers

Technologies that a�ect labor

Broader range of jobs moving into country

Government protection of workers from technology

Government o�ering new benefits to workers

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.
Source: “The Future of Human Work Workers Survey.” Harvard Business School’s Project on Managing the Future of Work 
and BCG’s Henderson Institute, 2018.
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In May 2018, the BCG Henderson Institute surveyed 
11,000 workers in 11 countries: Brazil, China, France, 
Germany, India, Indonesia, Japan, Spain, Sweden, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States. 

The survey was conducted by the research firm 
ResearchNow SSI, using an online panel.

The sample of approximately 1,000 per country was 
designed to exclude highly educated workers—those with 
four-year college degrees and above. It focused specifi-
cally on middle-skills workers, those with less education 
than a four-year baccalaureate degree. It thus included 
a large share of people with lower incomes. Among 
respondents, 60% to 85% had household incomes below 
national averages, and just 29% had two to three years 

of college. The sample represented a full range of age 
groups and work status, including salaried employees as 
well as part-time, temporary, and short-term unemployed 
workers. Workers who had been unemployed for more 
than one year were excluded from the sample. 

As a convention, when comparing data between busi-
ness leaders and workers, we used the same set of eight 
countries. When showcasing only data from the survey of 
workers, we used the full set of 11 countries.

In the survey design, there was no effort at organization-
level commonality in terms of companies represented in 
the workers survey and the business leaders survey. 

Appendix II: Workers survey methodology

Education level Brazil China France Germany India Indonesia Japan Spain Sweden UK US Total % Total #

Middle school or less 4.2% 13.7% 13.1% 15.7% 0.6% 9.5% 5.6% 34.7% 6.5% 10.3% 0.4% 10.5% 1,163

Trade school or 
vocational training 0.4% 24.1% 40.9% 52.4% 1.5% 0.6% 1.7% 19.1% 12.0% 10.6% 5.9% 15.4% 1,710

High school 
graduate 74.0% 49.1% 33.4% 23.4% 11.2% 54.5% 90.2% 24.5% 56.5% 49.3% 36.5% 45.5% 5,046

Two- to three-year 
college education 21.5% 13.1% 12.6% 8.5% 86.7% 35.4% 2.5% 21.7% 24.9% 29.7% 57.2% 28.6% 3,170

Gender Brazil China France Germany India Indonesia Japan Spain Sweden UK US Total % Total #

Male 51.2% 49.7% 47.5% 48.1% 52.1% 51.2% 50.4% 49.9% 41.8% 50.6% 49.9% 49.4% 5,477

Female 48.6% 49.9% 52.4% 51.6% 47.8% 48.5% 49.1% 50.0% 58.0% 49.3% 49.8% 50.4% 5,586

Other 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 12

Prefer not to say 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 14

Age Brazil China France Germany India Indonesia Japan Spain Sweden UK US Total % Total #

18–25 21.4% 23.0% 14.0% 10.6% 23.9% 27.7% 12.2% 11.8% 11.6% 12.6% 15.9% 16.9% 1,873

26–35 26.5% 29.1% 19.2% 17.3% 27.1% 33.4% 19.5% 20.6% 19.7% 19.0% 18.7% 22.8% 2,528

36–45 21.9% 29.5% 23.4% 21.7% 23.0% 28.5% 17.8% 26.2% 22.2% 20.6% 19.3% 23.1% 2,566

46–55 17.5% 17.0% 22.4% 22.6% 17.2% 9.6% 18.0% 23.4% 21.8% 20.2% 21.1% 19.1% 2,119

56–65 11.0% 1.1% 18.9% 19.7% 7.5% 0.7% 19.6% 17.3% 20.8% 17.0% 16.4% 13.5% 1,500

66–75 1.7% 0.3% 2.1% 8.1% 1.2% 0.1% 12.9% 0.9% 3.8% 10.6% 8.6% 4.5% 503

Main characteristics of workers

Brazil China France Germany India Indonesia Japan Spain Sweden UK US Total % Total #

Workers 1,010 1,000 1,033 1,016 1,011 1,067 1,000 1,036 902 1,006 1,008 100% 11,089
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Position Brazil China France Germany India Indonesia Japan Spain Sweden UK US Total % Total #

Salaried employee in 
a large company (50 
employees or more)

38.8% 36.6% 52.7% 53.5% 46.3% 28.9% 41.0% 44.9% 64.5% 55.3% 49.2% 46.3% 5,131

Salaried employee in 
a small company 
(less than 50 
employees)

19.8% 20.6% 27.6% 24.8% 16.9% 24.4% 28.6% 27.2% 20.2% 21.3% 19.1% 22.8% 2,531

Company owner with 
5 or more employees 4.6% 3.5% 1.8% 3.7% 4.9% 2.3% 2.5% 3.2% 1.8% 2.7% 6.7% 3.4% 382

Self-employed 
(e.g., a tradesperson, 
independent 
professional, 
freelancer) with 
fewer than 5 
employees

32.6% 33.5% 15.5% 15.6% 29.3% 41.4% 17.8% 19.3% 9.5% 17.7% 20.9% 23.2% 2,573

Temporary worker 
employed by sta�ng 
agency (e.g,. 
Randstad, Adecco) 
or similar companies

2.8% 4.3% 1.7% 2.0% 2.3% 2.2% 8.6% 4.2% 2.4% 2.5% 2.5% 3.2% 356

Unemployed 1.5% 1.5% 0.7% 0.4% 0.3% 0.8% 1.5% 1.3% 1.6% 0.6% 1.5% 1.0% 116

Industry Brazil China France Germany India Indonesia Japan Spain Sweden UK US Total % Total #

Construction and 
Real Estate 4.3% 5.5% 3.3% 5.4% 4.0% 3.4% 9.0% 6.1% 5.1% 5.6% 6.3% 5.2% 582

Education and Public 
Administration 9.1% 4.9% 13.2% 9.3% 13.6% 8.4% 3.2% 8.2% 13.2% 12.5% 8.4% 9.4% 1,046

Finance and 
Insurance 3.1% 4.4% 3.5% 4.2% 9.5% 5.5% 2.3% 3.0% 2.5% 6.0% 4.9% 4.5% 495

Healthcare and 
Social Assistance 4.6% 2.7% 9.5% 12.9% 5.1% 3.6% 4.1% 6.8% 16.7% 10.1% 9.8% 7.7% 855

Information 4.0% 3.6% 1.5% 5.0% 11.9% 4.4% 3.8% 3.9% 3.9% 4.3% 3.7% 4.5% 502

Manufacturing 13.5% 34.0% 13.0% 13.2% 14.3% 17.8% 21.8% 12.1% 12.1% 9.0% 9.3% 15.5% 1,716

Primary Sector 2.8% 6.1% 5.7% 0.9% 3.3% 4.5% 1.8% 8.7% 4.8% 1.4% 2.2% 3.8% 425

Services 25.2% 17.3% 19.4% 20.9% 17.1% 18.7% 25.2% 24.4% 15.4% 16.1% 18.9% 19.9% 2,209

Transportation 
and Logistics 4.9% 4.0% 7.2% 4.7% 2.6% 4.5% 7.0% 4.2% 7.5% 7.2% 4.0% 5.2% 579

Wholesale and 
Retail Trade 13.5% 11.4% 9.4% 12.2% 7.7% 16.2% 10.6% 8.3% 6.9% 12.7% 12.8% 11.1% 1,233

Other 15.2% 6.1% 14.5% 11.3% 10.9% 13.0% 11.2% 14.4% 11.9% 15.1% 19.6% 13.0% 1,447

Main characteristics of workers
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In August and September 2018, BCG’s Henderson Insti-
tute and Harvard Business School’s Project on Managing 
the Future of Work surveyed 6,500 C-level executives, 
managing directors and senior managers—more than 
800 in each of eight countries: Brazil, China, France, 
Germany, India, Japan, the United Kingdom, and the 
United States. 

The survey was conducted by the research firm 
ResearchNow SSI, using an online panel.

The total sample consisted of 56% of C-level executives 
and managing directors and 44% of senior managers 
with a minimum of 43% C-level executives and managing 
directors in each country. In total, respondents were 63% 
male and 37% female—with a minimum of 30% female 

achieved in all countries except Japan, due to gender 
distribution in senior managerial positions. Respondents 
worked full time in organizations across a wide range of 
industries. The share of respondents working in organiza-
tions with revenues below $250 million was only 27% 
in total, to ensure a significant share of voice to those 
organizations that will be most prominent in shaping the 
future of work. In total, 44% of respondents worked in 
organizations with revenues above $1 billion. Respon-
dents from organizations with less than 20 employees 
were excluded from the sample.

Appendix III: Business leaders survey methodology

Position Brazil China France Germany India Japan UK US Total % Total #

C-level & Managing Director 77.6% 50.1% 79.1% 52.4% 47.4% 43.2% 49.5% 48.9% 56.0% 3,662

Senior Manager 22.4% 49.9% 20.9% 47.6% 52.6% 56.8% 50.5% 51.1% 44.0% 2,881

Title Brazil China France Germany India Japan UK US Total % Total #

CEO / President / Owner / 
Managing Director 19.9% 9.1% 11.6% 13.8% 18.6% 9.5% 17.5% 23.7% 15.5% 1,013

CFO / Chief Treasurer / 
Chief Controller 10.5% 4.2% 6.7% 5.2% 3.4% 3.5% 5.0% 6.2% 5.6% 365

CHRO 3.2% 4.6% 6.9% 2.2% 0.5% 1.4% 0.2% 1.2% 2.5% 165

CIO / Technology Director 20.9% 20.6% 17.6% 17.5% 16.1% 7.2% 17.9% 11.9% 16.2% 1,061

CMO 3.8% 1.4% 7.2% 3.3% 1.4% 2.1% 2.3% 1.2% 2.8% 185

COO 9.9% 6.8% 10.4% 3.5% 1.6% 2.2% 2.4% 1.1% 4.7% 310

Other board member 3.7% 1.1% 1.6% 2.1% 1.8% 9.5% 2.1% 1.7% 2.9% 191

Other C-level executive or 
equivalent 5.9% 2.3% 17.0% 4.8% 4.0% 7.9% 2.1% 1.9% 5.7% 372

Senior VP / VP / Director 1.7% 10.0% 1.5% 7.2% 15.6% 1.8% 15.1% 22.9% 9.5% 624

Head of business unit, 
department or division 10.0% 22.3% 6.9% 32.5% 20.6% 47.6% 16.6% 12.4% 21.1% 1,378

Manager whose direct 
reports are managers 10.7% 17.6% 12.5% 7.9% 16.4% 7.4% 18.9% 15.8% 13.4% 879

Main characteristics of business leaders

Brazil China France Germany India Japan UK US Total % Total #

Business leaders 820 834 807 807 800 811 827 837 100% 6,543

Gender Brazil China France Germany India Japan UK US Total % Total #

Male 53.5% 53.6% 61.2% 71.3% 55.5% 83.1% 64.8% 60.8% 62.9% 4,118

Female 46.5% 46.4% 38.8% 28.7% 44.5% 16.6% 35.2% 39.2% 37.0% 2,423

Prefer not to say 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2
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Business leaders’ organization characteristics

Industry Brazil China France Germany India Japan UK US Total % Total #

Construction and 
Real Estate 6.0% 9.5% 5.8% 5.8% 4.3% 9.4% 8.1% 6.9% 7.0% 457

Finance and Insurance 12.9% 7.3% 12.0% 14.5% 13.9% 7.2% 18.9% 13.9% 12.6% 822

Healthcare 2.3% 1.4% 4.6% 3.8% 3.5% 3.6% 2.9% 6.3% 3.6% 233

Information, Media, 
Telecom 9.0% 9.1% 5.2% 17.5% 12.8% 9.0% 11.7% 8.4% 10.3% 675

Manufacturing 22.0% 44.4% 26.6% 26.6% 26.5% 32.6% 16.6% 17.7% 26.6% 1,741

Professional Services 10.6% 7.1% 10.5% 3.6% 14.5% 1.0% 12.6% 14.9% 9.4% 613

Transportation 
and Logistics 5.4% 3.7% 9.4% 5.8% 2.1% 5.7% 5.2% 4.7% 5.2% 343

Utilities, Mining, 
Agriculture 2.4% 4.8% 2.9% 2.2% 5.0% 2.1% 2.4% 2.5% 3.0% 199

Wholesale and 
Retail Trade 8.9% 4.6% 11.6% 12.8% 7.3% 10.2% 11.5% 9.3% 9.5% 622

Other services 20.5% 8.2% 11.3% 7.3% 10.3% 19.4% 10.2% 15.4% 12.8% 838

Revenue Brazil China France Germany India Japan UK US Total % Total #

<$25 M 0.5% 6.1% 7.2% 9.0% 5.8% 7.6% 5.8% 7.8% 6.2% 407

$25–49 M 10.0% 5.6% 5.2% 5.9% 5.6% 7.5% 4.8% 6.3% 6.4% 418

$50–99M 7.4% 6.1% 7.1% 4.8% 5.6% 6.0% 8.5% 7.5% 6.6% 435

$100–249 M 8.4% 9.6% 7.6% 6.3% 9.5% 7.6% 7.5% 8.5% 8.1% 532

$250–499 M 13.2% 15.9% 13.8% 14.4% 13.4% 13.2% 10.5% 12.7% 13.4% 875

$500–999 M 19.0% 18.1% 17.2% 17.7% 13.0% 10.4% 14.4% 15.5% 15.7% 1,026

$1–4.9 B 15.9% 17.6% 13.4% 16.0% 19.1% 16.3% 18.6% 18.0% 16.9% 1,104

$5–9.9 B 7.3% 9.4% 8.3% 7.4% 9.6% 7.8% 10.2% 7.5% 8.4% 552

$10–30 B 8.5% 7.8% 6.7% 6.2% 8.4% 7.5% 9.7% 5.0% 7.5% 489

>$30 B 3.5% 2.5% 6.9% 5.9% 7.6% 9.6% 5.7% 5.0% 5.8% 382

Non-profit 0.1% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 9

Prefer not to say /
don’t know 6.1% 1.2% 6.2% 6.2% 2.4% 6.2% 4.4% 5.9% 4.8% 314

Size Brazil China France Germany India Japan UK US Total % Total #

<20 employees - - - - - - - - - -

20–99 employees 13.4% 7.3% 8.6% 10.7% 9.9% 11.3% 8.1% 16.2% 10.7% 700

100–999 employees 36.8% 39.2% 34.7% 35.1% 36.4% 34.8% 29.7% 34.2% 35.1% 2,297

1,000–9,999 employees 37.4% 44.1% 33.3% 35.6% 39.3% 33.7% 35.7% 32.4% 36.4% 2,384

10,000–100,000 
employees 7.3% 6.7% 15.0% 13.6% 10.8% 15.0% 18.3% 11.5% 12.3% 802

>100,000 employees 5.0% 2.6% 8.4% 5.1% 3.8% 5.2% 8.2% 5.7% 5.5% 360
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