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Motivation –

aggregate 

productivity

Source: ONS Labour Productivity

https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/labourproductivity/bulletins/labourproductivity/julytoseptember2017
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Motivation –

distribution of 

productivity

Source: ONS

https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/economicoutputandproductivity/productivitymeasures/articles/uktradeingoodsandproductivitynewfindings/2018-07-06


• Management found to be a significant 

covariate with productivity at the 

business level (Bloom and Van Reenen 

2007, 2010)

• The way managers approach the 

management function may be an 

important determinant of firm 

performance (Bloom et al 2012, 2014)

• Earlier ONS pilot survey - Management 

Practices in the Manufacturing Industries in 

2015

• Bryson and Forth (2018)

Management Practices



Decile of Management Practice Score

Source: Bloom et al, 2013,“Management in America”, Center for Economic Studies Working Paper, US 

Census Bureau
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Management and 
Expectations Survey 

(MES) 2016



• Survey of 25,000 firms covering nonfarm 

nonfinance private business economy

• Dispatched to subset of ABS sample, 

following ABS

• Voluntary

• Survey stratified by NUTS1 region in Great 

Britain, SIC section and 13 manufacturing 

sub-sections, and 10-49, 50-249, 250+ 

employment size bands

• 20 questions on management and 

organisation of business, following MOPS

• 11 further questions on firm-level variables 

and expectations under future scenarios, 

plus expectations for macroeconomy

Management and Expectations 
Survey (MES)





Count Percentage

Total sample 25,006 100.0%

No response 15,324 61.3%

of which no reply 14,431 57.7%

of which opt out 893 3.6%

Responds to MES but not ABS 1,464 5.9%

of which management score is 

usable 1,343 5.4%

of which not usable 121 0.5%

Responded to MES and ABS 8,218 32.9%

of which management score is 

usable 7,838 31.3%

of which not usable 380 1.5%

Response rates
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Management questions

Management practices

• Continuous 

improvement

• Key performance 

indicators

• Target setting

• Employment practices

Business characteristics

• Ownership

• Education levels of 

managers and non-

managers

• Degree of decentralisation 

in multi-site firms



Continuous improvement
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Employment practices



Results - Summary 
Statistics



Mean management scores
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Results - OLS



Explanatory factors for 
management practices







Explanatory factors for 
productivity







Conclusion
• Substantial variation in management scores amongst GB businesses 

• Management scores are highest among:

✓ Larger than smaller firms

✓Not family owned than family owned

✓Multinationals than domestic

✓ Services than production

• Management practice score is strongly correlated with productivity



Next steps
• Longitudinal component

• Multi-factor productivity


