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The Enterprise Research Centre was established in 2013 following an ope
competition. Funding has been renewed twice.

We undertakegorimary researcho address knowledge gaps and
knowledge curationto ensure existing knowledge is readily accessible for
policy making
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broader agenda on innovation, productivity and growth

ERC research is strongly policy/practice focussed with the research agen
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Primary researclprogrammeon SME
innovation, productivity (c. £1.5m pa)

Six key themes (2018L)

Leadership and management
Diffusion and productivity

Innovation and growth

Finance and investment

Local productivity disparities

Supply chains and productivity
Productivity in UK metalworking firms
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Data development and matching
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Commissioned research projects (2018
2021) (c. £0.&£1.2m pa)

Examples (20121):
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Resilience in SMEs Europe (JPM, £0.75m)

Wa A-Q8B Ay Saa . NAGIAYQ 0.9
Scottish Account Management (SE, £27k)

Design Economy 2018 (DC, £60k)

Productivity in 6 UK Sectors (CPP, £230k)

EMEA Evaluation Partner (JPM, £40k)

Geographical indications post Brexit (ESRC, £250k)

Engagement, influence and impact

A Key aspect of ERC work has been addressing UK

data deficit

Key data sources and matching:

Business Structure Dat&JK Innovation Survey
Employer Skills SurveyLongitudinal SB Survey
SME Finance Monitor PO data

Insolvency data
CRM data

Gateway to Research Data

A
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advice and input to development of partner
initiatives including e.g. BEIS Research Conference

Sy =

Reaction Active engagement with Non Funders
LEPs, FSB, Finance Community (CDFA,UKBAA),
Innovation Directorate BIS, HM Treasury, HMRC

Knowledge curation including SOTA reviews
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Motivation

A External collaboration has become a popular route to
iInnovation, especially for service firms where customer
Co -creation is common

A External collaboration can occur at different stages of
Innovation

A A practical question many firms face is when to be
open and when to be closed.

A We investigate possible complementarities in
collaboration at the idea generation and
commercialization stages of innovation - IS there an
optimal recipe?
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Introduction

A Why do firms collaborate?

U External collaboration for innovation has several potential
benefits, especially for SMEs -combining resources, sharing
risks, quicker time to markets

A But collaboration can also be costly and risky, and its benefit
reduces with the number of partners in ideation

A We argue that what matters is not only the number of
partners, but also the phase of innovation in which the firm
collaborates
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A We consider the following research questions:

U Are there optimal combinations of collaboration patterns
across stages?

U Are there differences in optimal collaboration patterns for
radical and incremental innovators

I Radical innovators
A Disruptive, completely new to the market innovation
I Incremental innovators

A New to the firm innovations, improvements on existing products and
services

U Does the size of the firm matter?
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Data and Methods

A We use the 2016 Organizational Practices in Professional
Services (OPIPS) survey

A The survey covers 639 innovating firms in five service
sectors: Accountancy, Architecture, Consultancy, Software
and IT and Specialist Design

A Dependent variable : % of turnover accounted for by
iInnovative sales

A Data on the incidence and breadth of collaboration at the
iIdeation and commercialization  stages

A Main independent variables: six mutually exclusive
combinations of partnerships in ideation and
commercialization, based on median levels of collaboration




Data and Methods
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Categorization of firms basd on their collaboration strategies in ideation and
commercialization.

Collaboration strategy in ~ Collaboration strategy in

Our terminology for

Proportion of firms

ideation- commercialization resulting strategy adopting the
Number of partners resulting grategy

1. 0 Closed NoneC 18.5%

2. 0 Open NoneO 8.8%

3. 12 Closed FewC 13%

4, 12 Open FewO 6.6%

5. 3+ Closed Many-C 25.8%

6. 3+ Open Many-O 27.4%




Results ERC"

OLS estimates of the response of innovation performance to combinations of external collaboratimn
ideation and commercialisation

% of innovative sales Radical Innovators Incremental Innovators
NoneO -5.738 11.286
[12.253] [8.288]
NoneC 12.948 0.158
[9.139)] [6.733]
FewO 9.779 - 13.7367
[10.833] - [5.391] |
FewC [24.422**] 10558+
[10.941] . [5.125] |
Many-O 4.428 " 11.093%
[8.196]  [5.048] |
R2 0.28 0.26
N 186 280




Radical Innovators: Size effects in the response of innovation performance to combinations
external collaboration in ideation and commercialisation.

None O NoneC FewO FewC Many-O
None O-Small -10.516
[15.126]
None O-Medium 5171
[9.167]
NoneO-Large 18.720
[12.598]
None C-Small 12.245
[10.494]
None C-Medium 10.487
[11.285]
NoneC-Large 29.825*
[17.314]
FewO-Small 9.502
[14.805]
FewO-Medium -1.113
[14.771]
FewO-Large 19.215
[16.522]
FewC-Small 25.222**
[12.268]
FewC-Medium 14.655
[17.105]
FewC-Large 22.172
[15.762]
Many-O-Small 6.735
[9.647]
Many-O-Medium -3.966
[6.755]
Many-O-Large -0.480

[9.474]




Incremental Innovators: Size effects in theesponse of innovation performamre to combinations of
external collaboration in ideation and commercialisation.

NoneO NoneC FewO FewC Many-O
None O-Small 15339
[10.409]
None O-Medium -5.851
[5.347]
NoneO-Large 3.962
[9.599]
NoneC-Small 0.027
[7.985]
None C-Medium 3.106
[5.873]
NoneC-Large -7.947
[8.474]
FewO-Small | 15.259**|
6.002
FewO-Medium 6.535
[7.988]
FewO-Large -0.727
[7.899] N
FewC-Small 11.769**
[5.415] )
FewC-Medium -8.148
[5.671]
FewC-Large 16.971*
[9.534] )

Many-O-Small
Many-O-Medium

Many-O-Large

10.949*

15.355**
[7.772]
577
[6.308]
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Main findings and conclusions

A The benefits of external collaboration at one stage
of the innovation process depends on collaboration
at other stages.

A The optimal recipe differs for radical and
Incremental innovators . There are many ways to
organise external collaboration for incremental
Innovators, but only one way for radical Innovators

A Complementarities exist for incremental innovators,
but not radical

A We need to re -think the premise of open innovation
as a general prescription, and consider the
conditions under which it is beneficial
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Research questions

Finance

Investment

r

\

2
Performance
J

Anvestment for the futureo
A Whatfactors shape SMEs® willingne

A How do different types of investment influence firm
performance?

A How do different funding mechanisms shape these
effects?

starting point:

r

-

How do financial constraints affect
small firms performances ?

J

Fraser, Peng, Roper (2018) oOoMissin

financi al constraints to the pe




Al nternal finance approachbo ERC"
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AFunding gap approachbo

financial constraints affe{ct small firms performa]wce

Financial status ? ( Productivity
of a firm in 2015 ‘ \ of a firm in 2016

[ Mechanism? ]
Longitudinal

Snall

Business

rvey

2015 and 2016 waves




Financial status
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Obtained finance / Did not obtain

e I [

Applied SUCCESSFUL

for finance SEEKER } FAILED SEEKER
\ N AN )
. s Ve S

Did not apply SELF- DISCOURAGED

for finance SUFFICIENT BORROWER

\_ Y,
- J
No need Needed but feared
\ / K rejection /

Financially constrained




Mediation and Moderation Mechanisms ERC’J
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4 D 4 )

Financial Status Business Capabilities:

Strategy implementation
Organisational improvement

N J
\. J
4 )
4 ) Financial Status
Business Strategies:
W HR development
Innovation
\. Y, 1\ J
4 )
Mediation - + W Moderation

Productivity <
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Financial status affects performance:
Discouraged borrowers have significantly lower, and successful seekers have
significantly higher, productivity compared to self-sufficient firms.

SUCCESSFUL £ 163321 predicted productivity in absolute terms
SEEKERS ’ (sales per worker)

301% IO_V\_/er SELF £122.733
productivity SUFFICIENT

596 % lower FAILED SEEKERS-£ 139,954
productivity

1717% lower DISCOURAGED
oroductivity BORROWERS & 124343




Results: Mediation ERC /4
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Successful seekeage

(Financial Status\ A 46%more likely to increase workforce skills
A 38%more likely to introduce new products, services and/or
processes
thanselfsufficient firms
\_ J Discouraged borroweisre

A 31%more likely to increase workforce skills
A 39%more likely to introduce new products, services

(" . ) and/or processes
Business than selfsufficient firms
W Strategies:
HR development ;
Innovation Failed seekerare

A 45%more likely to increase workforce skills
' ~N | A 54%more likely to introduce new products,

services and/or processes
thanselfsufficient firms

Mediation _

\ 4

Productivity

9 y Necessity spurs on financially constrained firms
to implement business strategies!




Results: Moderation ERC’J
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High business strategy capabilitiesreaseproductivity 4 )
by 14%amongselfsufficient firmsand successful seekers. Business Capabilities:

Strategy implementation
Organisational improvement

High business strategy capabilitiesiuceproductivity L y
by 17%amongdiscouraged borrowerand

by 59 %amongfailed seekerselative to selfsufficient
firms and successful seekers. e ~N

Financial Status

High operational improvement capabilitiescreaseproductivity
by 9%amongseltsufficient firmssuccessful seekers and
discouraged borrowers.

\_ ),
Highoperational improvementapabilities | -~ ~N
reduceproductivityby 59 %amongfailed + W Moderation
seekerselative to selfsufficient firms and Productivity |
successful seekers. )

- J




Preliminary results:

transitions in financial status from year to year

2015

— 89%[

[

SELF
SUFFICIEN

)

—5%[

2016

SELF

SUFFICEN'I;

— 81%

_

SUCCESSF
SEEKERS

L]L

<1%

<10/, DISCOURAGED
BORROWERS

FAILED
SEEKERS

—_

— 4%

6%

2%
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2017

SELF FAILED

0
5 SUFFICIEN'J <% SEEKERS

SEEKERS BORROWERS

-
SUCCESSFK}L<1% DISCOURAGED

SELF ) FAILED
SUFFICIENT 1”8 SEEKERS

L DISCOURAGED
0
<12 BORROWERS

SUCCESSF
SEEKERS




Preliminary results:

transitions in financial status from year to year

2015

2016

——————-33%{:

SUCCESSFQL
SEEKERSJ
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2017

— 17%

[

SEEKERS

SUCCESSFU}

——————-4@%{

SELF
SUFFICIEN

)

— 3%

3%

FAILED
SEEKERS

_

DISCOURAGED
BORROWERS

SEEKERS SEEKERS

-
SUCCESSFﬂL <1% FAILED

— 12%

SELF 194 DISCOURAGED
SUFFICIEN BORROWERS

16@6[

SUCCESSFUL %0, FAILED
SEEKERS SEEKERS

40%{:

SELF 5o DISCOURAGED
SUFFICIEN % BORROWERS

—_




Preliminary results:
transitions in financial status from year to year

2015

12% SEEKERS

FAILED SEEKERS

2016

FAILED

— 3%

—— 23%[

SUCCESSFL]L
SEEKERS
J

404

~\

SELF
SUFFICIENT
J

1894 DISCOURAGED

BORROWERS

—_

— 0%

3%

7%
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2017

,

FAILED | 504 SELF
SEEKERS SUFFICIEN
.

,
DISCOURAGED)y, | SUCCESSFUL
BORROWERS |  SEEKERS
FAILED | 4q0 SELF
SEEKERS SUFFICIEN
DISCOURAGED; 79} SUCCESSFUL
BORROWERS SEEKERS




Preliminary results:

transitions in financial status from year to year

2015 2016

DISCOURAGED

— %

214 BORROWERS

DISCOURAGED
BORROWERS

150/ SUCCESSFUL
4 SEEKERS
)

N
460 SELF
SUFFlClEN-E

6% FAILED
SEEKERS

— 0%

6%

5%

2017

DISCOURAGED 15% SELF
SUFFICIEN

BORROWERS

FAILED 2%
SEEKERS

DISCOURAGED
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.

7

SUCCESSFUL
SEEKERS

0
BORROWERS 49 {

SEEKERS

SELF
SUFFICIEN

FAILED 7%[

SUCCESSFUL
SEEKERS




Further steps: ERC/4

testing other mediating mechanisms Enterprise Research Centre
4 )
Financial Status . Women entrepreneurs
\- /
4 ) 4 )
W Tangible Investment Intangible Investment
\_ J . J
~ N
Mediation - ( - - Mediation
\ Profitability
\J
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Thank you

If you would like any more information please contact

Associate Professor, Dr Stuart Fraser (Stuart.Fraser@wbs.ac.uk)
Dr Anastasia Ri (a.ri@aston.ac.uk)
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Returns to publicly supported
and privately fundedR&D

U Joanne Turner
U Stephen Roper
U Nola HewittDundas
U Bettina Becker
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Research background

A Innovation is an important means through which
firms compete and groyMason et al., 2009)

A Innovation involves the production of new knowledge
through activities such as R&{Roper et al., 2008)
R&D isvery much part of the innovation process

A Appropriability problen{Arrow, 1962Y; firms carrying
out private R&D are unable to fully appropriate the
returns to their investment

A Public support for R&D is justified on the basis of thi
appropriability problem or market faillurgroper and
Hewitt-Dundas, 2016)
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Research Questions

A How important is R&D in driving firm innovation?

A Which types of innovation have the greatest
productivity payoffs?

A Which types of innovation have the greatest growth
payoffs?

A How do innovation payoffs vary depending upon
whether the innovation was publicly supported or
wholly privately funded
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Data and method

A UK Innovation Survey (wave<@) provides only a
binary indicator of whether firms received or did not
receive public support for their innovation

A2S OFlyy2i 0S Of SINJ gKI
spending was publicly supported, only that a
proportion was supported

A Our approach is to estimate the relationship
between R&D (innovation input) and innovation
outputs, and to partition the R&D variable into that
which was and was not publicly supported
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Data and method

A We undertake a causal analysis of the links between
R&D, innovation of different types, and productivity and
growth

A We adopt a valuehain perspective suggesting that R&D
may influence innovation in the short term, but that any
productivity/growth effects may take some time to
emerge

A We consider how innovation is related to productivity or
growth in the subsequent survey period

A We allow for a range of other factors to influence firm
performance
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Estimation approach

A The model is estimated using the CMP procedure
which instruments the binary rigitand side
Innovation indicators

A The first stage estimates a seriegpobdbit models to
model the impact of R&D on the probability of
Innovation

A The second stage links the innovatjmmobit models
with a simple productivity or growth equation

A The innovation variables (and their determinants) are
lagged to reflect the time taken for innovation to
iInfluence productivity or growth
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R&D engagement, innovation and productivity: All firms  Enterprise Research Centre

Product/Service Innovation Marginal Effects
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R&D engagement, innovation and growth: All firms Enterprise Research Centre

Product/Service Innovation Marginal Effects
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Key findings ERC/4
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Publicly-supported

R&D
= +
+
Probability of Probability of Probability of
engaging in engaging in engaging in
PRODUCT/SERVI( PROCESBnovation ORGANISATIONA|
innovation innovation
— + + + + —
Productivity Growth
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Thank you!
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resources for invention, in The Rate and Direction of
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A We know that global frontier firms have seen significantly
more rapid productivity growth when compared with
non-frontier firms. This has remained robust since 2000s.

A The same can be said about UK frontier firms, where the
top 10% in the productivity distribution are ten times
more productive than those at the bottom 10%.

A This dispersion remains persistent and impacts the way
current measures of product|V|ty both aggregate and
fiimf SOSt X aK2dzZ R 0S AYydSNL]
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How should productivity be measured?™

A This combination of dispersion plus persistence
would yield meaningless average (mean)
productivity estimates using firAevel data.

A There is a lack of understanding what explains
large productivity differences between local areas
2dz0aARS 2F (UKS &l 33INB3

measure.

A We need to consider points across the
distribution during comparative analysis over
time and area.
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Main Research Question

A What explains productivity differences between local LEP
areas?

1. Differently shaped productivity distributions?
2. Sectoral composition?
3. Firm size distribution?

AC20dzaAy3a 2y (UKS FANROG LAY X
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A Using data from the ONS IDBR (BSD and/or the refreshed
BEIS version), we compare productivity at the: 25%; 50%
and 75% points of the distribution for firms in each LEP
area.

A Whilst such an approach will generate a considerable
volume of data, the gains from taking a more nuanced view
will allow us to form a more accurate and robust picture of
the extent of productivity differences between LEPSs.

A Firm vs local unit data at this level of spatial analysis will be
a challenge.
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A To create points to select for the productivity (turnover per
job) distribution for each LEP, quantiles were estimated at
2.5% intervals initially done for one year.

Al 9t Qa ¢SNB 0KSVY 25 aRBNB¢entie &
to give an overview of high and low productivity LEP areas.

A We look at the medians (this is the average median due to
RA&Of 2adzNBE A4aadzSa gKAOK YSI
true median itself but rather -5 observations averaged) for
each year between 2012017.

A What we want to know is if these LEP productivity
RAGUNRAOdzOAZ2Y A | NB aA3IYyAFAOlI
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Productivity Variations ERC"

A No major productivity distribution differences year to year for
each LEP

A Same top LEPs for productiviy.ondon, Thames Valley,
Hertfordshire (South East concentration)

A Same bottom LERsCornwall, Cumbria, North Easic

A Using consensus ranking we can see these top and low
LINE RdzOG A BAGE [ 9t aX




Consensus Ranking using 27 median FR(C 4
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productivity values

Consensus

LEP
LOND
THAM
BUCK
HERT
ENTE
COAS
SOUH
SOUM
OXFO
CHES
BLAC
GBIR
GCAM
GMAN
SWIN

Ranking

LEP
1LEIC
2SOLE
3LEED
3THEM
AWEST
SWORC
5GLOU
5COVE
6LANC
/LIVE
SNEWA
OSTOK
OTEES
9DORS

10DERB

consensus

Ranking

LEP
11GLIN
11HUMB
12SHEF
12YORK
12NORE
12HEAR
13CUMB
14CORN
15
16
16
16
17
18
19

Consensus

Ranking

19
19
19
19
20
21
22
23
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We can see that the distribution of LEPs across time in terms of productivity does
not change.

We now want to test whether LEPs next to each other (i.e. London and Thames
Valley), once ordered, have significantly different distributions, as well as, LEPs or
opposite ends of the productivity order (i.e. London and Cumbria).

A simple way to view this is by plotting the quantiles against productivity levels,
however, statistical testing is better.

We use the two sample Kolmogor@mirnov (KS) test which compares whether
the empirical distribution function of the same variable from two datasets differ
significantly.

This was the chosen test as there is no prior assumption on the distribution of the
data and is nonparametric.

We do this analysis for LEP pairs for each year between2013




Productivity (Turnover per Employee)

650

600

550

500

450

400

350

300

250

200

150

100

50

—— Worcestershire LEP
—— Cornwall LEP

Buckinghamshire LEP
— London LEP

This is the top two
preforming LEPs
(Buckinghamshire
and London) and
the two bottom
preforming LEPs
(Worcestershire
and Cornwall) for
2018.

Distributions look
very similar, which
Is confirmed
through the KS
test.
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A We find that there are no significant differences
between productivity distribution across LEP pairs.

A This also holds when looking at LEPs at the opposite
sides of the productivity order.

A In fact, results suggest no evidence of productivity
distribution differences between any LEP pairs.

A So we can rule out overall productivity distribution
differences as a possible explanation to local {lez®)
disparities in productivity.

A However, this may change when looking at subsample
oe aAl S I'yYyR aSOuz2NXOo



Early Results from looking at size ERC"

A Distribution of productivity in different sized firms has also been
estimated.

A Early results indicate that micro firms-@lemployees) have no
statistical difference in productivity distribution between LEPS.

A Medium and large sized firms, however, appear to have a statistical
difference when looking at the opposite ends of productivity when
LEPs are ordered by their’5s075" and 253" percentile.

A These early results suggest that larger sized firms in more/less
productive LEPs have other factors (outside of sector and size) that
make them more/less productive to the extent that their
productivity distributions are affected.

A Residual analysiswhere we factor out sector fixed effects using an
OLS estimatiog was also undertaken and results were the same.
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Ongoing work

AbSE(G aGSLIXPgKIG O2dzxZ R 0SS
distribution of productivity?

A Will also control for age of firms, legal ownership and
other firm_characteristics using reS|duals (or the
O(dZ)fSELJf FAYSRE LINPRdAzOU A DA |
regression and looking at the distribution by LEP.

A Sectorial differences may be limited due to disclosure
ISSues In outputting data but aggregating certain
sectors will still enable us to hash whether sector plays
an important part in the productivity story as well.
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Thank you!

Questions/Comments?

Professor Mark Harinfark.hart@aston.ac.9k

Dr Neha Prashan(prasharl4@aston.ac.uk

The data used here is from the Jobs and Turnover version of the Longitudinal Business Structure Database whict

accessed through the Secure Lab. The use of these data does not imply the endorsement of the data owner or t

Data Service at the UK Data Archive in relation to the interpretation or analysis of the data. This work uses rese
datasets which may not exactly reproduce National Statistics aggregates
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I ntrOd uctlon Enterprise Research Centre
Who What Where
* ESRCfunded project| |. ey Innovation Practices| | &4 Uk
* ERC « Extent of Adoption A 2 CaseStudy Sectors
A Metal Forming
* CBM * Barriers to Adoption A Casting/Foundry
* CMF + Strategies for Adoption
When Why
* 3-year project * Best Practice Diffusion
* Completed 1% Year * Productivity Gains

* Policy Development

Introduction Background Methodology | Key Finding Next Step
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Background
A Innovation relates positively to competitiveness, productivity and
performance(Gundayet al. 2011)

A Disparity between large firms and SMEsin innovation adoption (Wei and
Yuzher2013

A Open Innovation (Ol} where innovation is shared and exchangedacross
individualfirms (Chesbrougl2003andReedet al. 2012

A InnovationCollaboration Potentialmissedopportunity for SMEs

A InformationalMarket Failures Trust& Knowledgeabout CapabilitieqHewitt-
Dundasand Roper2018
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Research Questions
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Methodology

Methodology

A Qualitative
ResearciTechnique

A Purposivesampling
A Conducted5 semi

structured
interviews

=)

DataAnalysis

A TranscribedlatawasanalyzedsiaNvivo
software

A Latentand Manifestmeaning

A Generationof codes,themesand sub
themes
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Key Findings

RQ

A Innovation definition reflected in
2 NH | v A supplychangaQition

A RemainingCompetitive the overriding
motivationfor innovation

A InHouse R&D is the single most
commoninnovationpractice

A Interfirm collaboration is currently
non-existent
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RQ

A Lackof knowledgeof capabilities a
hindranceto innovationcollaboration

A InformationSources

A Whatto Know
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A Assessingrustworthiness _. . .

R

A Trustis a keydeterminingfactorin the
decisionto collaborate
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Conclusion

A Innovationdefinitionreflectedin2 NA I Y A suppycha@nygoSition

A Remainingcompetitive emerged as the overriding motivation for innovation across
SMEstudied

A In-HouseR&Dis the singlemostcommoninnovationpracticeacrossanalyzedirms
A Inter-firm collaborationis currentlynon-existent

A Lack of knowledge of capabilities of firms acrossthe sectorsis a hindrance to
collaborations

A Suppliersandtrade associationsireimportant sourcesof informationon capabilities

A Trustis essentiallimportantin the decisionto collaborate
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A QuantitativeStudyBasedn Constructdrom QualitativeStudy
A Surveyof casestudysectors

A Follow a new line of inquiry emanating from analydtd;

A Harnessing collaboration between firms and Research centres/Universil
(Oneon-One Collaboration)

A Industry Projected innovation collaboratiofMulti-Firm Collaboration)
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growth, innovation and productivity
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A Providers of independentrusted data and insight, based on
rigorousanalysis

A Deliveringrelevantresearch that focuses on the issues that
policymakers and businesses face

A Givingusefuladvice, and practical, actionable
recommendations

High quality engagement is absolutely crucial to our success
and underpins all our activities

- /
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Maintain
Stakeholder

stakeholder Engage / identification,

relationships, mapping and

review and approach

monitor impact Postresearch Research

capture learning phase idea

Mutually

Discuss and agree define aims,
how to b.est. Outputs and Research engaggment
present findings, SRR, design plans, impact
integrate pathways

stakeholders in
dissemination
activity Ongoing

Analysis
y research

.

Share emerging Communicate

findings, discuss and and review
mutua_llly interpret progress, address
meaning issues
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Engagement building blocks

Provide mix of
engagement
opportunities

Create tailored
and targeted
content

Make content
accessible

Ensure a stead
Build trust stream of
content

Responsivenes
and flexibility

Understand g Create a team
stakeholder J based approac
needs to engagement

Build good
networks

Openness and
approachabilit
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E n g ag e m e nt m e C h an iS m S Enterprise Research Centre
wNewsletter wERC Steering wShowcases, wSOTA Reviews
wERC website Group seminars wlnfographics
w Twitter, wProject w State of Small wBlogs
LinkedIn Advisory Business
Groups Britain Annual
Conference

Commissioning projects

These projects have become a significant portion of the work ERC does
Recent examples:

A Building better business resilience (JPMorgan Foundation)

A Assessing the drivers of productivity change in the six UK sectors (CPP)
A Business support in less favoured areas (FSB)
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Future engagement priorities:
A Deeper engagement with nations and regions
A Maximising media/social media opportunities

A Research synthesis (SOTA Reviews, utilising
the backcatalogue)

Get in touch]
Vicki.Belt@wbs.ac.uk
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Agenda

A What is the takeup of digital technologies in UK
micro-businesses?

A What are the benefits of digital adoption?

A What shapes technology adoption by individual
firms?

A Next Steps

- LA



ERC/4

Enterprise Research Centre

What Is the takeup of digital
technologies in UK micyousinesses?




Digital adoptiong as of 2018 ERC”
(% firms) |
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CRM E-Commerce Web A/C CAD Cloud Al Machine
computing Learning



Adoption has risen sharply since 2015 ERC”
(% flrmS) nterprise Research Centre
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Number of digital technologies in micro EERRChCﬂ
businesses by UK region p

USA  II—— 0.8

Ireland

1.7

UK

1.7

Northern Ireland I 1.3
Wales I 1.4
Scotland I 1.6
Yorkshire & Humberside I 1.6
West Midlands | 1.7
South West I 1.6
South East [ 1.7
North West I 1.7
North East | 1.7
London | 2.0
EastMidlands . 1.7
East of England I 1.8

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5

Number of technologies

Source: Understanding mictmusinesses in Northern Ireland, ERC Nov 2018
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What are the benefits of digital adoption?
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What are the benefits of digital adoption?  enerprise research cente

A Survey respondents highlightegerational benefits
I Helps it run more smoothly and ensures data sedlrity

I Wjust think it makes us more competitiieaghtened up admin,
production scheduling. Increased productivity and reduced the
time machines are standing. Therefore, reduced domeQ ©®

A Similar benefits were noted in terms of the value of web
based accounting software:

T W has streamlined the businesa lot of labour has been
reduced?

I Enables you to run the business from a distance. It is more
convenient to access things from different computers and
RSOAOSAa® aSlya L R2y Qi KIQ®DS
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What are the benefits of digital adoption?  enerprise research cente

A In some cases, digital adoption led to significant changes ir
working practices

I M has increased our orders, improved the structure of the
business. We can now process and control our data more faster
and efficiently. All our data is put on to our database rather on
pieces of pap&d ®

A Improvements in the quality of data and products/services
have also hadommercial benefits

i WAYONBIFaAYy3d LINRPFAOGFEOAEAGE |yl
i WAYLINROYSR alfsSa FyR [ UGUNF OGS
ASYSNI GAYy3 LINRPTFAGQ
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What shapes technology adoption by
individual firms?




