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Summary
Within WP1 ‘Requirements, architecture and impact’, the aim of D1.6 is to develop a theoretical
framework for the assessment of the impact of the SWELL system. The activities in WP1 resulted in
two impact assessment frameworks:
(1) A framework with a broad, generic approach which can be used to assess the potential social
impact of innovations across many domains.
(2) A framework which is tailored to assess the potential social impact of innovations in the domain
of well-being of knowledge workers at home and at work.
The first framework was presented in deliverable 1.6a, and comprises three elements, each with a
different focus in order to capture the multi-faceted nature of the development and adoption of
innovations in general. It contains (i) a SWOT analysis, (ii) a stakeholder analysis, and (iii) a change
assessment with underlying checklists and questionnaires for practical use. In the second framework
these checklists and questionnaires are already (partly) filled with content specific to the context of
SWELL-like applications, i.e. in the area of well-being of knowledge workers at work and at home.
For the assessment of the two SWELL applications this second framework was taken as a starting
point. In this deliverable the second framework was evaluated while using it for the assessment of
the two SWELL applications.
Evaluation of the Golden Swell demos Fishualization and eCoach
The Fishualization demo still seems to have some challenges in order to meet most of the
conditional requirements defined in D1.6a. Due to the core of its concept as a tool for constant, realtime feedback for groups, the information it provides cannot be personalized in terms of the goals,
the type of feedback and the frequency of the feedback. But its most important challenges for the
further development and a successful market introduction and adoption of tool are related to the
quality of the sensor data, the quality of the inferred output and privacy. The issue of privacy needs
to be addressed, for instance by finding alternative ways to display the feedback which in which
individuals can’t be identified.
The eCoach app seems to address most of the conditional requirements for successful market
introduction and user adoption. As it is aimed at aspects that are not directly work related (its main
focus is vitality and mental resilience), its impact on productivity and the quality of work will be
indirect, which makes it hard to assess the actual impact it will have. Especially in the beginning, the
added value to the employer will partly be in providing better secondary working conditions, which
makes the company more attractive to work for. Benefits in terms of more productive employees
will be less tangible and may only become apparent (if at all) over a longer period of time, for
instance via an observed decrease in sick leave.
Evaluation of the framework
The assessment frameworks – and the process in which they can be used – could be valuable tools in
SWELL-like projects to support innovation that is initially technology-driven from the moment the
final products are still largely undefined.
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Based on desk-research, interviews and workshops with experts and domain-specific professionals
and users, the generic framework can be used to determine the most important issues in a specific
area in terms of the strengths and opportunities and weaknesses and risks, the most relevant
stakeholders and their interactions, and potential positive and negative changes. These initial
findings can be used to devise a (partly) filled domain specific framework. This new framework can
be used to guide strategic choices regarding the development and market introduction of the
innovations. As the innovation-project progresses, the domain specific framework can evolve based
on the outcomes of each session in order to go into further detail along the way and to adapt to new
directions and related issues.
The evaluation framework has several limitations that should be acknowledged. It is a qualitative
method that ideally incorporates inputs from developers, experts and various stakeholders. It does
not provide a quantitative analysis and as such, it is less valuable as an assessment tool to
determine, in numbers, market success of an innovation and its societal and economic impact
(revenues, jobs, etc.). As the tools have not been used in concrete settings, it is difficult to assess and
quantify the actual impact. However, the qualitative analysis does provide insights into the most
important levers that influence societal impact and, consequently, are the most important units of
measurement (impact on sick leave, training costs, time savings)
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1 Introduction
In order to gain insight in the potential societal impact of the SWELL innovations, a practical impact
assessment method was developed. In the first assessment as described in D1.6a, which was part of
the iterative development process of the Societal Impact Framework, two “generic SWELL tools”
were assessed. This resulted in a contextualised (partly) filled framework. During the workshop the
starting point of each part of the assessment was the contextualize framework of
In this report the results of the assessment on two Golden demo tools of the SWELL project with the
Societal Impact Framework are described. The objective was twofold: 1) validate the work method
as described in the Framework and, 2) to assess possible aspects of of the SWELL tools in their
current form that influence their impact.

1.1 Results
The activities in WP1 resulted in two assessment frameworks:
(1) A framework with a broad, generic approach which can be used to assess the potential impact of
innovations across many domains.
(2) A framework which is tailored to assess the potential impact of innovations in the domain of
well-being of knowledge workers at home and at work.
The first framework was presented in deliverable 1.6a, and comprises three elements, each with a
different focus in order to capture the multi-faceted nature of the development and adoption of
innovations in general. It contains (i) a SWOT analysis, (ii) a stakeholder analysis, and (iii) a change
assessment. The second framework includes various checklists and questionnaires that are specific
to the context of SWELL-like applications; the field of well-being of knowledge workers at work and
at home.

1.2 The generic Societal Impact Framework
The Societal Impact Framework (figure 1) distinguishes three areas of influence on impact that are
for the greater part complementary: 1) the feasibility of the innovation itself; 2) the influence of the
various stakeholders and 3) the effect (change) that can reasonably and arguably be expected from
the innovation. The framework can be used to assess how an innovation that supports well-being at
home and at work could have an impact on the micro-level (the knowledge worker), the meso-level
(the organisation) and the macro-level of society and the ecosystem of stakeholders.

5

Figure 1: Societal Impact framework
The general goal of the SWELL tools is to support knowledge workers to improve mental and
physical well-being at home and at work. In the development phase of the Framework two
generically described SWELL tools were assessed (the golden demo’s were not yet available at that
time):
1. The Productivity tool
This tool is meant for the so called “Happy Worker”, who experiences a sizeable workload
and could be helped with information support, help from his co-workers and feedback on his
own functioning.
2. The Re-integration tool
This tool is meant for the knowledge worker, who has been experiencing difficulties in
functioning (at work) due to physical problems. This tool supports the knowledge worker in
his or her recovery process and re-integration.
As a part of D1.6a, interviews and workshops were held to develop the generic impact assessment
method, as described above. The results of those workshops and the assessment of the generic
SWELL tools on productivity and re-integration were summarized into the worksheets that were
used for the Golden demo assessment. In the annexes 2, 3 and 4 you can find these worksheets with
annotations from the Golden demo assessment session.

1.3 Golden demo assessment
The purpose of D 1.6b is the assessment of the Golden demos of the SWELL project: Fishualization,
eCoach.
The first aim is a validation of the Societal Impact Framework as a tool to acquire insight into the
overall impact of a new system for well-being at home and at work.
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The second aim is to assess the demos themselves on feasibility, stakeholder influence and effects.
The method and materials used at the workshop with the demo developers and experts are
described in chapter 2.
The SWELL Golden demos are briefly described in chapter 3.
In chapter 4 the results of the assessment of the SWELL Golden demos can be found: overall
feasibility, stakeholders involved and their roles, and the expected change.
The potential societal impact is discussed in chapter 5.
In chapter 6 the value of the framework is discussed.
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2 Methodology
D1.6a describes the approach of the workshops for the assessment of the generic SWELL tools
Productivity and Re-integration. This approach has led to a Societal Impact Framework that has been
used as a starting point for the workshop with the SWELL Golden demo developers. The timing of
this last workshop was such that the Golden demos were developed to a point where decisions are
made on important details that influence the impact. In this chapter the approach of the Golden
demo workshop is outlined.

2.1 Materials for the workshop
The results from the first round of workshops and interviews are described in detail in D1.6a. For the
use in the workshop in which the Golden demos would be assessed, this information had to be made
presentable in a comprehensible way. The initial information seemed mostly applicable for the
Golden demos, because the Golden demos are meant for the same target group and deal with the
same stakeholders. Furthermore, comparable ‘threats’ and ‘opportunities’ (as described in the initial
SWOT analysis) are applicable, as well as the areas where change could be expected.
For each part of the framework - feasibility, stakeholders and change assessment - the available
information was presented in worksheets. In the workshop the worksheets were commented on,
completed and rated, e.g. the value for the stakeholders and the expected change effects.
The following approach was used during the workshop:
a. Feasibility assessment/ SWOT
For the feasibility assessment the SWOT table (figure 2) was used. This has led to results in the four
categories: strengths and weaknesses of the innovation, opportunities and threats in the
environment. A summary was presented in a chart with the four compartments, one for each of the
categories. The filled-out worksheet that was used for the Golden demo workshop can be found in
Annex 2.

Figure 2: SWOT table
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b. Stakeholder assessment
In the initial round of workshops and interviews an inventory of relevant stakeholders was made
ranging from those who are close to the knowledge worker (e.g. family, friends and co-workers) and
those further away (e.g. labor unions, policymakers), and the extent to which they have shared
interests with the knowledge worker (e.g. friends, the family doctor), or a certain level of conflict of
interest (e.g. manager, employer, insurance company) (figure 3). Their role was described in relation
to the knowledge worker and the positive and negative consequences of the use of SWELL tools for
that relation. In the worksheet a summary of these findings was presented. The filled out and
annotated worksheet from the Golden demo workshop can be found in Annex 3.

Figure 3: Clusters of stakeholders and their relationship with the knowledge worker
c. Change assessment
In the initial round of workshops and interviews a list of of perceived advantages/benefits and
drawbacks/costs was made for the following aspects: spent time, financial cost/benefit, quality of
service/product, quality of work and long-term effects. Again, a summary of the changes was
presented in the worksheet for the Golden demo workshop. The filled out and annotated worksheet
from the Golden demo workshop can be found in Annex 4.

Aspects

Positive changes

Negative changes

- advantages
- benefits

- drawbacks
- costs
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2.2 Workshop to evaluate the SWELL golden demos
Set up of the workshop
In Annex 1 the sequence for the workshop is described.
The workshop took place in Delft, the Netherlands, and was attended by two developers of the
SWELL golden demos, two authors of D1.6a in which the evaluation framework was devised, and an
expert in the field of ICT-driven innovation in health and digital entrepreneurship. The workshop
lasted for three hours.
First, each of the developers gave a short presentation of his SWELL Golden demo, outlining the
functionalities of the system. All participants thus had the same idea of the demos.
The workshop comprised three parts. Each part was based on one of the three elements of the
evaluation Framework: (1) a SWOT analysis, (2) a stakeholder analysis and (3) a change assessment.
The golden demos were assessed by evaluating the extent to which the general findings in D1.6a
were applicable to the demos, and how they were addressed in their current manifestation. The
worksheets were corrected and completed with details specific for each demo and ratings were
given on value for the stakeholders and expected change effects (++/+/o/-/--).
The main findings are presented in chapter 4.
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3 SWELL Golden Demos
In this chapter the SWELL Golden demos are described as they were presented during the Golden
demo workshop: the Fishualization tool, the eCoach app, and the Dashboard.

3.1 Fishualization
The goal of then Fishualization is to provide feedback to individual and team in order to enhance
team support of individuals and team performance.
The Fishualization feedback board shows visualizations of the state or mood of an entire team of
knowledge workers. Each employee is represented as an avatar (fish). Each avatar has three degrees
of freedom that are controlled by aggregated sensor measurements of an individual team member.
The resulting movements and position follow the measured activity level of the knowledge worker, a
measure for focus, and mental energy. ‘Plants’ at the bottom of the screen represent a group of
tasks of the same type, for example, writing e-mail, editing document, browsing or preparing a
presentation. Activity level, focus and mental energy are derived by combining multiple sensor data
streams. This may evoke both competition and compassion between the team members.
Deployment of the Fishualization system in a pilot at work needs to be approved by company
management and the works council. The Fishualization system has been designed with proper
anonymity and data protection guidelines. All stored sensor data is owned by the knowledge
workers. Avatars cannot be identified at first sight.

Figure 4: Presentations screen of Fishualization

3.2 eCoach app
The SWELL e-coaching app helps knowledge workers in achieving personal goals related to their
work-life balance.
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The eCoach runs on a smartphone and can access a wide variety of smart sensors that recognize
work activity levels and tasks. An intervention starts with a screening phase where personal
parameters and goals are elicited by a validated questionnaire. Subsequently, a user may choose to
enter a coaching program to improve sleep, physical fitness or mental fitness. Depending on the
goal, the app will measure parameters, compare the measurements with the set target and provide
feedback and suggestions, for example to take a break, reflect on achievements or stop working. Key
issue is that the app avoids unsuitable moments for feedback, and it adjusts the feedback to the
personality of the user.
The SWELL e-coach has been designed as a ‘lifestyle’ tool for personal health management. Only the
user can access the logged data, which is stored in the Common Sense cloud. Running monitoring
apps on company devices such as laptops and smartphones might be subject to company rules.
Intake
(web or app)
- Personal advice
- Targets

- Goals
- Selfmanagement

Application
modules
Work mirror

Sensing

- logging
- self reporting
- etc.

Sleep mirror

- bio-parameters
- sounds and movements
- etc.

Activity mirror

- bio-parameters
- activity reporting
- etc.

Smart
Reasoning

Context aware
Personalized
Feedback

Figure 5: Overview of eCoach.
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4 Results of the assessment
This chapter provides an overview of the most important findings regarding the expected impacts of
the SWELL golden demos and the effectiveness of the Societal Impact Framework.

4.1 Feasibility assessment / SWOT
In the evaluation of the positive and negative aspects of the Golden demos we used
the metaphor of a balance to position the main findings of the initial round of
workshops and interviews either on the positive or the negative side of the scales
(figures 7 and 8).
Compared to the balance with positive and negative aspects of the generalized SWELL tools of
D1.6a, the items that are mentioned this time are much the same. At the negative side the main
issues are privacy, peer (and boss) pressure and validity of the data, and at the positive side the main
benefits are: awareness, behavior change and health benefits. At that time the scale of strengths
and weaknesses was also perceived to lean to the positive side.
The SWOT items mentioned at the Golden demo workshop are discussed below as is the weighing
into positive and negative.
4.1.1 Fishualization
An important feature of the Fishualization demo is the availability of a global impression of the
group (and individual) well-being at work. The discussion at the workshop concentrated on:
•

•

•

Relate to the data: the perception of the interpretation of gathered sensor data (i.e.
keystrokes, # emails, #tasks, etc.) as a measurement for well-being, will have to be
recognized by the user as what the actually feel. If you have the feeling that you are well
and productive, as an individual or as a group, but it does not show on Fishualization, the
value of the presentation will quickly fade. Also through time as the “newness” fades, the
tool may lose its desired effect. It may be necessary to regularly face-lift the tool by adding
new kinds of data, closely relating to the actual feelings on well-being.
Presentation in relation to privacy issues: because Fishualization aims to influence a group
or team the presentation is more or less public. However, the individual knowledge workers
and the group may not be willing to share this data on their well-being all the time with
their superior or persons from outside the group. If you have no control over the
data/presentation as an individual and moreover you feel the data is not representing your
status adequately, this may be very threatening to an individual. (also see deliverables of
WP4 on privacy control)
Problems/status vs solution: if Fishualization indicates a low level of well-being of
individuals or the group, there is no indication as to the background and its root cause.
Consequently, solving the problems that lead to this state needs further analysis of the
situation: Why is the status as it is, and what can be done to improve this? The awareness
that is raised by an appealing presentation such as Fishualization, was mentioned as positive
in its own. Furthermore, the tool does not want to impose any solutions without proper
understanding of the context in which it is being used.
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Overall the scale was perceived to lean a little to the positive side. In figure 7 below the remarks are
balanced on the scale as the workshop participants placed them.
Privacy
- anonymize data
- manage data locally
- no one “in-the-loop

Quantified self: Individual
control over data versus
How is the whole team doing
a BOSS-dashboard
- long term aggregation?

Data relates to symptoms, not to
causes, while solutions must be based
on causes rather than symptoms.
Validity of data in,
context of the work
of the individual

Sampling
too sparse

Pressure on higher
efficiency for the group
(“judgement”)
Only awareness,
no solutions

Not very “durable”,
use will fade with time

Individual versus peers
Scalable:
- organizations
- cities
AWARENESS
without imposed “solutions”

Negative
Positive

SWOT Fishualization
8Sept2014

Figure 7: SWOT balance Fishualization – positive and negative almost in balance
4.1.2 eCoach
Important feature of the eCoach is the holistic approach towards well-being and life-style, including
food, day rhythm (sleep), stress signals/mental state, activity level/physical state and more. Also the
eCoach can be tailored to individual needs and targets. The advice that the eCoach provides is based
on scientific insights. The discussion at the workshop concentrated on:
•

•

•

Privacy: since the eCoach gives such a holistic picture of your status and well-being,
individuals may not naturally be willing to share that information in a work-context. The
validity of the information is also an important issue in this respect. Stakeholders further
away from the individual user (i.e. management, HR) will not be trusted to handle that
sensitive information. The privacy settings must be very clear to all stakeholders.
Personal coaching: as a result of the measurements and the personal targets set, the
coaching can be tailored to individual needs and preferences. Targets can be realistic and
thus stimulate the user to actually reach them. Initiation of new and healthy habits must
lead to consolidation into a healthy life style.
Business case: the individual may not be willing to pay for the eCoach. Embedding the app
into the infrastructure of well-being at work can be interesting for any (larger) company. The
profit from healthy employees must be convincing enough for them to take responsibility in
this.

Overall the scale was perceived to lean to the positive side. In figure 8 below the remarks are
balanced on the scale as the workshop participants placed them.
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Privacy: if manager
can see data, 20% will
not co-operate.

Targets are adjusted to
keep them within reach

Lack of social
components
Company management
may see this an easy
check

holistic (four areas
available and other
modules can be
added)

Advise is optional, but well
funded
Change initiation and
Tool has to prove itself
consolidation to preserve
(now only based on
new life-style
literature)
Combines advice
Data on an aggregated
and technology
level is less privacy

Businesscase:
Companies are primary customer,
and take responsibility, this leads to
employees posing their problems
with their boss, instead of with their
Measurements are not
family physician
recognized (data is not
trusted)
The individual may not be
willing to pay

Negative

sensitive.

Pressure to take part,
(can scare off)

Market through a large
company and embed their large
health or vitality programs
“Objective data”, when this
is percieved than it will
work

Positive

SWOT eCoach app
8Sept2014

Figure 8: SWOT balance eCoach

4.2 Stakeholder assessment
In the stakeholder analysis of the evaluation framework, three aspects were discussed for the demos
eCoach and Fishualization.
1-Which of the stakeholders are affected directly by the output of the SWELL-demo?
2-How does the output of the SWELL demo affect the mechanisms via which the stakeholder
influences the well-being of the knowledge worker?
3-What are the consequences for the well-being of the knowledge worker when the output of the
SWELL demo would be available to the stakeholder?
4.2.1 Fishualization
During the workshop the following stakeholders, in addition to the knowledge worker, were
expected to be directly impacted – to some extent – by the output of the Goldon Demo
“Fishualization”:
-Colleagues
-Employers
-Managers
-Research Institutes
In addition to these stakeholders that were already discerned during the initial rounds of workshops
and interviews and incorporated in the societal impact framework, there was also a new type of
stakeholder identified: people who pass by the screen of the Fishualization demo on the work floor
and who are not part of the organization, such as visiting clients or partners (“Passers-by”).
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For each of these stakeholders we will briefly discuss how the output of the Fishualization tool
impacts the mechanisms via which the stakeholder influences the well-being of the knowledge
worker.
Colleagues
The output of the Fishualization tool impacts all the mechanisms that were identified in D1.6a: the
level of support that colleagues can provide in the performance of tasks, it influences the collegiality
between co-workers and it could increase the level of fun on the work floor.
Both positive and negative consequences for the well-being of the knowledge worker were
recognized. On the positive side, the information provided by the Fishualization tool could be used
to motivate each other. It could enable co-workers to confront each other with unhealthy and
unproductive working habits. The information could be used to deploy them in interventions, which
could make the knowledge worker more productive. On the negative side, the data that is being
shared via the Fishualization tool with co-workers could increase social pressure, especially in times
of re-organization. Furthermore, the information that is being shared is very privacy sensitive as
each knowledge worker is eventually individually recognizable via the colors of the fishes, especially
when the tool is used by small work units.
Employer
The output of the Fishualization tool impacts the working conditions that are provided by the
employer, which facilitate the knowledge worker to perform his tasks. It does not impact the other
mechanisms such as salary and terms of employment, the selection of tasks and goals or the
autonomy of the knowledge worker to perform the assigned tasks.
On the positive side, the output of the Fishualization tool could enable employers to improve the
working conditions for the knowledge worker, adjusting it to their personal situation and needs.
However, this does not necessarily mean that the information enables an employer to provide
support to its employees. Other positive consequences that were identified in the initial workshops
and interviews were not recognized, such as more decision latitude for the knowledge worker,
support in the development of the knowledge worker and the overall health policy of the
organization. On the negative side, the use of data could create a Big Brother setting in which the
knowledge workers are constantly being monitored, collecting very privacy sensitive data. The other
negative consequences that were identified in the framework were not deemed applicable, such as:
the way the data will be used against the knowledge worker, including the extent to which the
knowledge worker is able and willing to adjust his behavior according to the output of the tool; the
way the output could be used to pressure employees to become more productive; erosion of the
trust between employers and employees; and the misuse of data in a re-integration process.
Manager
The mechanism that could be affected by the output from the Fishualization tool is the way the
manager provides feedback, to an individual, but especially to a whole team. The other mechanisms
(guidance, support and feedback to HR and the employer) are not expected to be affected by the
output of the Fishualization tool.
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In terms of the consequences, on the positive side the information that is provided by the
Fishualization tool could enable managers to better support and facilitate the knowledge worker,
and especially the whole group, depending on the extent to which individual knowledge workers can
be easily identified on the screen. The other positive consequences in the evaluation framework
were not recognized, such as: increasing decision latitude; support for knowledge workers in their
development; better distribution of work and the improvement of teamwork. On the negative side,
the privacy-sensitive nature of the data was recognized and also the way the Fishualization tool
could create a Big Brother setting. Other negative consequences identified in the evaluation
framework were not recognized.
Research Institutes
The role of the research institute was particularly connected to the use of the Fisualization tool in
the context of the SWELL research programme. The data that is being collected via the tool could be
used to perform new research, providing new insights that could increase our knowledge on
improving working conditions. This mechanism and (indirect) consequence for the knowledge
worker could be realized, might not be possible outside the SWELL context.
Passers-by (clients or partners)
The information displayed by the Fishualization tool, when available on the work floor, might not
only be visible to co-workers, but also to others who pass by the screen, such as partners or clients
when visiting the organization. Not only does this mean that the data is being shared with others
who are not part of the working environment, it is unclear what kind of impression this could send to
the visitors when they can assess the productivity of the organization.
4.2.2 eCoach
During the workshop the following stakeholders, in addition to the knowledge worker, were
expected to be directly impacted – to some extent – by the output of the Goldon Demo “eCoach”:
-Intervention company
-SenseOS
-Insurance company
Currently, the eCoach will be used in a very different setting than the Fishualization tool. Whereas
the Fishualization tool is specifically situated on the work floor, the eCoach concerns aspects that are
part of the private sphere (exercise, sleep and mental resilience) that have an impact on the vitality
of the knowledge worker in general, and consequently his productivity and creativity in the work
setting. As the eCoach does not yet facilitate the possibility to share data, the output is not available
to anyone else but the knowledge worker and – on an aggregated level – SenseOS who has
developed the eCoach demo (the developer and/or provider of the SWELL demo was originally not
included in the list of stakeholders in the evaluation framework). As such, its output does not affect
the mechanisms via which other stakeholders influence the well-being of the knowledge worker. If –
however – such a social element would be added to the tool, this could change and certain
consequences that were identified in the evaluation framework could be applicable. During the
session an interesting role for the insurance company for the adoption of work-related health
applications was discussed. As one of the most likely payers for the tool, the insurer acquires
leverage to demand insights into the use of the tool and the data that it collects.
17

Intervention companies
One exception is the information that is shared by the user via the communication feature of the
eCoach. This feature enables the knowledge worker to ask questions to experts, and receive
answers, via e-mail. The communication feature, however, does not share data that is being
collected via the app. Only the user decides what he shares in those e-mails. These experts are
provided by the clients of SenseOS who will license the eCoach. Depending on the implementation
of the client, these experts could be intervention companies, but also a medical officer. In the case
of the first launching customer, these experts are psychologists.
SensOS (developer of the eCoach application)
SenseOS uses data collected via the eCoach as a strategic asset to further improve the product and
support the innovation process. On an aggregate level, the data can be used to demonstrate the
effectiveness of the eCoach application to generate new business. SenseOS does not share or sell
the data with other players, even on an aggregated level.
Insurance company
Insurance companies are an important driver in the adoption of work-related health applications by
providing financial schemes to companies: they will receive a lump sum to implement health
innovations such as the use of tools like the eCoach. As such, the insurance can also influence what
kinds of innovations are being implemented. For instance, they could promote, or even demand the
use of tools that have proven to be effective. During the discussion a reference was made to
practices in the US where insurers stimulate the adoption of innovations, but in return demand data
on the use and impact. This could force companies who rely on these financial schemes to become
more lenient towards sharing their data.
Note that this is currently not applicable to the Netherlands and the eCoach in particular as it does
not share its data with other players.

4.3 Change assessment
The Change assessment worksheets that contain the summary of the findings from the first round of
workshops were the starting point for the Golden demo workshop. This time the participants added
an indication of the extent of the expected positive or negative change (++/+/o/-/--). Non-relevant
items were crossed off the list and if necessary new items were introduced and rated.
The category that was considered less relevant was the change in spent time. No specific efficiency
profit was perceived, because the tools are part of the normal work routine. Positive impact is
expected on the quality of the work: comfort, fun and satisfaction. The overall negative change is
the investment that has to be made for obtaining and maintaining the system (i.e. it costs money).
Long term effects are expected in the field of vitality, productivity and self-management.
Below, the results are discussed in more detail for the two Golden demos Fishualization and eCoach.
The complete table and scoring can be found in Annex 4.
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4.3.1 Fishualization
The change that Fishualization is aiming to realize is awareness of the well-being of the group and
only indirectly the effectiveness of the group. The participants of the Golden demo workshop
expected the following positive and negative effects:
Aspect
Spent time

Expected effect
Positive
++
- No extra time investment when SWELL tool is part of normal
work routine
++
- Continuous feedback on functioning
+
- Interactive management of result/ progress
Negative
- Distraction or frustration from (continuous) feedback
Financial
Positive
cost/benefit
+
- Better image of employer/ organization with tools
Negative - None
Quality
of Positive - None
product
Negative
- too much focus on quantity instead of quality
Quality of work
Positive
++
- Low-threshold introduction brings wide acceptance
++
- More fun/pleasure at work
+
- Socially accepted and stimulated to attend to your own wellbeing
+
- Self-management increases
Negative
- It may not be directly clear what’s in it for the worker
- Worker may feel “being watched”
Long-term effect Positive
+
- Increase of vitality of work force
Negative
- More strain on efficient working
4.3.2 eCoach
The change that the eCoach is aiming to realize is more awareness of healthy lifestyles and an
increase of healthy behavior and lasting healthy habits. The participants of the Golden demo
workshop expected the following positive and negative effects:
Aspect
Spent time

Financial
cost/benefit

Expected effect
Positive
++
- Increase in efficiency
++
- Detect and adapt stressful tasks
Negative
- Distraction or frustration from (continuous) feedback
Positive
++
- Higher productivity
+
- Less sickness leave (less costs for replacement and expertise
available, less societal cost for sickness allowances, health
costs, legal costs and administrative costs
+
- Better image of employer/ organization with tools
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Negative
Quality
of Positive
product
++
++
+
Negative
Quality of work
Positive
++
++
+
+
+

Long-term effect

- Investment to buy expensive SWELL tools
-

Healthy workers are more creative
Potentially higher quality of output from workers
Better evaluations of the worker and his situation
too much focus on quantity instead of quality

-

Increase of wellness and satisfaction of employee
More fun/pleasure at work
Worker empowered to monitor his own balance
Increase of autonomy
More private advantages lifts up the level of employee
satisfaction

Negative
- Data from the private sphere at home becomes specifically
part of the work related sphere, which could increase the
feeling of unease regarding privacy.
Positive
+
- More control over one’s life
- Autonomous functioning
- Higher employability
- Increase of vitality of work force
- Increase of national productivity
- Sustainable employability due to better balance work-home
Negative - None

20

5 The societal impact of the SWELL golden demos
Based on the previous chapter, this section discusses the assessment of the potential societal impact
of the two Golden demo parts: Fishualization and eCoach. The assessment follows the three main
building blocks of the Societal Impact Framework, the findings from D1.6a and the final workshop.

Feasibility
Based on the initial SWOT analysis of SWELL-like tools, the deliverable 1.6a identified the following
conditional requirements that were found to be essential to a successful market introduction and
adoption, and to improve the well-being of knowledge worker. These requirements were:
-Personalization: the ability to personalize the tool and to adjust to the context in which it is being
used, in order to fit the personal situation of the knowledge worker and his/her preferences in
terms of the type of feedback, and the frequency of the feedback.
-Trust: the tool is likely to reinforce the existing nature of the relationship, which means trust and
openness between employees and employers is essential.
-Design and Implementation: a successful implementation demands a match between the design
of the tool and the capabilities of the knowledge worker to use it. The organization should have an
overall structure regarding vitality in place in which the tools and their use are embedded.
-Data quality: to what extent does the tool collect the right data with the right quality for a specific
goal, and is this data or its interpretation trustworthy?
-Quality of the output: to what extent is the feedback and underlying process transparent and
interactive, and how is the feedback presented?
-Privacy: how is the privacy of the knowledge worker being protected? Is the data being shared, if
so: how? And does the knowledge worker control the data sharing?
Furthermore, some suggestions were made regarding further development and introduction.
Stakeholder assessment
What stakeholders are being involved or affected (see Annex 3), and how does this impact the wellbeing of the knowledge worker? Furthermore, an important question in this respect is if and how
the data that is being collected via the golden demos is being shared with other stakeholders, and if
so, to what purpose (see Privacy). Especially when data is being shared with stakeholders from the
“fourth group” (see 1.6a: insurers, employers association) and the “fifth group”” (see 1.6a:
colleagues, managers, employers, medical officers, occupational health consultants and reintegration companies) this is a very delicate issue that demands special attention.
Change assessment
What are the most important expected changes, both positive and negative? For instance, the
increase of productivity, the quality of the work due to the working environment and vitality, and,
consequently, the quality of the outputs of the knowledge worker and the financial impacts.
Negative aspects could be the way the tools impact the working environment and the work-private
relationship.

The assessments of the two demos will provide some conclusions regarding the expected societal
impact, as well as some suggestions for further development and market implementation.
Fishualization
The Fishualization demo still seems to have some challenges to meet most of the conditional
requirements. Due to the core of its concept as a tool for constant, real-time feedback for groups,
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the information it provides cannot be personalized in terms of the goals, the type of feedback and
the frequency of the feedback.
But the most important challenges for the further development towards a successful market
introduction and adoption of the tool are related to the quality of the data, the quality of the output
and privacy.
In its current form, the tool has difficulty to collect the right data to describe the complex working
activities and environment of knowledge workers. The current indicators such as key strokes have
only limited value to assess to what extent a knowledge worker is busy and stressed or not (for one
thing, it will not be able to assess less computer-intense tasks, such as meetings), even though this
may seem the case in the representation of the aquarium. Furthermore, when a knowledge worker
switches between software programs this does not automatically mean that he/she is actually
performing different tasks. For instance, gathering information from the internet, e-mails, pdf’s and
word document can be part of a single assignment. These are all very complex issues in terms of
data input and data output that need to be addressed properly in order for the Fishualization tool to
capture the nuanced working context.
The value of the output is, on the one hand, open to interpretation without any predefined feedback
in terms of what should happen. As such, it is more focused on increasing overall awareness of the
way of working of a group and the level of stress, than on actual normative feedback – although the
aquarium metaphor does imply several connotations in terms of what kind of behavior is positive,
and what is negative – which can be perceived as a positive quality. On the other hand, the openness
of the tool also makes it difficult to provide direct value to either (and primarily) the knowledge
worker, or other stakeholders such as the manager/employer or health officers as it does not
provide aggregated data over a longer period of time that could provide insights in terms of
workload or strategies to increase productivity. It provides instant, near real-time information to
anyone who happens to watch the screen at that particular moment.
Furthermore – and related – this provides maybe one of the biggest challenges, which is privacy. The
tool collects data from individual knowledge workers and displays them to members of the “fourth
group”: an audience of co-workers, managers but also other people who happen to pass the screen,
which means it could also be visible to clients or partners from outside the organization. The
aquarium metaphor does provide some level of anonymity of the knowledge worker – he/she is
represented as a fish – but in a small group it is not unimaginable that a single fish can be connected
to the knowledge worker it represents, especially as the tool allows for a personalization of the fish
in terms of the colors of the fish.
The combination of the issues with the quality of the data that is being collected and the quality of
the output, privacy and the lack of a clear direct value to the stakeholders involved (employees,
managers, medical officer), could be a challenge for successful market adoption of the Fishualization
tool in its current form, and consequently to have a positive societal impact. A suggestion for future
development would be to address the issues described above – finding a balance between the goal
of the tool and the information that it provides and the possibility to personalize this in order to give
the employees a sense of control and ownership of the tool. The value could be increased to provide
aggregated data over a longer period of time, to the knowledge worker, and maybe to the medical
officer and the manager. This might also require a more elaborated idea of how this should be
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implemented in a broader organizational plan for vitality in an organization. In either case, privacy
will be an important issue that needs to be addressed, for instance by finding alternative ways to
display the feedback which in which individuals can’t be identified.
eCoach
The eCoach app seems to address most of the conditional requirements for successful market
implementation and user adoption. As it is aimed at aspects that are not directly work related (its
main focus is vitality and mental resilience), its impact on productivity and the quality of work will be
indirect, which makes it hard to assess the actual impact it will have.
Even though the tool is provided by the employer to the employee, in its use the tool is primarily
used by the knowledge worker. The terms of use are not determined by the employer, the payer.
The knowledge worker can define his/her own personal goals and the data is not being shared with
anyone else. The eCoach does offer additional information from health professionals and it also
allows for communication via e-mail with health professionals. For the tool in general, the idea is to
connect several health professionals to the platform, but for now the professionals are provided by
the launching customer. This might need to be more explicitly mentioned to provide transparency
regarding the relation between the stakeholders involved, as users might want to know to what
extent the employer – as the payer – will have access the data that is being collected.
In its current form, the eCoach enables personalization, the data collection is done automatically
which lowers the threshold to use it in terms of user friendliness, it also offers the possibility to
‘overrule’ the feedback of the tool if the user thinks it is incorrect, and it also focusses on positive
reinforcement - all of which fosters a sense of control. Furthermore, because the data is not being
shared with any other stakeholders, privacy is not an issue, although the sensitivity of the data –
which includes a lot of personal data on a wide range of topics - demands proper data security. Still,
earlier research indicated that even though the data will not be shared with the employer, about
20% of employees is not likely to use the tool because of privacy concerns.
It is difficult to assess whether the output will actually prove to be valuable to the user, and if it does
affect the well-being of the knowledge worker, and consequently what the impact will be for the
employer. Especially in the beginning, the value to the employer will partly be in providing better
secondary working conditions, which makes the company more attractive for talent. Benefits in
terms of more productive employees will be less tangible and may only become apparent (if at all)
over a longer period of time, for instance a decrease in sick leave.
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6 Discussion: Assessment of the Societal Impact Framework
In this chapter both the generic Impact framework and the (partially) filled framework for the SWELL
context are discussion on their applicability in the innovation process and their value for impact
assessment.

6.1 Application in the SWELL project
As the SWELL demos were still in an early phase of development when the first assessment
framework was devised and used in 1.6a, they were not yet very concrete. There were only broad
descriptions available at the time, rather than working prototypes. Consequently, the wide range of
possible functionalities and design choices demanded a broad exploration of elements that could
foster, or hinder their adoption, and affect their impact. The assessment comprised a combination of
desk research, a series of twelve interviews and two workshops with, in total, eleven participating
professionals and other experts in the field of well-being at work.
The results of this initial analysis were the basis for the second SWELL-specific assessment
framework which incorporated the initial findings to create several tailored checklists. These
checklists, which can be found in the Annexes, still incorporate the initial three building blocks
(SWOT analysis, stakeholder analysis, change assessment). This framework was used in a workshop
with the developers of the ‘Golden demos’ of the SWELL project, and an additional expert in the
field of data-driven innovation in health and entrepreneurship.

6.2 Value
The analysis of 1.6a proved that the three building blocks from the generic framework provided a
valuable basis to assess the potential impact of innovations.
Initially, this generic framework was devised as a structure – a set of steps and questions – that
could be used stand-alone to assess the potential impact of the final ‘Golden demo’ of the SWELL
project. However, during the preparation for and execution of the Golden demo evaluation
workshop, the combination of both this generic three-step structure and the SWELL-specific issues
that were described in the initial analysis of the impact of SWELL-like innovations in 1.6a, were
found to be valuable to assess the impact of the Golden demo parts, because much of the content
was recognized and found applicable to the Golden demo’s as well.
As mentioned above, due to the initial abstract level of functionality and specifications of the SWELL
applications, the analysis of 1.6a could not go into depth to discuss any details of the yet nonexistent demos. It was forced to be broad and touch upon a wide variety of aspects that could affect
the potential impact. This broad spectrum of issues, found in the three elements of the evaluation
framework (the SWOT-analysis, stakeholder analysis and change assessment), provides a broad basis
to assess the extent to which the final demo exploit certain strengths and opportunities and address
weaknesses and risks associated with SWELL-like concepts in general. Via the stakeholder analysis,
an assessment can be made of the most important players (and interests) involved in the
implementation of a specific tool in the context of work and well-being, and the most important
consequences – both direct and indirect – for the knowledge worker. Finally, it assesses where most
impact is expected and what those impacts are, both positive and negative. As such, the findings
from 1.6a provide a valuable and adequate checklist in addition to the general evaluation structure.
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The framework is devised for the collection and analysis of qualitative inputs in order to yield
strategic insights that are most valuable in an early stage of the development of new tools: to make
sure that the right issues (i.e. barriers and risks) are addressed and that the right stakeholders are
involved to increase the likelihood of a successful market introduction and broad user adoption.

6.3 Future application of the frameworks
As mentioned above, the evaluation frameworks – and the process in which they can be used –
could be a valuable tool in SWELL-like projects to support innovation that is initially technologydriven and where the final products are initially still largely undefined.
Based on desk-research and interviews and workshops with experts and domain-specific
professionals and users, the generic framework can be used to determine the most important issues
in a specific field in terms of the strengths and opportunities and weaknesses and risks, the most
relevant stakeholders and their interactions, and potential positive and negative changes. This step
requires people with different backgrounds and expertise to cover the wide range of relevant
perspectives and expertise in a specific domain.
These initial findings can be used to devise domain-specific questionnaires and checklists that are
added to the generic three-step model. This new framework can be used to guide strategic choices
regarding the development and market introduction of the innovations (see Figure 9). The
assessment of a more concrete demo can be performed in its most basic form in a workshop with
combination of the people who are actively involved in its development and several outsiders to
challenge assumptions and expectations. However, as with the workshop in the first step, this can be
expanded with more experts with different backgrounds to provide for a more comprehensive
assessment.

Figure 9: Application of the assessment framework
As the innovation-project progresses, the evaluation framework can evolve based on the outcomes
of each session in order to go into further detail along the way to adapt to new directions and
related issues.
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6.4 Limitations
The evaluation framework has several limitations that should be acknowledged. It is a qualitative
method that ideally incorporates inputs from developers, experts and various stakeholders. It does
not provide a quantitative analysis and as such, it is less valuable as an assessment tool to
determine, in numbers, market success of an innovation and its societal and economic impact
(revenues, jobs, etc.). As the tools have not been used in concrete settings, it is difficult to assess and
quantify the actual impact – which was the initial ambition of this project. However, the qualitative
analysis does provide insights into the most important levers that influence the societal impacts and,
consequently, are the most important units of measurement (impact on sick leave, training costs,
time savings).
The quality of the outcome of the framework depends on the quality of the input, which demands
scrutiny in order to avoid ‘rubbish in, rubbish out’. If the users of the framework do not provide any
critical self-reflection in the inputs (for instance by not including input from outsiders), this will be
reflected in the output.
The use of the framework is time-consuming as it requires several 45-minute interviews, half-day
workshops and a second round of assessment (at least three hours) once the framework has been
tailored to a specific domain. This means that it can be less suitable for companies that are pressed
for time. If there is not sufficient time to properly perform this exercise (especially to make the
generic tool applicable to a specific domain), this will have a negative influence on the quality of the
output because the tool will not be comprehensive in the issues that need to be addressed for a
thorough assessment. However, as the Societal Impact Framework in D1.6a is already tailored to
well-being at home and at work, it provides organizations with a starting point
This is also apparent in some of the additional limitations that stem from the selective group of
stakeholders that were involved in the evaluation of the tools in the first round of interviews and
workshops, which did not include technologists or business experts. Consequently, the checklists
from the domain-specific assessment framework for the SWELL tools do not explicitly include issues
such as the business case (financing, revenue sources, etc.); an analysis of the competition; an
analysis of the target group; and the technological feasibility. These issues can be addressed in the
general SWOT-analysis and stakeholder analysis, but they were not identified as specific issues that
needed to be addressed in the assessment of the potential impact of the demos.
Other, more strategic considerations were also not included, such as the organizational structure
that the implementation of the tool would require. This was beyond the scope of the framework.
Still, these kinds of strategic issues – such as dynamic capabilities of organizations or the business
model – could be the result of a second iteration of the domain specific framework, as mentioned
above, to determine and discuss the related questions in more detail (see Figure 10).
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Figure 10: From the domain specific framework to an assessment of strategic issues
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Annex 1: Script Workshop SWELL
Monday September 8, 2014, 13:00-16:00 hours
TNO, Delft.
Time
13:00

Program
Introduction
What will we do?
Check method and results of impact assessment of generic SWELL solutions, which new
information is available and how will it apply to the golden demo?
Short introduction of assessment framework

13:05

Short presentation of the 2 golden demo parts
Focus of the demo, where is the most impact to be expected

13:20

Part 1: SWOT
- SWOT results of generic solution
- How to proceed for golden demo

14:05

Part 2: Change assessment
- Change assessment results of generic solution
How to proceed for golden demo

14:50
15:00

Break (10 minutes)
Part 3: Stakeholders
- Stakeholder assessment results of generic solution
- How to proceed for golden demo

15:45

Final discussion
Where is the most impact to be expected?

16:00

End
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Annex 2: SWOT Results from Golden-demo workshop
Based on the version of the SWOT analysis made in D1.6a that was contextualized for general SWELL
applications for wellbeing at home and at work, this extended version was made during the Goldendemo workshop of D1.6b.
Strengths of the tools - summary

Weaknesses of the tools - summary

- Work better and stay healthier
- Positive contribution to well-being
- Parties benefit from useful information available
through SWELL
- Enhanced information available to support decisions
and advice
- Insight in the competences of SWELL user for reintegration
- Empowerment for knowledge workers
- Stimulates healthy behaviour and well-being

- Privacy issues, too much supervision
- Misuse of the data in case of conflict of interest
- Pressure on increase of productivity en efficiency
- Avoiding responsibility, blaming the worker
- Lack of motivation to use tool and wear sensors

consciousness
- SWELL generates objective data
- Better diagnosis and advice based on objective
information and monitoring
- Efficient working and stress prevention support
- Realise lasting change in behaviour
- Use data to enhance team performance
- SWELL tool make workplace and organisation more
attractive for employees
- Cost reduction on sickness leave and insurance
premiums
- Faster (and better) re-integration

Opportunities - summary

Threats - summary

- Willingness but also difficulty to balance work-home
- Decline of job security, flexible contracts
- Knowledge workers vulnerable for RSI, work
overload
- Shift from industrial economy to information
economy
- More flexible organisation of the work

- Lack of willingness to implement tools by
management
- Forced use of instruments by management (i.e.:
obligatory use at re-integration)
- Unclear what will be done with SWELL data
(potential conflicting interests)
- Who will provide the tool, who will pay, who own
tool (and data)
- Lack of trust between employer and employee
- Older workers with little affinity towards new media
- Information overload
- misinterpretation of data
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Annex 3: Worksheet Stakeholder Assessment result from Golden-demo workshop
Based on the version of the Stakeholder assessment made in D1.6a, that was contextualized for general SWELL applications for wellbeing at home and at
work, this extended version was made during the Golden-demo workshop of D1.6b.
Stakeholder

SWELL output that has impact on stakeholder and the wellbeing of the knowledge worker

Value for
stakeholder:

Consequences for the knowledge worker when this tool
will be used

Family and
friends

-Level of social support, Interest, comfort, love
-Level of direct support to well-being in case of disease
-A safe home environment
…

High/
Medium/
Low

Colleagues

-Level of support in tasks
-Level of collegiality
-Fun
…

Employer (HR)

-Salary and terms of employment
-Defining tasks and goals
-Autonomy to perform tasks
-Working conditions: facilitating the employee to perform tasks
…

positive:
+Sharing data (especially regarding re-integration) could improve
understanding and support from family and friends.
…
Negative:
…
positive:
+Data could be used to motivate each other, setting goals and
monitoring progress.
+Data could enable them to confront the knowledge worker with
unhealthy or unproductive working habits.
+Data with colleagues could be used to deploy them in
interventions, making them potentially more effective.
…
negative:
-Sharing data with colleagues could increase social pressure to
reach targets, especially if times of re-organisations.
-Sharing personal data in terms of productivity and especially
regarding health related issues is very privacy sensitive.
…
positive:
+The data could enable employers to better support and facilitate
their employees, adjusted for their personal situation.
+The data could enable employers to grant employees even more
decision latitude.
+The data could enable employers to better support the
development from the knowledge worker and consequently his or
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Stakeholder

Manager

SWELL output that has impact on stakeholder and the wellbeing of the knowledge worker

-Guidance
-Level of support
-Feedback
-Feedback to HR and employer
…

Value for
stakeholder:

Consequences for the knowledge worker when this tool
will be used
her employability.
+The data could be used to improve their health policy.
…
negative:
-The data, but also the extent to which the knowledge worker
followed the advice from the tool and was able (or willing) to
adjust their behaviour and improve his or her performance, could
be used against him or her.
-The use of data could create a Big Brother setting in which
knowledge workers are constantly being monitored.
-Rather than enabling knowledge workers to better balance their
workload and reduce stress, it could be used to pressure
employees to become even more productive.
-The data is very privacy-sensitive, especially the health-related
data.
-The data could erode the trust between employers and
employees.
-The data could be used as evidence in the re-integration process,
while it only seems to include the ‘medical’ data, putting pressure
on employees to start working again too soon.
…
positive:
+The data could enable employers to better support and facilitate
their employees, adjusted for their personal situation.
+The data could enable employers to grant employees even more
decision latitude.
+The data could enable employers to better support the
development from the knowledge worker, and consequently his or
her employability.
+The data can be used to better distribute work in a team and
improve teamwork.
…

31

Intervention
company

-Coaching and feedback
-Experience and support
-Providing insights, knowledge, new skills
…

Medical
officer

-Determines to what extent an employee is able (from a health
perspective) to perform job-related tasks, and – if needed – how
this should be adjusted.
-Determines the relation between health complaints and jobrelated tasks and working conditions
-Monitors and supports the re-integration process from sick
employees
-Provides information on health and safety to both employees and
the organization as a whole to improve working conditions
…

negative:
-The data, but also the extent to which the knowledge worker
followed the advice from the tool and was able (or willing) to
adjust their behaviour and improve his or her performance, could
be used against him or her.
-The use of data could create a Big Brother setting in which
knowledge workers are constantly being monitored.
-Rather than enabling knowledge workers to better balance their
workload and reduce stress, it could be used to pressure
employees to become even more productive.
-The data is very privacy-sensitive, especially the health-related
data.
-The data could erode the trust between employers and
employees.
-The data could be used as evidence in the re-integration process,
while it only seems to include the ‘medical’ data, putting pressure
on employees to start working again too soon.
…
positive:
+ Data could be used to offer better and more effective
interventions
+ Data could be used to better monitor the effect of interventions.
…
negative:
…
positive:
+Data could provide the medical officer with a more complete, and
objective medical file to determine to what extent certain physical
complaints can be related to job related tasks.
+Data could provide the medical officer with a more complete
inventory of complaints (in addition to ‘subjective’ data from the
employee) and the relation between complaints and job related
tasks and working conditions. Consequently, it could be used to
improve the working conditions and take preventive action, using
the SWELL data as ‘evidence’ to take specific measures (solutions).
+Data could be used to determine a plan of action regarding re-
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Occupational
health
consultant

-Supports the re-integration plan
-Consults both organizations and individual employees on working
conditions
-Consults organizations on a plan of action to deal with absence
-Performs Risk inventories and evaluations
…

integration that is better adjusted to the personal history and
situation of the knowledge worker, balancing a person’s work load
capacity.
+Data could be used to see whether employees follow the advice
form the medical officer and monitor possible progress regarding
the complaints more frequently.
+Data could be shared to get help to interpret data and feedback,
and to implement it properly in daily routines.
+SWELL-like tools could stimulate standardization in the way
companies report their data to the medical officer.
negative:
-Sharing personal data in terms of productivity and especially
regarding health related issues is very privacy sensitive. Although
medical officers are bound by privacy-laws, the fact that the
medical officer works for the employer could still cause a concern
that the data could be used ‘against’ the employee.
-The SWELL data could put too big an emphasis on the medical
aspects, undermining more contextual (emotional, social) aspects.
…
positive:
+Data could be used to make a more comprehensive and objective
assessment of the working conditions and job related complaints,
including more insights regarding a person’s history and not only
the level of well-being on a specific moment. This would result in
better-substantiated feedback and advice.
+Data could be shared with the occupational health consultant to
get help to interpret data and feedback, and to implement it
properly in daily routines.
…
negative:
-Sharing personal data in terms of productivity and especially
regarding health related issues is very privacy sensitive.
…
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Reintegration
company

-Supports the re-integration plan when an employee can no longer
perform his or her former tasks
---

Family doctor
and other
medical
professionals

-Medical diagnosis
-Information/medication
-Referral to other medical experts or services

Insurance
company

Works council

-Reports when working conditions are not adequate
-Provides input regarding a company’s policy on health
-Provides better deals on insurance and health related products
and services
-Has a say in re-organisations
…

positive:
+The data could be used to speed up the re-integration process as
it provides more detailed information on the taxability of the
knowledge worker, the workload and tasks to be performed.
…
negative:
-The SWELL data could put too big an emphasis on the medical
aspects, undermining more contextual (emotional, social) aspects.
…
positive:
+The data could be used to make a more accurate diagnosis.
+The data could be used to prevent diseases, by monitoring users
more frequently and with objective data.
…
negative:
…
positive:
+Aggregated data could be used to determine premiums that are
better tailored to a company’s situation regarding risks, sick leave
etc.
+SWELL-like tools could stimulate standardization in the way
companies and occupational health consultant’s report their
results.
…
negative:
-Privacy, especially in the relation between the knowledge worker
and insurance companies, who are mainly interested in risk
aversion and minimizing costs, is a major concern.
-Unwarranted advice.
…
positive:
…
negative:
-Sharing personal data in terms of productivity and especially
regarding health related issues is very privacy sensitive.
…
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Labour union

-Advocacy of the employees’ rights and interests
-Compose the occupational health catalogue
-Lobby for specific goals in favour of the employee
-Information
…

Employers’
association

-Compose the occupational health catalogue
-Lobbies for employers
…

Labour
inspectorate

-Supervision of compliance with the regulations in the area of
working conditions and the prevention of major hazards involving
dangerous substances.
-Inform sector associations
…

Policy makers

-Policy and governance to improve health and self-improvements
of the workforce and innovative collaboration between
stakeholders.
…

positive:
+Aggregated data could provide the labour union with more (and
more accurate) data regarding risks and the relation between
working conditions and complaints, and use this data to improve
working conditions
…
negative:
-Sharing personal data in terms of productivity and especially
regarding health related issues is very privacy sensitive.
…
positive:
+Aggregated data could be used to provide new insights regarding
HR-policy that support organisations to improve the employability
of its employees and its health policy.
…
negative:
-Sharing personal data in terms of productivity and especially
regarding health related issues is very privacy sensitive.
…
positive:
+Aggregated data could provide a more accurate and objective
overview of risks, complaints.
…
negative:
-Sharing personal data in terms of productivity and especially
regarding health related issues is very privacy sensitive.
…
positive:
+Aggregated data could be useful to monitor and develop policy
regarding the health and employability of the working population.
+Aggregated data could be used to benchmark (other countries)
….
negative:
-Sharing personal data in terms of productivity and especially
regarding health related issues is very privacy sensitive.
…
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Association
for
occupational
diseases

-Provide advice regarding interventions based on trends and new
insights from research
…

Legal
professionals

-Defend the interests of the employee in a labour dispute
…

Research
institutes

-Provide new information/insights regarding health and working
conditions
…

UWV

-Help clients to remain employed or find employment, in close
cooperation with the municipalities;
-Evaluating illness and inability to work according to clear criteria
…

SER

…

positive:
+Aggregated data can be useful to determine trends in early stage.
+Aggregated data on the relation between conditions, tasks and
the effect of interventions could be used to provide better advice
regarding treatment and interventions.
….
negative:
…
positive:
+The data could be used as ‘hard evidence’ to prove that
complaints or diseases are the result of working conditions.
…
negative:
…
positive:
+The data could be used to perform new research with the SWELL
data, providing new insights that could increase our knowledge on
improving working conditions.
negative:
-Sharing personal data in terms of productivity and especially
regarding health related issues is very privacy sensitive.
…
positive:
+SWELL-like tools could stimulate standardization in the way
companies and occupational health-consultants report results
.…
negative:
…
positive:
+Aggregated data could be used to better advise policy makers.
…
negative:
-Sharing personal data in terms of productivity and especially
regarding health related issues is very privacy sensitive.
...
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Annex 4: Worksheet Change Assessment
Based on the version of the Change assessment made in D1.6a that was contextualized for general SWELL applications for
wellbeing at home and at work, an annotated and extended version was made during the Golden-demo workshop of D1.6b. In
the table below the strike-through text are items that were found in D1.6a, but not found applicable for the Golden demo’s.

Demo name: Fishualization

Spent time

change in tasks and efficiency of the work

Aspects

effect
0/+/++

Positive changes

o
o

-

++

-

o
o
o
+
++

-

- advantages
- benefits
Increase in efficiency
increase in efficiency must level with the SWELL
investment
No extra time investment when SWELL tool is part of
normal work routine
Less administrative overhead
Detect and adapt stressful tasks
Insight in total task-package
Interactive management of result/ progress
Continuous feedback on functioning

effect
0/-/-o
o
o
o

Negative changes
-

- drawbacks
- costs
Start-up period costs workers extra time
Start-up period costs management extra time
Every new employee needs ramp-up time
Distraction or frustration from (continuous) feedback
More tasks for direct manager, to monitor and support his
employee
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Aspects

effect
0/+/++

investment, income, exploitation

client satisfaction

Quality of
service/product

Financial cost/benefit

o

Positive changes
-

- advantages
- benefits
Less sickness leave (less costs for replacement and
expertise available, less societal cost for sickness
allowances, health costs, legal costs and administrative
costs
Higher productivity
More healthy worker
Better image of employer/ organization with tools
Higher income for organization because of efficient task
management
Less “presentheism”: being there, but being nonproductive
Less costs for administrative tasks

o
o
+
o

-

o

-

o

-

o

- Healthy workers are more creative
- Potentially higher quality of output from workers
- Better evaluations of the worker and his situation

effect
0/-/--

Negative changes
- drawbacks
- costs
Investment to buy expensive SWELL tools
Exploitation costs for installation/ maintenance and ICT
support
Education costs: learn how to use and how to interpret
data
Education on behavioural change, change of mentality

o
o

-

o

-

o

-

o

- Too result-driven attitude may lead to less focus on
client’s wishes
- new: too much focus on quantity instead of quality

-
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Employee satisfaction
employability, empowerment

Long-term effect

Quality of work

Aspects

effect
0/+/++

Positive changes

++
+

-

o
+
o
o
++
+
o

-

o
o
o
o
+
o
o
o

-

- advantages
- benefits
Low-threshold introduction brings wide acceptance
Socially accepted and stimulated to attend to your own
well-being
Efficient and comfortable work situation
Worker empowered to monitor his own balance
Increase of autonomy
Increase of wellness and satisfaction of employee
More fun/pleasure at work
Self-management increases
More private advantages lifts up the level of employee
satisfaction

More control over one’s life
Autonomous functioning
Higher employability
Better integration of HR policy and plans
Increase of vitality of work force
Increase of national productivity
Decrease of administrative burden
Sustainable employability due to better balance workhome

effect
0/-/--

Negative changes
- drawbacks
- costs
It may not be directly clear what’s in it for the worker
Stigmatization when SWELL tool is only for selected
workers
Less flexibility of the worker (driven by the system)
Worker may feel “being watched”
Data from the private sphere at home becomes
specifically part of the work related sphere, which could
increase the feeling of unease regarding privacy.

o

-

o
?

-

o

- More strain on efficient working
- Work force pushed to the limit
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Demo name: e-coach

Aspects

effect
0/+/++

Spent time

change in tasks and efficiency of the work

++

Positive changes
-

++

o

-

- advantages
- benefits
Increase in efficiency
increase in efficiency must level with the SWELL
investment
No extra time investment when SWELL tool is part of
normal work routine
Less administrative overhead
Detect and adapt stressful tasks
Insight in total task-package
Interactive management of result/ progress
Continuous feedback on functioning

effect
0/-/--

o
-

Negative changes
-

- drawbacks
- costs
Start-up period costs workers extra time
Start-up period costs management extra time
Every new employee needs ramp-up time
Distraction or frustration from (continuous) feedback
More tasks for direct manager, to monitor and support his
employee
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Aspects

effect
0/+/++

investment, income, exploitation

client satisfaction

Quality of
service/product

Financial cost/benefit

+

++
o
+

Positive changes
-

-

++
++
+

- advantages
- benefits
Less sickness leave (less costs for replacement and
expertise available, less societal cost for sickness
allowances, health costs, legal costs and administrative
costs
Higher productivity
More healthy worker (opm: not relevant here)
Better image of employer/ organization with tools
Higher income for organization because of efficient task
management
Less “presentheism”: being there, but being nonproductive
Less costs for administrative tasks

- Healthy workers are more creative
- Potentially higher quality of output from workers
- Better evaluations of the worker and his situation

effect
0/-/---

Negative changes
-

- drawbacks
- costs
Investment to buy expensive SWELL tools
Exploitation costs for installation/ maintenance and ICT
support
Education costs: learn how to use and how to interpret
data
Education on behavioural change, change of mentality

- Too result-driven attitude may lead to less focus on
client’s wishes
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Employee satisfaction
employability, empowerment

Long-term effect

Quality of work

Aspects

effect
0/+/++

Positive changes

o

-

+
+
++
++
o
+

-

+
+
+
+
+
+

-

- advantages
- benefits
Low-threshold introduction brings wide acceptance
Socially accepted and stimulated to attend to your own
well-being
Efficient and comfortable work situation
Worker empowered to monitor his own balance
Increase of autonomy
Increase of wellness and satisfaction of employee
More fun/pleasure at work
Self-management increases
More private advantages lifts up the level of employee
satisfaction

More control over one’s life
Autonomous functioning
Higher employability
Better integration of HR policy and plans
Increase of vitality of work force
Increase of national productivity
Decrease of administrative burden
Sustainable employability due to better balance workhome

effect
0/-/--

Negative changes
-

-

-

- drawbacks
- costs
It may not be directly clear what’s in it for the worker
Stigmatization when SWELL tool is only for selected
workers
Less flexibility of the worker (driven by the system)
Worker may feel “being watched”
Data from the private sphere at home becomes
specifically part of the work related sphere, which could
increase the feeling of unease regarding privacy.

- More strain on efficient working
- Work force pushed to the limit
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