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Foreword
Foreword by Professor
Dame Nancy Rothwell,
President and ViceChancellor of The
University of Manchester
I am pleased to provide
a short foreword for this
final report of the Inclusive
Growth Analysis Unit (IGAU), which is supported by
our University and the Joseph Rowntree Foundation.
IGAU has done some remarkable work over the past
four years uncovering and analysing evidence about
the scale of inequality in our city region and opening
up debate about “inclusive growth” and how we can
ensure that economic prosperity creates broadbased opportunities that will benefit all our fellow
citizens in Manchester and the wider conurbation.
The work of the Unit is a perfect example of how
a leading research university - in partnership with
a forward-thinking research foundation - can
be both locally focused and globally relevant. It
demonstrates how we can make a practical and
valuable contribution to improving the health,
wealth and happiness of our own community
whilst also pioneering new approaches, strategies
and policies that will be relevant to other UK and
international cities.
Whilst the IGAU may be coming to end, it is clear
from this Report that it has helped to shape an
important new area of academic inquiry and public
policy. This important field of research will continue
to be explored in this University and other universities
around the world and the impact of its work will be
evident in the strategies and policies being developed
in this city and further afield in the years ahead.

Foreword by Claire Ainsley,
Executive Director of
the Joseph Rowntree
Foundation
We all want to live in a
society where more people
can contribute and benefit
from growing prosperity.
Over the last four years, the Inclusive Growth Analysis
Unit has been stimulating discussion, debate and
action about how this ambition can be achieved,
focusing on how a more just economy can be
designed in Greater Manchester and beyond.
The contributions made by the Unit’s small staff
team, led skilfully by Professor Ruth Lupton, have
had a significant impact on policy making in the city
region. This report brings together their work over
the past four years, reflects on the progress so far
and what is still to be achieved within Manchester.
The next Mayoral term is a clear opportunity to put
inclusive growth at the centre of Manchester’s future,
so that all its citizens can benefit from the dynamism
evident in the city and wider region.
Although this report marks the end of the formal
partnership between the Joseph Rowntree
Foundation and the University of Manchester, we
are both committed to continuing to work together
to provide insight, analysis and ideas to move the
agenda forward in Manchester as well as to inspire
more local leaders to take action. With more people
being swept into poverty across every part of the
country, the need for practical action is more urgent
than ever.

Claire Ainsley
Nancy Rothwell
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Executive Summary
Introduction
This report takes stock of the progress that has been made in Greater Manchester (GM) towards inclusive
growth, in the period since 2016 when inclusive growth started to become a prominent objective for UK cities.
We review developments in policy and practice, principally those of the Mayor and GM Combined Authority
(GMCA), but also of local authorities, businesses and organisations in the voluntary, community and social
enterprise sector. We ask whether what has been done is sufficient and if not, what else could be done. We
learn from case studies from around the UK and abroad.

Inclusive growth and why we need it in GM
Inclusive growth is the idea that economic prosperity should create broad-based opportunities and have
benefits to all. It challenges economic models which have produced large rises in income and wealth for some,
while sustaining high levels of poverty and high levels of inequality. Since the global financial crisis, sustained
economic inequalities, increasing social divisions and the rise of nationalism and populism have led to calls for
different models of economic and social policy which will involve more people in economic opportunity and
result in prosperity that is more widely shared.

Inclusive growth policy and practice has two broad spheres of activity:
■■

working towards economic structures and activities that are more inclusive by design, for
example: fairer systems for profit-sharing and reward; more equitable employment practices; and
better quality jobs.

■■

making sure that local people are connected to economic opportunities, physically (in terms of
housing, transport and digital connectivity) and in terms of having the education, training, health and
care services they need.

Within these spheres, we expect to see a particular emphasis on areas or groups of people more likely
to have been excluded in the past.

Greater Manchester needs more inclusive growth. While the Greater Manchester economy as a whole
performs relatively well compared to other UK cities outside London, it underperforms the UK economy as
a whole and that of other leading European city regions, such as Munich, Helsinki and Barcelona. There are
significant problems with low pay and insecure employment, with around 620,000 people in relative poverty, a
majority in working households. More neighbourhoods are in the top fifth of the national indices of deprivation
in 2019 than in 2015. The centre of the conurbation has seen the lion’s share of job growth since before the
financial crisis, although not always benefiting local residents, while outer areas like Rochdale and Tameside
continue to struggle on many economic indicators. Women, minority ethnic groups and disabled people tend
to fare much worse in terms of jobs and pay than men, white, and non-disabled people.
Tackling these social and spatial inequalities would enable GM to make more use of the talents of a wider
range of its people. Changing economic behaviours and labour market practices would spread the benefits of
economic activity more widely, raising living standards and combatting poverty and injustice.
Greater Manchester is about to enter a new policy period with a Mayoral election in 2020 kicking off a new
four-year Mayoral term and a refreshed GM strategy. The report makes recommendations about what could be
done in this period to consolidate and extend the work started to date, and to set out on a more ambitious path
towards a fairer economy and society in the future.

Progress towards inclusive growth in GM
We assessed progress in GM against a wide range of ideas and examples that are emerging as cities in the UK
and internationally (and countries, including Scotland and Wales) experiment with policies to achieve inclusive
growth. We looked at the two main spheres of inclusive growth policy – designing more inclusive economies
and linking people to opportunities – and at policies to tackle social and spatial inequalities. We also looked at
how GM is approaching inclusive growth in terms of strategy, leadership, delivery and measurement. Table S1
summarises our findings.
Overall, these developments represent substantial progress. They will need to be sustained and built upon, and there
will be new opportunities, such as bus franchising, which will need to be approached with an inclusive growth lens.
What has not yet happened in GM is the bringing together of these emerging policies in a clear vision and
integrated approach. Inclusive growth still means different things to different people and is more prominent
in some policy areas than others. This is in contrast to some other parts of the UK where inclusive growth is
being adopted as the central objective of economic plans and/or it is becoming embedded into policy-making
and investment decisions through the use of inclusive growth metrics, decision tools, and new funds. Nor is
inclusive growth yet a long term vision, shared by the citizens of GM, which sets out goals, values and principles
about the kind of growth GM wants, how it will be achieved, and how it will serve wider social and environmental
objectives and ensure a successful inclusive transition into a low-carbon, high tech future.
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Table S1: Progress on Inclusive Growth in GM
What’s needed
Strategy,
Leadership,
Delivery and
Measurement

8

Towards a More
Inclusive Economy

Connecting People
to Opportunities

Addressing Spatial
Inequalities

Addressing
Disparities
Between Groups

■■

Making inclusive growth
a ‘mission’ shared and
delivered by multiple
organisations.

■■

Measures of inclusion as
well as growth.

■■

Change business models
and behaviour; develop
sectors with good jobs;
develop the ‘social
economy’.

■■

Quality public services and
infrastructure.

■■

Education and training.
Targeted initiatives for least
advantaged.

Ideas and examples from
other places

How GM has done
■■

Political commitment.

■■

Inclusive growth
diagnostics and planning
tools.

■■

Broader governance.

■■

No well articulated vision.

■■

No central resource or tools
to embed policy change.

■■

Broader leadership.

■■

Long term visioning with
citizens.

■■

Good employment charter
and business support.

■■

‘Ecosystems’ of support for
a more plural economy.

■■

A Co-operative
Commission.

■■

Growing home-grown
firms.

■■

Early days, not yet an
integrated strategy.

■■

Grants to support
growth and quality in the
foundational economy.

■■

Re-organising care services
as co-ops.

■■

System-wide approaches
to education.

■■

Connecting disadvantaged
groups to growth sectors
including green industries.

■■

Subsidised travel.

■■

Devolution has brought
advanced progress on
many fronts.

■■

Key opportunities include
bus franchising and unified
public services model.

■■

Closer integration with
growth strategies needed.

■■

Lack of strategic oversight
of education and training.

■■

Changing priorities
for infrastructure and
investment.

■■

Much increased focus on
spatial inequalities from
2019.

■■

Stronger alignment of plans
for growth sectors and
places.

■■

Building local economies.

■■

■■

■■

Targeted social policies.

Revised GM Spatial
Framework and focus on
place in industrial strategy.

■■

Neighbourhood structure
for public services.

Governance mechanisms
to ensure a spatial focus
across policy and focus on
the highest priority areas.

■■

Support for community
economic development.

■■

Systematic assessment
of impact of policies on
different groups.

■■

Tailored programmes as
part of inclusive growth
policies.

■■

Developing wider
leadership.

■■

Attention to who is not
currently included and why.

■■

New GM-level panels
improve representation.

■■

Tailored strategies for
particular groups.

■■

Some economic initiatives
e.g. BME apprenticeship
and female-led businesses.

■■

Underpinned by wider
representation and
‘inclusive governance’.

■■

Overall not yet a systematic
approach and insufficient
monitoring and impact
assessment.

Summary of recommendations
In the next Mayoral Term (2020 -2024) the Mayor of Greater Manchester should signal a commitment
to inclusive growth as the central motif of his/her Mayoral term. His/her central objective should be
to set GM on a long term path towards a fairer and more sustainable economy and society. To support
this the political leaders of GM should adopt a clear statement of what they mean by inclusive growth and
the ways in which it will make a difference to GM citizens, including those on the lowest incomes. This should
be the centrepiece of the new GM strategy (GMS). Stronger mechanisms should be established to ensure
that inclusive growth outcomes are considered in all major policy decisions. GM should establish a successor
organisation to IGAU to ensure that it has dedicated support for research, analysis and policy development on
inclusive growth. It should work with central government and other cities to make clear the principal financial,
policy and regulatory barriers to inclusive growth at subnational levels and how these can be addressed in
future devolution settlements.
Between 2020 and 2024, the Mayor, Combined Authority (GMCA) and other GM leaders should take
specific action to embed and develop inclusive growth strategies for the economy, places and people.
On the economy they should design and build a stronger and more integrated eco-system to support the
development and continuation of inclusive economy activities. Meanwhile the Mayor and GMCA should
commit to the development of the good employment charter, to publishing their plan for the foundational
economy, to providing support and resources to develop the work of the Co-operative Commission and to
starting work on the development of mechanisms to protect quality of work and pay for workers in the ’gig’
economy. They should work with other combined authorities to review and report on opportunities and
constraints in promoting good employment at city region level. The Mayor should establish an Inclusive
Growth Investment Fund in order to support innovative proposals led by business, voluntary, community
and social enterprise actors and to support scaling up.
On places, GMCA should develop inclusive economy plans for all major development sites identified in the
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and for the Town Centre Challenges. The Mayor should appoint
a senior figure as a Neighbourhoods Champion who should have an overall objective to make sure all
neighbourhoods of Greater Manchester benefit from the city’s economic, technological, environmental
and social transformation, especially those which have previously been vulnerable to the forces of change.
GMCA should develop ‘Total Place Plus’ pilot projects which will build on the Unified Public Services Model
to incorporate shared planning and delivery in public services with place-based social economy and
employment initiatives.
On people, the Mayor and GMCA should establish strategic oversight of the GM education and training
system as a whole, whether or not additional formal powers are devolved. GMCA should develop inclusive
education and training plans for growth sectors, supported by the proposed GMLIS investment pot.
They should strengthen links between equality and diversity strategies and education/employment/skills
strategies.
The Mayor should also take steps in the next mayoral term to set a more ambitious long term economic,
social and environmental vision for GM. Following the examples in this report, he/she should commission
deliberative work with residents in order to understand what they mean by ‘prosperity’, ‘inclusion’, ‘living
standards’ and inclusive growth and what kind of GM people want. This should be the basis for the 2024
GM strategy.
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1

Introduction

‘Inclusive growth’ – a term relatively unfamiliar in the UK five years ago but now increasingly common – captures
the idea that economic prosperity should create broad-based opportunities and have benefits to all (Box 1). It
challenges economic models which have produced large rises in income and wealth for some, while sustaining
high levels of poverty (including for those who are working) and high levels of inequality.

Box 1: Definitions of inclusive growth
‘broad-based growth that enables the widest range of people and places to both contribute to and
benefit from economic success’ – RSA Commission on Inclusive Growth2
‘growth that combines increased prosperity with greater equity; that creates opportunities for all &
distributes the dividends of increased prosperity fairly’ – Scottish Government3
'growth that is distributed fairly across society and creates opportunities for all' – OECD4

Over three years ago in summer 2016, our report Inclusive Growth: Opportunities and Challenges for Greater
Manchester reviewed evidence of inclusive growth in GM. We set out the evidence that, despite recent
economic success, GM still fell a long way short of its 2020 vision to pioneer “a new model for sustainable
economic growth based around a more connected, talented and greener city region where all our residents are
able to contribute to and benefit from sustained prosperity and enjoy a good quality of life”5. We argued that, like
other large ex-industrial cities, GM faced considerable challenges in achieving this vision: persistent poverty; a
changing economic geography with growth concentrated in central areas; changes in labour market structure
with increasing concerns about low pay, underemployment and precarious work; and large disparities in
economic opportunity and outcomes between people from different social and ethnic groups. Drawing on a
local consultation and emerging evidence of what inclusive growth policies might look like, we followed up with
a second report: Achieving Inclusive Growth in Greater Manchester: What can be done?

 SA (2017) Inclusive Growth Commission: Making Our Economy Work for Everyone. London: RSA
R
Scottish Government (2015) Scotland’s Economic Strategy.
4
OECD inclusive growth initiative: http://www.oecd.org/inclusive-growth/#introduction
5
GMCA (2013) Stronger Together: Greater Manchester Strategy 2013, p.73.
2
3

A great deal has happened in GM since then: the election of a Mayor; the adoption of new Greater
Manchester Strategy; publication of a revised spatial framework setting out a long-term plan for the city
region; an Independent Prosperity Review (GMIPR) and a new GM local industrial strategy. Once implicit,
inclusive growth has increasingly become a more explicit aim of GM strategies and policies. At the same
time, wider interest in inclusive growth has grown. In the UK, a high profile RSA Commission reported in 2017;
an all-party parliamentary group has continued to meet; and a new think tank (the Centre for Progressive
Policy) has been established to promote the agenda. Outside the UK, the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development’s (OECD) campaign for inclusive growth in cities and its ‘champion mayors’
initiative’ has gathered pace.
As the next GM Mayoral elections approach, the aim of this report is to take stock of the progress that has
been made since 2016/17 and, crucially, to consider what might be done next. Are the challenges still the
same? What policies have been put in place, and are they sufficient? Is GM ‘on track’ for more inclusive growth
or do efforts need to be ramped up? If more could be done, what should it be? What can be learned from the
emerging national and international evidence on inclusive growth and from promising examples in other cities?
The report is structured as follows. In Chapter 2, we briefly review statistical evidence on the GM economy,
poverty and social and spatial inequalities. This, as we see it, is the challenge for inclusive growth. Chapter 3
explains more about what inclusive growth means and might look like in practice. We also consider some other
current terms and ideas related to inclusive growth and overlapping in some ways, since many of the ideas and
examples we look at could also be described in these terms – ‘economic justice’ or ‘community wealth building’
for example.
Chapters 4 to 7 review different aspects of inclusive growth policy in GM. In each, we describe and assess
policy developments, in the light of emerging understandings of what inclusive growth policies might look
like – drawn from a growing inclusive growth literature and knowledge base. We also provide short case study
examples from other places around the UK and abroad which suggest ways in which GM policies might develop.
Our methodology for gathering and reviewing this evidence is covered in Appendix 1. Chapter 4 covers the
take up of inclusive growth ideas in GM as a whole and looks at issues of strategy, leadership, delivery and
measurement. Chapters 5 and 6 cover the two principle spheres of inclusive growth activity: designing more
inclusive economies and including more people in the opportunities that are created. Chapters 7 and 8 cover
spatial and social inequalities and the ways in which policies are responding to these. We arrive at an overall view
in Chapter 9, and make a set of recommendations for taking the ‘inclusive growth agenda’ forward in GM in the
next policy period.
The report will obviously be of most interest to people in GM itself. But as many city regions and other places
also attempt to get to grips with inclusive growth, we hope it will be a useful reference point and guide for
others in the UK and beyond.
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Greater Manchester in 2019:
The Challenge for Inclusive Growth

Greater Manchester’s economy
To set the scene for the rest of this report, we take a brief look at the challenges to inclusive growth in Greater
Manchester, starting with an overview of the economy.
As is widely recognised, the GM economy as a whole performs relatively well compared to other UK cities
outside London in terms of economic growth. In 2017 (latest available figures), GM was the third largest
city region economy outside London, with total GVA of £66.4 billion.6 This compares to £66.7bn for West of
England combined authority and £69.6bn for Leeds City Region. Of the seven English core city regions outside
London7, GM ranked third highest in terms of GVA per filled job, with a figure of £48,1848. Figure 1 shows that,
both in nominal terms and when controlling for inflation, the GM economy performed slightly better than the
city region average over this period.
80

Figure 1: Trends in Gross
Value Added (GVA), GM
compared with city region
average

Greater Manchester (real)
Greater Manchester (nominal)
City region average (real)
City region average (nominal)
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the UK.
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case, its value in 2016).
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 NS (2018) Regional gross value added (balanced) by combined authority, city regions and other economic and enterprise regions of the UK.
O
These are: Greater Manchester, Liverpool city region, West Midlands combined authority, West of England combined authority, Sheffield city region, Leeds
city region, and North East combined authority.
8
ONS (2019) Subregional productivity: labour productivity indices by city region.
6
7

However, GM continues to lag behind the UK average on measures of productivity. Since 1991, it has accounted for
only around 90% of the UK average on GVA per head9. Just as the UK tends to underperform other comparable
economies on measures of productivity10, GM’s productivity is also behind that of many leading European cityregions, such as Munich, Helsinki and Barcelona11, as well as Naples, Stuttgart, Cologne, and Utrecht12.
Thus, on conventional measures it would appear both that GM has a relatively successful economy, within
which it wants to ensure more widely shared opportunity, and that there is room to unlock further economic
potential through drawing more effectively on the talents and efforts of a greater number of citizens. In the
remainder of this chapter we consider some of the challenges to these ambitions.

GM’s industrial legacy
Though GM has, on the whole, successfully transitioned to a modern knowledge economy, the city region is still
dealing with the legacy of its industrial past, and the rapid de-industrialisation that has followed. This transition
entailed large scale job losses which had long-term economic and social consequences for individuals, their
families and local communities.
One prominent manifestation of this is high levels of ill health, especially for older people. Life expectancy
at birth for both male and female new-borns in 2015-17 was almost two years lower in GM than for England
as a whole, at 77.8 and 81.3 respectively13. This figure is substantially lower in some parts of GM, with life
expectancy at birth for males (2013-17) as low as 69.9 years in parts of Oldham, compared with 84.9 in parts
of Stockport – a gap of 15 years. For older men, life expectancy at age 65 is 17.6 years in GM compared to 18.8
for England. GM lags behind the UK on almost all measures of public health. For example, around two-thirds of
adults are overweight or obese, and one in five adults smokes14. Across almost all standard published measures
of alcohol harm, GM local authorities (LAs) fare significantly worse than average. In 2016, Manchester LA had
the highest rate of preventable mortality in the UK, almost two and a half times higher than the area with the
lowest rate. Correspondingly, more people are providing unpaid care in GM: for example, 26 people per 1000 of
working age are in receipt of carers allowance compared to 21 for England overall15.
Low levels of skills in the adult population also bear witness to a history of industrial employment and low
employment opportunities in the post-industrial era. Around one fifth (20.6%) of working age people in GM
(365,600 in total) have either no or low qualifications, compared to 18.2% for England overall, and this is higher (over
24%) in some older industrial areas Bolton, Oldham, and Rochdale. Having no or low qualifications is particularly
prevalent among older working age residents (28.2% for 50-64 year olds), with a larger gap to the national figure (7.1
percentage points compared with 1.8 for 16-24 year olds)16. However, while educational attainment is higher among
younger generations, the spatial pattern of attainment remains remarkably similar to that of earlier decades. At
secondary school, the average ‘Attainment 8’ score of young people in GM was 45.4 points in 2017/18 – 1.2 points
lower than England overall at 46.6 points17 – and lowest in Salford and Oldham (41.0 and 42.7 points, respectively).
These LAs, alongside Rochdale, Tameside and Bury, have been identified as social mobility ‘coldspots’18.

GMCA (2019) Greater Manchester Independent Prosperity Review: Audit of Productivity.
ONS dataset: International comparisons of UK productivity (ICP), final estimates: 2016. Release: 6th Apr 2018.
11
GMCA (2019) Greater Manchester Independent Prosperity Review: Reviewer’s Report, p.16.
12
ONS dataset: Regional and subregional productivity comparisons, UK and selected EU countries: 2014. Release: 26th Apr 2018.
13
ONS dataset: Health state life expectancy at birth and at age 65 by local areas, UK. Release: 12th Dec 2018.
14
GMCA (2019) Greater Manchester Independent Prosperity Review: Evidence review.
15
Dataset from the WPLS (Benefit payments – carers allowance), downloaded from NOMIS. Mid-2018 working age population estimates used in ‘per 1000
people’ figure.
16
Dataset from NOMIS: Annual Population Survey, January to December 2018.
17
‘Attainment 8’ is a measure of a pupil's average grade across a set of 8 subjects. For more information see DfE (2019) Secondary accountability measures
(including Progress 8 and Attainment 8).
18
Social Mobility Commission (2017) State of the Nation 2017: Social Mobility in Great Britain.
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Changes in the economy and labour market
The figures in the previous section serve as a reminder that there is a continuing need for social investment in
health, adult learning and retraining to support the development of ‘human capital’ across GM. But there are
also wider changes underway in the GM economy, which are affecting the kinds of jobs that are available and
the risks and rewards that workers face in different sectors. While these changes are not unique to GM they are
making life more difficult in particular places and for people who are employed in less secure and poorly-paid
sectors and roles.
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Over recent decades, GM has broadly followed England in terms of labour market polarisation with faster
growth in both professional, managerial and technical jobs, and operative and elementary jobs than ‘middle
level’ and service jobs. Toward the top end of the labour market, these trends play out in rising earnings at the
top and middle of the distribution – though this has come alongside rising house prices (and rental costs).
Low pay is a significant issue in GM. Median hourly pay for residents is 9% lower than the UK average, and
in 2017 residents were paid over £1500 less in real terms per year than in 200819. In 2018, around 24% of
employee jobs in GM were paid at or below the Living Wage (a fall since the previous year and slightly fewer than
in England as a whole)20 . Rates of underemployment have fallen since the recession, but remain higher than
in 2007 at just under 6% in 2017, around one percentage point higher than in the UK (excluding GM)21. Job
security is also an issue, with only 10% of all jobs created between 2007 and 2016 being full time positions22.
One in five of the GM labour force (21%) is either self-employed, employed on a temporary basis, or on a zero
hours contract (ZHC), and in 2017 it was estimated that there were around 30,000 workers on ZHCs23.
There has also been a marked spatial pattern to economic growth in GM. Nationally, economic growth based
around finance, professional services and knowledge industries has largely benefited urban cores, fuelled by
investment in an ‘urban renaissance’, while job growth and output growth in many former industrial towns has
been sluggish24. This spatial pattern is evident in GM’s growth story, with Manchester itself generating most
of GM’s GVA growth since 2000 (Figure 2), due principally to growth in job numbers rather than productivity
increases. Manchester also accounted for 54% of the growth in GM jobs in the period since the onset of the
financial crisis. Together, Manchester, Trafford and Salford accounted for 75% of all new jobs created in GM
across the ten years since 2007. In contrast, two GM LAs (Tameside and Rochdale) saw job numbers decline in
this period.
The extent to which GM residents can take advantage of these patterns of job growth depends partly on skill
levels and other supply-side factors including health, and also the availability and cost of transport relative to
wages25. GMCA’s analysis of commuting to the regional centre suggests that a large majority of workers travel
in from South Manchester, Stockport and Trafford, with far fewer coming from the Northern LAs, particularly
Bolton and Wigan. Competition from longer-range commuters is also an issue – 21% of workers in the regional
centre commute from outside GM, with many coming from south of GM in Cheshire and High Peak, as well as

 MCA (2019) Greater Manchester Independent Prosperity Review: Audit of Productivity.
G
Throughout, we use the term Living Wage to refer to the Real Living Wage (RLW) calculated annually by the Resolution Foundation and overseen by the Living
Wage Commission. It is based on the based on the cost of living and of household goods and services.
21
Clarke, S. (2017) ‘A-typical’ working day in Greater Manchester’. Resolution Foundation.
22
GMCA (2018) Greater Manchester Labour Market and Skills Review 2017/18.
23
At least some of the growth of employment in ZHCs is acknowledged to be due to greater awareness of them, and thus a greater number of respondents
reporting this in surveys.
24
Beatty, C. and Fothergill, S. (2018) The contemporary labour market in Britain’s older industrial towns. Sheffield Hallam University: Centre for Regional Economic
and Social Research.
25
Crisp, R. et al. (2018) Tackling transport-related barriers to employment in low-income neighbourhoods. Joseph Rowntree Foundation.
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Figure 2: Trends in real
Gross Value Added (GVA)
for GM local authorities,
1998-2017
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Source: ONS (2018). Regional
gross value added (balanced) local
authorities (UKC North West 19982017).
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Calderdale and Chorley26. Manchester LA has the largest gap between weekly workplace and weekly resident
wages of all core city LAs, at £63, both because workplace wages are relatively high in Manchester (third highest
at £556 per week in2018) and because resident wages are low (second lowest at £493 per week)27.

Spatial and social inequalities
These trends and others, not least policies of ‘austerity’, have produced a situation in which the benefits of
economic growth are not currently being felt in all parts of GM and among all population groups. According to
the most recent estimates, there are around 620,000 people living in relative poverty in GM, of which 61% are
of working age28. 3 in 5 working-age households in poverty in GM include someone who is in work. Three of
GM's ten LAs (Manchester, Salford and Rochdale) are in the top decile of all LAs in Great Britain (GB) in terms
of destitution rates, with Manchester being the only LA in GB in the top decile on all three types of destitution
(complex needs, migrant destitution, and UK-other)29.
The most recent release of the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) shows an increase in the proportion of GM
neighbourhoods (small statistical areas known as LSOAs) among the top 10% and 20% most deprived areas
in England. 23% of GM neighbourhoods were among the 10% most deprived in 2019 compared to 21% in
2015, and 38% were among the 20% most deprived in 2019 compared to 35% in 2015. This reverses a trend
of improvement evident in successive releases of this data since 200430. The trends partly reveal an ‘innerouter’ issue. Manchester, Salford and Trafford are the only LAs with a smaller proportion of LSOAs in the most
deprived 10% than in the IMD2004, and of the 42 extra GM LSOAs that are now in England’s most deprived
decile, 26% (11 areas) are in Oldham.

 MCA (2018) Regional Centre as a residential and employment hub (draft report) [not published]
G
Gap in median weekly wages. Core city local authorities are Nottingham, Newcastle upon Tyne, City of Bristol, Birmingham, Leeds, Sheffield, Liverpool, and
Manchester. Data from ASHE, downloaded from NOMIS.
28
Hughes, C. (2019). How could inclusive growth policies reduce poverty at local level? Inclusive Growth Analysis Unit.
29
Fitzpatrick, S. et al. (2018) Destitution in the UK: 2018. Joseph Rowntree Foundation.
30
IMD2004 is based on data from 2001, IMD2010 on data from 2008, IMD2015 on data from 2012/13, and IMD2019 on data from 2015/16. The IMD is a
relative measure so changes can signal that GM is becoming more deprived or that areas in the rest of the country are improving.
26
27

IGAU’s research also shows that between 2001 and 2013, areas of severe income deprivation within the outer
ring road (i.e. the M60 motorway around GM) tended to decrease in size and on rates of income deprivation,
while similarly deprived areas beyond this boundary were more likely to have stayed the same or grown in size,
while experiencing an increase in income deprivation rate31. But this is not the whole picture. It remains the case
that the majority of GM’s poorest neighbourhoods are in inner areas of North and East Manchester and Salford,
in relatively close proximity to economic opportunities in the centre of GM. Many of these areas have seen
reductions in deprivation rates, but in some cases this is due to more affluent people moving in rather than to
decreases in the number of people in poverty. In fact, the number of people in poverty increased in the regional
centre between 2001 and 201332.
Figure 3: Proportions of neighbourhoods in each quintile group of the Index of Multiple Deprivation, 2004, 2010,
2015 and 2019
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Economic disparities between social groups are also large and persistent
in GM. 2016 figures show that all Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) groups
in GM were less likely to be employed than White people33. Some appear
to be particularly affected by low pay. According to the GMCA, 33% of
Black employees in GM are low paid, compared to 22% in Birmingham
and 21% across GB34.
People from BME groups are also less involved in apprenticeships. The
apprenticeship ‘ethnicity gap’ for BME groups overall was 5.8 percentage
points in 2015/16 meaning that whilst 16.2% of GM residents were from
BME groups, they only accounted for 10.4% of all apprenticeships. They
were also under-represented in higher level apprenticeships35.
Employment rate gaps between disabled36 and non-disabled people are narrowing slightly but still large and
higher in GM than for the country as a whole (in 2019,37.5 percentage points in GM compared to 33.8 in
England)37. There also remain marked gender disparities in the labour market with men over-represented in
higher-paid occupations, making up two thirds of managers, directors and senior officials while women are
over-represented in roles which often attract lower pay, including caring, leisure and other service occupations.
These differences manifest in the gender pay gap. While, at first glance, GM fares well on this measure, this is only
because men in GM are paid poorly compared to the national average, rather than being due to women receiving
relatively better pay (men in GM are 10% below the average for England, compared to 5% for women)38.

The future
These data indicate the scale of the challenge of inclusive growth in GM, and the need to approach it as a long
term agenda not a quick policy fix. Forward projections for some of these measures indicate that some of these
challenges may deepen in coming years. For example, employment forecasts suggest that Rochdale and Tameside,
as well as Oldham and Wigan, are set to experience falling employment over the period to 2038; whereas jobs are
forecast to grow in central and southern areas of the city region39.
Since we last reported, however, it has become increasingly obvious that inclusive growth must not only be seen
as a response to current inequalities and their origins in contemporary economic organisation and labour market
structures, but as a way to navigate the challenges of environmental, technological and demographic change, some
of which are already firmly upon us. The situation described in this chapter is in many ways the product of a failure to
fairly manage the transition from an industrial to a post-industrial economy. Finding a way to achieve inclusive growth
whilst addressing the challenges posed by economic and environmental change is the urgent task that national and
local policy makers now face.
This challenge requires work that is well beyond the scope of this report: forecasting implications for GM;
working out what action is needed40, and perhaps even developing the concept of inclusive growth itself, so
that it is fit for a broader purpose. Our contribution here begins to signal some of the links and future directions
but much more will need to be done.
 lahi, F. (2017) Addressing Ethnic Inequalities in the Greater Manchester Labour Market. IGAU Briefing No 7.
E
GMCA (2019) Low pay: A technical report for the research on productivity.
35
GMCA (2018) Apprenticeships and diversity in context in Greater Manchester.
36
Defining ‘disabled’ as ‘with a work-limiting disability’.
37
Annual Population Survey, downloaded from NOMIS.
38
Gains, F. et al. (2019) On Gender. The University of Manchester.
39
Oxford Economics (2018) Greater Manchester forecasting model dataset. Latest release Oct 2019.
40
In 2019, we began this further work, commissioning IPPR North to produce the think-piece Inclusive growth - future challenges: How mayors can build inclusive
economies for the future, available at https://www.ippr.org/research/publications/mayors-and-inclusive-growth
33
34
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Inclusive Growth

Key points
■■

Inclusive growth is economic growth that creates broad-based opportunities and benefits for all.

■■

Inclusive growth policy and practice includes working towards economic structures and activities
that are more inclusive by design as well as making sure local people are connected to economic
opportunities.

■■

It often focuses on reducing spatial inequalities and improving outcomes for marginalised and
disadvantaged groups.

■■

Not everyone prefers ‘inclusive growth’ as an objective. Other ideas and agendas are also concerned
with building fairer economies, such as ‘economic justice’ and ‘community wealth building’. But there
are often overlaps in the practical policies and strategies that are linked to these terms.

What is inclusive growth?
Inclusive growth is usually understood as economic growth that creates broad-based opportunities and
benefits for all. It is presented as an alternative to models of growth which have increased the aggregate
income and wealth of nations, regions or cities, but left many people and places behind.
While interpretations of inclusive growth and emphases differ, the key concepts are generally agreed:
■■

a concern to address inequalities, poverty and exclusion, relating to people and/or places.

■■

a recognition that inclusion benefits the economy, as well as being an end in itself. Enabling more people to
participate fully and fairly in economic activity is the basis for more prosperous and sustainable economies.
Investment in people, services and communities should therefore be seen as an economic strategy, not a
drag on the economy, and firms should expect to benefit from more inclusive employment practices.

■■

a focus on the nature of the economy and labour market in producing inclusion or exclusion, not a ‘grow now,
redistribute later’ model which relies on taxes, benefits and public services to correct economic inequalities.
Economic activity should be organised in ways which deliver better and more widely shared social outcomes.

What inclusive growth looks like in practice
Inclusive growth policy and practice has two broad spheres of activity. One is working towards economic
structures and activities that are more inclusive by design for example: fairer systems for profit-sharing
and reward; more equitable employment practices; better quality jobs that provide decent wages, dignity and
value and opportunities to train and progress, and which support health, wellbeing and family and community
life. At a local level this can include encouraging and supporting particular sectors or types of organisation,
including those owned by employees, as well as influencing and supporting the behaviour of existing
employers. Business finance, business support, employer pledges, and local collaborations to help employers
pool functions and expertise are some of the tools that areas can draw on.
The other sphere of activity is making sure that local people are connected to economic opportunities.
This involves attention to physical infrastructure – business location, affordable housing, transport connections
and digital connectivity. It also involves social infrastructure such as: investment in education and training,
healthcare provision and public health promotion; child and elder care; and community services.
Because inclusive growth is a response to spatial and social inequalities, either or both these spheres may
have a particular emphasis on areas or groups of people more likely to have been marginalised in the past.
Where there is an emphasis on spatial inclusion, policy tools may include infrastructure investment, the use
of planning powers, local procurement strategies, and spatial targeting of the ‘inclusive economy’ initiatives
mentioned above. Where there is a concern about social inequalities, inclusive growth strategies could be
expected to include stronger focus on equal opportunities in education and the labour market and specific
initiatives to support under-served groups, for example minority ethnic small and medium sized enterprises.
In practice the emphasis that is placed on these kinds of activity varies depending on how inclusive growth is
interpreted and located within governments. In Scotland and Wales, inclusive growth is an integral objective
of economic strategies. Key policies include: fair work pledges linked to business support and funding;
Living Wage commitments in care sectors;
employment and skills initiatives; infrastructure
investments; regional economic development
plans; programmes to reduce educational
inequalities; improvements in childcare
availability and affordability; and (in Wales) a
focus on skills development, new business
models and infrastructure in ‘foundational
sectors’ (see Box 2). A recent report on
inclusive growth in Scotland41 revealed high level
strategic commitment and the emergence
of inclusive growth as an organising principle
across government but also considerable
confusion about how to translate it into practice
in different policy areas. There was insufficient
understanding of which people and which places
are currently excluded from the benefits of
growth, and how policies would benefit them.

41

 tatham, R. and Gunson, R (2019) in partnership with Mark Diffley Consultancy and Research. Delivering inclusive growth in Scotland. Glasgow: The Poverty and
S
Inequality Commission.
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Box 2: Inclusive growth policies in Scotland and Wales
Scotland
(part of Scotland’s 2015 Economic Strategy)

Wales
(part of 2017 Economic Action Plan)

“two mutually supportive goals of increasing
competitiveness and tackling inequality”.

“a vision for inclusive growth”

Four priorities, including “Promoting inclusive growth
and creating opportunity through a fair and inclusive
jobs market and regional cohesion”

20

“twin goals of growing the economy and reducing
inequality”

Key Policies
A vision and framework for Fair Work, linked
to funding and support, and a voluntary Business
Pledge.
Increase in government funding to support Living
Wage employment in care sector.
Regional economic partnerships.
Employability programme: Fair Start Scotland, with
an emphasis on sustained Fair Work.
Attainment Scotland Fund to narrow poverty/
attainment gaps.
An Infrastructure Commission tasked with
boosting inclusive growth.
An inclusive growth policy diagnostic tool, Equality
Budget Statements and national performance
framework with inclusive growth as a core aim.
Scottish National Investment Bank with social
missions.

Key Policies
Economic contract: requires businesses seeking
government investment to demonstrate growth
potential, fair work, promotion of health, progress in
carbon reduction.
Funding linked to ‘calls for action’, including high
quality employment, skills development and fair work.
Foundation sectors: supporting key sectors
(tourism, food, retail and care) with policies including
skill development, new business models and
infrastructure.
Regional model for economic development and
Regional Skills Partnerships.
Strategic planning system for post-16 education
and skills.
New Employability Programme: Working Wales.
Code of practice for ethical employment in supply
chains

Sources: Scottish Government (2015). Scotland’s Economic Strategy; Welsh Government (2017). Prosperity for All: Economic action plan.

In England, policies on gender pay and pay ratio reporting, the establishment of the Race Disparity Unit
and audit, the announcement in 2019 of an Office for Tackling Injustices, corporate governance reform
measures, and the focus on place in industrial strategy, are consistent with the goal of ‘an economy that
works for everyone’, but inclusive growth has not been adopted as economic policy. An Inclusive Economy
Unit based in the Office for Civil Society in the Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS)
focuses on the particular issue of working with businesses and investors to generate social investment
and impact, rather than on more fundamental approaches to economic reorganisation such as the
ownership of production, finance and taxation, and employment regulation. An All Party Parliamentary
Group (APPG) on Inclusive Growth was also established in 2014, committed to “finding a new model of
inclusive growth that better benefits the majority and reconnects wealth creation with social justice”.
Priorities in 2019 have included developing inclusive growth metrics and considering the impacts of
automation and the future of work42.

42

For the APPG Inclusive Growth website, see: https://www.inclusivegrowth.co.uk/about/

Inclusive growth is also understood differently across the English combined authorities, and this understanding
is evolving over time. The North of Tyne’s devolution deal with central government had a limited definition of
inclusive growth, framed in terms of employment support (including in work progression), school improvement,
and adult education and skills including attraction and retention of graduates and skilled workers. In the
West Midlands, which like GM was one of the pilot areas for local industrial strategies, inclusive growth is now
positioned as part of an ‘inclusive, clean, and resilient economy’. Priority issues include low pay sectors, inwork progression, ethnic diversity, promoting women into sectors in which they are under-represented, youth
employment, social enterprise, commissioning and procurement, vulnerability and bespoke solutions for
individuals.
Thus, it is clear that while there are some broad principles and some common policy approaches encapsulated
by the term ‘inclusive growth’, there is not a common understanding nor a blueprint for action. Understanding
and plans are at different stages of development, and different issues are prioritised in different places.

Other ideas connected to inclusive growth
It is also important to recognise that inclusive growth is also not the only formulation of the need for a fairer
economy and society that has gained (or regained) popularity in the wake of the global financial crisis. Other
ideas have traction and support.
These include ‘economic justice’, ‘community wealth building’, ‘inclusive economy’, ‘shared prosperity’ and
‘social value’. Within and alongside these, there are others who emphasise the need to re-focus on the
‘foundational economy’, or who emphasise spatial rebalancing of the economy or ideas of ‘territorial justice’
(see Box 3). These ideas have different origins and are associated with different political ideologies. Some
are arguably more radical in ambition than most versions of inclusive growth. Some make explicit critiques of
inclusive growth: that in its emphasis on growth it is tinkering at the edges of a failed capitalist system; that its
economic emphasis is too narrow to deliver social justice; that it fails to recognise the much more fundamental
challenges of sustainability; that it could be seen to be dependent on growth, giving insufficient attention to
economic inclusion in the existing economy; and that it is too much focused on remedying past problems than
preparing for future challenges. As we show in Chapter 4, some of these ideas are underpinned by different
notions of inclusion, growth, prosperity or well-being, with different measures and differently weighted
priorities. But there are also some common ideas underlying these terms and much overlap in the practical
policies and strategies that are implied.

Our approach in this report
The main aim of this report is not to debate or contest the various terms related to inclusive growth, or indeed
to defend ‘inclusive growth’ as the right term. As we report, within GM, there are political differences over these
terms and agendas. Some policies and practices which might be labelled as ‘inclusive growth’ in one place
(such as local procurement) might be motivated in others by a commitment to ‘community wealth building’.
Our main objective is to document what is happening. In doing so, we hope we may prompt further debate
about whether inclusive growth is the right term for GM’s activities or the right ambition, and offer some helpful
substance to that debate, but the ideological debate in itself is not the objective of this work.
The report is also not an evaluation of whether policies have worked. Such an evaluation should be done, but
our view is that it is mostly too early to do it, partly because inclusive growth has very long term objectives
(challenging decades of high inequality) and partly because it is a developing agenda. It would be unrealistic to
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Box 3: Some other key ideas linked to 'inclusive growth'
Inclusive economy: a term often preferred by critics who argue that inclusive growth is too growthdependent or that it offers insufficient challenge to market-liberal policies that produce inequalities43.
Others see ‘inclusive economy’ as part of inclusive growth, broadly defined – the interpretation we set
out above.
Community/local wealth building: ‘inclusive economy’ policies that focus on restructuring production
and democratising ownership and control so that more economic activity has direct benefits to local
residents. Key strands of the approach include: re-publicising provision of public services, collective
ownership of assets, employee ownership of businesses, and local procurement44.
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Economic justice: the broad idea that economic activity should be fair – including the labour market and
wage bargaining, ownership of assets and wealth, governance of firms, and financial systems. Suggests
many of the same local actions as ‘inclusive growth’ but also includes wider issues of financial systems
and market and labour regulation45.
Territorial justice: the idea (in social policy) that people should have equal access to public services
wherever they live46. Linked to inclusive economy ideas, may also refer to territorial ‘rebalancing’ of the
economy to ensure greater spatial equality of economic opportunities and benefits.
Social value: the idea that economic actors should maximise the positive social, economic and
environmental outcomes of their activity. A term increasingly used since the 2012 Social Value Act
which requires public authorities to have regard to these issues. Often focuses on use of procurement
and commissioning to support local employment and enterprise, provision of training and equitable
employment practices47.
Foundational economy: Focuses on the large portion of the economy concerned with the provision
of essentials, including utilities and financial services as well as education, health and care. Aims to
prioritise entitlement to these essentials in ways which do not extract profit or exploit workers, who are
members of the foundational economy as owners/employees as well as recipients/users/consumers.
Key actions may include investment in social infrastructure, fostering ‘grounded’ firms and broadening
collective action and governance48.

expect that policies introduced since 2016 would have had time to make a significant difference on the ground.
Even if they had, few have been evaluated in ways which make a robust assessment possible. Thus, although we
draw on evaluation evidence where it exists, this is not our primary ambition or approach.
Instead we ask three broad questions about GM’s policy direction, the extent of progress, and the possibilities
for further action:

 urch, D. and McInroy, N. (2018) We need an inclusive economy not inclusive growth: Policy provocation. Centre for Local Economic Strategies (CLES).
B
Labour Party Community Wealth Building Unit: https://www.communitywealthbuilding.org.uk/about/
45
IPPR Commission on Economic Justice (2018) Prosperity and Justice: Building the New Economy.
46
Kay, A. (2005) Territorial Justice and Devolution. British Journal of Politics and International Relations. 7(4), p.544-650.
47
www.socialvalue.org and www.socialvalueportal.com provide useful resources around social value.
48
Resources on foundational economy thinking can be found at www.foundationaleconomy.com
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■■

In what ways and to what extent do high level policy statements in GM reflect intentions towards inclusive
growth?

■■

What policies are actually being pursued and how do these compare with broader understandings of the
suite of policies that are understood to promote inclusive growth?

■■

What evidence or examples from within or beyond GM suggest promising ways in which policy might
develop in the future?

We divide the evidence according to the main spheres and dimensions of inclusive growth identified at the start
of this chapter: developing more inclusive economies, connecting people to economic opportunities, tackling
spatial inequalities, and addressing inequalities between groups. Appendix 1 describes our methodology for
reaching our assessment.
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4

Strategy, Leadership, Delivery
and Measurement

Key points
■■

Emerging work on inclusive growth suggests that cities need to take systemic approaches, making
inclusive growth a ‘mission’ shared and delivered by multiple organisations. New metrics are needed,
measuring inclusion as well as growth.

■■

There are clear political commitments to inclusive growth in GM and these have strengthened in
recent years. Approaches to governance in general have also broadened, with more people and
organisations having a say in GM strategy.

■■

However, there is no clearly articulated definition of inclusive growth at the GM level and the term
means different things to different people.

■■

GM has not yet established any central resource or tools to support and embed inclusive growth
across policy areas.

■■

Examples from other places in the UK and abroad point to ways in which organisations can embed
inclusive growth thinking into policy development and appraisal, how they can broaden the leadership
of inclusive growth and how they can engage in longer term visioning processes involving citizens in
determining the inclusive growth outcomes they want to see.

Making inclusive growth happen
If one thing is agreed about inclusive growth, it is that it is a multi-faceted and long term agenda – not a single
policy but an approach. In particular, inclusive growth brings an integration of social with economic policy
spheres and so cuts across established administrative arrangements and responsibilities and requires the
collaboration of multiple organisations in the private and third sectors as well as public administrations.
For this reason, considerable attention has been given to how cities can initiate, implement and sustain an
inclusive growth approach. In the UK, this work has been led by the RSA Commission on Inclusive Growth49 and

49

RSA (2017) Inclusive Growth Commission: Making Our Economy Work for Everyone. London: RSA.

subsequently followed up by the RSA50 and by the Centre for Progressive Policy in a series of articles on ‘how
to do inclusive growth’51. Leadership strategies for inclusive growth also emerge in international research52 and
from the OECD Champion Mayors for Inclusive Growth Initiative53. Box 4 sets out some of the key ideas.
Work in this area is typically suggestive of what could be done, supported by innovative examples, rather than
based on evaluation of what has ‘worked’. It is recognised that different economic, political and institutional
contexts will shape how inclusive growth is led in any given place.

Box 4: Key ideas on leading inclusive growth at the city level
■■

Developing a shared vision of inclusive growth among multiple organisations and communities, and
for this to become a shared ‘mission’.

■■

Envisioning the whole system that can deliver inclusive growth and finding effective ways to lever and
align the contributions of multiple actors. Involving a wider range of organisations in governance as
well as in delivery.

■■

Crucially, involving and aligning the efforts of ‘growth actors’ with those of ‘inclusion’ actors in a single
model and narrative.

■■

Agreeing definitions and metrics to track progress and hold organisations to account.

■■

Finding new sources of finance, and new ways of aligning funding streams to support inclusive growth.

Inclusive growth as a strategic principle or ‘shared mission’ in GM
Inclusive growth as a principle has been recognisable in Greater Manchester and LA strategies for a long
time, including in the 2013 GM strategy (GMS) which we cite in the introduction to this report. But how this
vision of inclusive growth has been articulated and what it means for actual policies and practice has changed
considerably in recent years.
Although it expressed the desire for everyone to contribute to and benefit from economic growth, the 2013
strategy had a clear economic/social divide. The growth strategy focused on the regional centre and other
key growth sites and sectors, a market-led investment strategy and business support targeted on firms with
greatest growth potential. Separately, ‘reform’ strategies (around early years, troubled families, justice, health
and social care and worklessness and skills) were developed to re-design public services to build independence
and self-reliance, and to reduce demand for (and cost of) public services, making GM a net contributor to the
public finances.
By contrast, the GMS of 201754 was a substantially different document. Entitled ‘Our People, Our Place’ it was
billed as a document for everyone in Greater Manchester, in which change would be driven “by our communities
themselves… harnessing the strengths of Greater Manchester’s people and places [to] create a more inclusive
and productive city region where everyone, and every place, can succeed” (p. 4). “A thriving and productive
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economy in all parts of Greater Manchester” (emphasis added) was only one of ten priorities covering all aspects
of urban life from the early years to ageing, and the economy to the environment (Box 5).

Box 5: The 10 Priorities of the Greater Manchester Strategy
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Source: Greater Manchester Combined Authority

Although the strategy did not mention inclusive growth specifically, politicians and officers often make
reference to inclusive growth being “at the heart of the GMS” and the new GMS marking a move away from
assumptions of social and spatial ‘trickle down’ that critics associated with previous versions of the strategy.
Moreover, in launching GMIPR55 – an economic review designed to shape the GM local industrial strategy
(GMLIS) – in May 2019, both Mayor Andy Burnham and Deputy Mayor Sir Richard Leese argued that inclusive
growth was their central objective for the GMLIS. In this sense, inclusive growth could be seen as a strategic
principle and a shared mission in GM.
Again, however, the GMLIS document itself mentions inclusive growth only infrequently (9 times). By contrast,
work towards London’s local industrial strategy (LIS) states in its first sentence (p. 2) that “the aim of London’s
Local Industrial Strategy is inclusive growth – ensuring all of London’s places, people and communities can
contribute to and benefit from the city’s growth, both today and in the future. As such inclusive growth also
requires growth to be sustainable”56.
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The decision not to use the term ‘inclusive growth’
explicitly in GM leaves a situation in which it has
different meanings in different articulations
of GM strategy. As we describe in Chapter 7,
inclusive growth is a prominent objective in the GM
Spatial Framework (GMSF), referring to plans to
‘spread prosperity more widely’ by providing high
quality investment opportunities across Greater
Manchester. However, in the GMLIS, six of the nine
mentions refer to investment in infrastructure for
‘digitally-driven, clean and inclusive growth’, while
two are general aspirations and one relates to a
business support programme. Nowhere in GM
strategic documents is it yet set out what inclusive
growth means and what policies and actions will
follow from it.
Below the GM level too, interest in inclusive growth
is expressed in different ways. Our consultation with
GM LAs indicates that only one (Manchester, with
Salford currently developing one) has an inclusive
growth strategy per se, but almost all identify inclusive growth ambitions in other strategies including economic
strategies, anti-poverty strategies. work and skills strategies and overall corporate plans. There are differences
in positioning and action. In Manchester, Oldham and Salford, there is an emphasis on ‘inclusive economy’.
Principles of community wealth building feature strongly in Oldham. Trafford’s approach has more emphasis
on growth and connecting people to opportunity. In Wigan inclusive growth has become a key element in the
‘Wigan Deal’, which is reconfiguring relationships between residents, businesses, the Voluntary, Community
and Social Enterprise (VCSE) sector and the local authority (LA) to work collectively towards a better borough.
Inclusive growth is also differently interpreted by other organisations within GM. A VCSE leadership group57
established in response to devolution has established an inclusive economy (not inclusive growth) sub group,
while our consultation with GM housing providers indicates that although inclusive growth is a well-used term,
‘growth’ tends to relate to housing development. Thus ‘inclusive growth’ often refers to the social value that can
be created through those activities as well as initiatives to support tenants to access economic opportunities
(such as employment support and training).
There has been no strong lead on inclusive growth from the GM business community, except in the sense that
the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) works exceptionally closely with the Combined Authority. The GMS and
GMLIS are jointly owned, and in the case of the GMLIS, jointly produced with the LEP. Business representatives
have consistently reported to IGAU that ‘inclusive growth’ per se is not a term that businesses recognise or
identify with, although many subscribe to the principles and practices of good employment. The GM Good
Employment Charter (see Chapter 5) is bringing the Combined Authority into direct liaison with businesses
over that aspect of inclusive growth. However, our various consultations with business representatives also
suggest that the term can often be seen as only being about corporate social responsibility (i.e. growth should
contribute to inclusion through businesses ‘giving back’) rather than as beneficial to business sustainability,
productivity and growth.
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This group was established in 2016 as the VCSE reference group. Its name was changed to ‘leadership group’ in October 2019.

27

Table 1: Summary of Adoption of Inclusive Growth in GM Local Authorities

Bolton

Explicit IG Interpretation of
strategy? inclusive growth

Where inclusive growth
agenda appears

Key examples of action taken

No

Mentioned in the Bolton
Vision 2030 and The
Bolton Economy: Our
Strategy for Growth 20162030

■■

Team Bolton. Employment and
Skills Partnership

■■

HOOT, Bolton’s credit union.

■■

The Workshop.

Use ‘inclusive growth’
“Generating inclusive
growth and prosperity
which reaches
all corners of our
communities and
benefits all of our
citizens”
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Bury

No

Not used in Bury
Council's Vision

No reference in strategy
documents

-

Manchester

Yes

Prefer to use ‘inclusive
economy’

Well developed in Our
Manchester Industrial
Strategy, also embedded
across strategies and a
priority for all post holders

■■

Our Manchester Industrial
Strategy.

■■

Social value commitment in
procurement.

■■

Family poverty interventions.

■■

Local wealth building ensuring
spend, assets and wealth of key
institutions benefit local people.

■■

Green economy.

■■

Northern Roots project in
development to promote green
enterprise.

■■

Place-based integration team
targeting most deprived areas led
by skills and employment staff.

■■

The New Pioneers: combined
housing, welfare and careers
guidance services.

■■

PossAbilities: social enterprise with
employment and skills support for
people with disabilities.

■■

Using planning conditions for
locally agreed employment and
skills plans.

■■

Derive Housing Salford.

■■

Salford City Mayor’s Employment
Charter.

■■

#DigitalSalford – developing skills
and reducing digital isolation.

■■

Creating a social value city to make
Salford 10% better for people,
planet and prosperity.

“boosting the city’s
productivity alongside
creating a more
inclusive economy
– an economy that
all of our residents
can participate in and
benefit from”
Oldham

No

Embedded in The Oldham
Use ‘inclusive growth’
and ‘inclusive economy’ Plan and Corporate Plan
“We want Oldham
to be a place where
everyone has a fair and
real chance to access
opportunities and
improve their own lives.”

Rochdale

No

Starting to use ‘inclusive Implicit in the work of the
economy directorate,
growth’
currently working on a
“A council which builds
success and prosperity Growth Strategy 20202030 and an Inclusive
with our citizens
Skills, Work and Health Plan
and partners, while
protecting vulnerable
people”

Salford

Not yet
published

Prefer to use ‘inclusive Concept is integral, at
economy’ but see the
the heart of an emerging
terminology as dynamic inclusive economy
strategy

Stockport

Explicit IG Interpretation of
strategy? inclusive growth

Where inclusive growth
agenda appears

Key examples of action taken

No

Integral in the Stockport
Council Plan 2019-20
priorities

■■

Social value commitments in
commissioning.

■■

Employment & Skills Plans included
in Planning Conditions.

■■

Steps to Work.

■■

Apprenticeships support
and guidance, including the
Apprenticeships Store and grants
for SMEs.

■■

Capital investment, such
as Hattersley regeneration
programme.

■■

Tameside YES council funded
apprenticeships and jobs for NEET
young people.

■■

Menu of Choice careers guidance.

■■

Trafford's Employment, Enterprise
& Skills Group, The Trafford Pledge.

■■

The SME Apprenticeship grant
scheme.

■■

The Strategic Housing Partnership.

Use ‘inclusive growth’
“growing our economy
in a way that is inclusive
and benefits all within
our community”

Tameside

Trafford

Wigan

No

No

No

No single interpretation, Will be key element of
plus disagreement with refreshed economic
the GM interpretation
strategy

No single interpretation. Ownership sits with the
‘inclusive growth’ has
Inclusive Growth Board
replaced ‘growth’.

Centred on strategy of Wigan Deal:
A key principle in The
Use ‘inclusive growth’
and ‘inclusive economy’ Deal 2030 and the
■■ Aspiring Futures apprenticeship
“Ensuring everyone has Employment and Skills
programme.
the same opportunities Strategic Framework. Also,
■■ Deal for Business.
developing an outcomes
and people feel like
framework
for
Deal
2030.
■■ SME growth support.
they belong and are
included”
■■ Deal for Communities Investment
Fund (Made in Wigan)
■■

Ambitious Construction
Employment Group.

Sourced from conversations with the Local Authority Inclusive Growth Network and publicly available Council documents.

A plurality of views, political objectives and different organisational usages is to be expected and should not
be seen as problematic, given the principles of subsidiarity which underpin CA/LA relationships and the
spirit of collaboration and co-ownership which now underpins GM policy-making. However the lack of a clear
articulation of what the CA means by inclusive growth and what actions it therefore intends to take at GM
level could hinder progress in a number of ways. If the term is not clearly understood, it makes it harder to
align and integrate the interests of ‘growth actors’ (such as politicians and officers responsible for economic
development, and business leaders) with those of ‘inclusion actors’ (politicians and officers responsible for
public services, and leaders of voluntary, community and other social economy organisations). Goals to
improve both growth and inclusion may co-exist but in silos. It will be harder to see why social investment or
measuring impacts on poverty should be the concern of ‘growth actors’, or how economic strategies might
need to be reconfigured to produce better social outcomes. Equally it will be harder to see how inclusive growth
and carbon reduction strategies might be linked, or inclusive growth and digital strategies. Arguably this then
weakens the power of inclusive growth as a shared mission to which other stakeholders can respond and
contribute, and which they can shape. It may make it more difficult to put leadership, delivery and accountability
mechanisms in place to support a long term inclusive growth agenda.
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Structures, delivery and measurement
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Consistent with its decision not to adopt the terminology of inclusive growth as a central mission, GMCA
has not established any central unit/resource to develop its inclusive growth policies and actions ensure
their embeddedness across multiple areas of policy. This approach contrasts with that of the West Midlands
combined authority (WMCA), which has established an internal Inclusive Growth Unit, to ensure that inclusive
growth is “hard-wired” into mainstream West Midlands investment, economic growth and local industrial
strategy. The Unit provides research, analysis, insight and citizen engagement to support more inclusive policy
and investment decisions, and is intended to give long term strategic support for the WMCA and its public
service partners within the region. The existence in GM of the IGAU as an independent evidence resource
and convenor of stakeholders may be a factor in GM’s different approach. GM has also chosen not to allocate
a political portfolio holder within the Mayor’s Cabinet responsible for inclusive growth. Current portfolios
most relevant to inclusive growth are those for: ‘the economy’, ‘education, skills, work and apprenticeships’;
‘community, voluntary and co-ops’; and ‘age-friendly and equalities’. However almost all other portfolios could
have an element relating to inclusive growth58.
Specific inclusive growth metrics, based on a re-thinking of what inclusive growth means and what measures
would signal success, have also not yet been developed in GM. IGAU’s research59 suggests that there are
many different approaches to inclusive growth measures, some more radical than others. Some simply involve
measuring indicators of inclusion alongside measures of growth or prosperity. Some involve attempts to
combine indicators in a single measure, so that the value of economic output is effectively weighted by the
extent to which other social goals are achieved60. Some keep multiple existing measures of growth and of social
outcomes such as education and health, but pay much more attention to their distribution between places and
population groups. Others develop frameworks which give more attention to citizens’ understanding of the
meaning and value of growth and inclusion, or to the conditions and processes which underpin inclusive growth
(such as resilience, participation or social and cultural infrastructure).
GM has developed an extensive outcomes framework to support the delivery of the GMS. This includes
inclusive growth metrics at the level of priorities, particularly “good jobs with opportunities to progress
and develop” and “a thriving and productive economy in all parts of Greater Manchester”. Elements of this
framework are supported by performance dashboards, reported to the relevant body in the governance
structure. This, in our view, represents advanced progress in command of data for monitoring purposes. Four
things have not yet emerged or become established:
■■

A smaller set of high-level measures that would represent progress on inclusive growth, which might enable
impact assessment tools to be developed for proposed policies or investments.

■■

Deliberative processes to determine priorities and trade-offs.

■■

A clear understanding of the relationship between measures across policy areas and the relationships
between them. For instance, what measures of culture or social participation would support developments
in skills, health and jobs?

■■

A critique of, or challenge to, existing goals or measures based on broader citizen participation and debate.

 ther portfolios are currently ‘safe and strong communities’, ‘green city region’, ‘resources’, ‘housing, homelessness and infrastructure’, ‘young people and
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Turning to the question of wider involvement in leadership and governance, our consultation suggests that
significant steps have been taken in recent years and particularly since 2017. These include the establishment
of the VCSE reference group, a Mayoral accord with the VCSE sector, and various initiatives to increase voice
and representation from marginalised groups (see Chapter 8). As we have documented in other work61,
devolution to GM has in any case (regardless of inclusive growth) fostered an increase in formal and informal
partnership working and collaboration across local authority boundaries, across sectors and within and across
policy boundaries. Examples include GM’s Ageing Hub, partnerships formed around the Mayor’s homelessness
agenda, and the Education and Employability Board. High level VCSE representation has been sought for the
GM Housing Commission. The University of Manchester has taken a lead with the Centre for Local Economic
Strategies and GMCA in establishing a steering group to develop an ‘anchors initiative’ in GM. A number of
local authorities in GM, particularly Wigan, Manchester and Oldham, have sought to foster new relationships
with communities, including community investment funds, asset ownership and wider involvement in decisionmaking. Since 2017, cross-GM conversation, partnership working and strategy formation have been mobilised
on specific issues through ‘summits’ (on school readiness, social enterprise and the environment) and through
formal commissions (on Cohesion and on Co-operatives). There is particularly strong collaboration among
GM housing providers, including a social value group which has developed a consistent set of social value
measures for all to use. However, in respect of ‘inclusive growth’ as a whole, IGAU’s multi-stakeholder advisory
board remains the key forum for discussion and representation. Our consultation also raised questions about
effective representation of diverse communities, and of different parts of the VCSE sector (with voluntary,
community and social enterprise elements all having very different perspectives and expertise).
Finally, we note the challenges of financing inclusive growth strategies, in the context of limited and piecemeal
devolution to city regions, a long period of austerity, and the phasing out of local government revenue support
grant. Inclusive growth raises resource questions in multiple ways including but not limited to: how to finance
the delivery of work at the city region level such as good employment charters, policy development and
appraisal; how to fill gaps in public funding or enhance services to meet city region priorities (for example in
relation to skills or transport); how to support innovation and evaluation; how to pool existing public and private
resources in new ways; and how to increase access to finance for local business growth. Proposed solutions
include establishing local financial institutions to enable local saving and lending; local investment of anchor
institution assets and funds; municipal or social investment bonds; and municipal ownership or community
ownership of local public assets. Devolution from central government and the capacity to pool budgets
across service areas is a key issue, as will be any future settlement relating to the distribution of regional funds
following the UK’s exit from the European Union (EU)62.
As we document throughout this report, new inclusive growth initiatives in GM are being financed in a variety
of ways, including levies on taxpayers through the Mayoral precept, ‘earnback’ arrangements with central
government, retained business rates, local authority and business contributions. GM Mutual, a local bank, was
registered with the Financial Conduct Authority in 2019, with support from several of the GM districts, the
GM Chamber of Commerce, the Federation of Small Businesses, and third sector organisations, but plans
are still at early stages. As work on inclusive growth develops in GM there will be a continuing need to identify
costs, benefits and financing mechanisms, including through any further devolution settlements following the
government’s recently announced White Paper on devolution.
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Learning from other places
Case study 1: Developing a broader vision and different metrics for
inclusive growth
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The London Prosperity Board is a partnership between the Institute for Global Prosperity (IGP) at UCL
and London government, public agencies, businesses, the third sector and local communities in East
London. It aims to “rethink what prosperity means for London”, recognising challenges to the idea that
prosperity simply equals greater wealth and that economic growth is the only way to increase standards
of living. A key principle for the Board is that “prosperity means different things to different people and a
good life can be lived in many ways”. Based on four years of research with communities in East London
on what prosperity meant to them, IGP developed a new five-part prosperity index. ‘Foundations of
prosperity’ includes local value creation and good quality jobs, but the other domains are broader: health
and healthy environments; opportunities and aspirations; belonging, identities and culture; and power,
voice and influence. These are captured in 67 measures, some available from existing data sources
but others collected from new household survey data. The Index has been used by organisations such
as the London Legacy Development Corporation, the charity Community Links, and Hackney and
Barking and Dagenham Councils, to inform their policies and understand how residents view their own
prosperity. IGP is also developing a toolkit on how to work with local citizen scientists to translate these
insights into action and evidence.
Source: London Prosperity Board: https://londonprosperityboard.org/

Case study 2: Embedding inclusive growth in decision-making and
measurement
In 2017 the Scottish government and North Ayrshire Council developed an ‘inclusive growth
diagnostic approach’ to identify barriers to sustainable inclusive growth and recognise investment
decisions with the potential to deliver long-term change. This process identified drivers of inclusive
growth across the external environment, local conditions, and social factors. These drivers included
factors often identified in economic analysis such as infrastructure and skills but also the value
and quality of jobs, and ‘social factors’ such as community empowerment, health, aspirations and
childcare. Factors were then scored on a matrix of impact (on growth, inclusion and sustainability) and
deliverability, in order to prioritise strategies and investment. The tool is designed to be used flexibly
according to local circumstances and a user guide is publicly available.
The West Midlands Combined Authority (WMCA) has developed an inclusive growth decisionmaking tool for public sector organisations, to help assess whether and how proposed particular
projects and interventions will contribute to inclusive growth. It is hoped that use of the tool will result
in specific projects being modified to strengthen their contribution to inclusive growth outcomes and
also, over time, lead to inclusive growth principles being more embedded across the WMCA partnership.
There are four assessment criteria: fit with WMCA’s strategic priorities; contribution to inclusive growth
in project; who will benefit (focussing on the five target groups of residents; e.g., furthest removed from
employment or education opportunities); and contribution to good working practices.
Sources: Scotland’s Centre for Regional Inclusive Growth: https://www.inclusivegrowth.scot/
WMCA: https://governance.wmca.org.uk/documents/s2911/Appendix.pdf

Case study 3: Supporting businesses to lead growth
The Scottish government commissioned The Good Economy, in partnership with the Ethical Finance
Hub, to report on the needs of the private sector and the role of business in driving inclusive jobs growth
in the South of Scotland. The work included a local business survey to clarify how inclusive job growth is
manifested in business and workplace practice, and identifying the main barriers that constrain businessled inclusive job growth. The survey received a high level of engagement and interest, and businesses
identified transport and digital problems, ‘brain drain’ and a low skill base, as major barriers to growth in
good jobs. Recommendations included transport improvements, the development of a holistic talent
(human capital) retention and attraction strategy and investment in smart town centres. The report also
called for a regional Business for Inclusive Growth (B4IG), including a social enterprise growth fund, to
support existing businesses, attract new businesses and enable start-ups to scale up, as well as a regional
technology and information platform to support and connect small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) and link them to external markets, investors, funding sources and innovation clusters. The survey
found that local business leaders are not fully aware of financing options and lack confidence in banks,
and identified a need for new forms of finance, such as valuing intellectual property and non-traditional
security in investment decisions for growing creative and tech-based businesses. The report called for a
place-based, innovative impact investment strategy bringing together public, private, social investors and
philanthropic funders to meet local investment needs.
Source: The Good Economy and Ethical Finance Hub: http://thegoodeconomy.co.uk/content/reports/Business_Led_Inclusive_Job_Growth_in_the_SoS.pdf

Case study 4: ‘System leadership’ of inclusive growth
The city of Leeds is challenging traditional models of leadership by appointing system leaders, who are
experts in their fields beyond local government, to each become an Ambassador for one of the ‘Big
Ideas’ that form the Leeds Inclusive Growth Strategy. Positions have been created for twelve voluntary
ambassadors to champion one of the ‘ideas’, which are grouped into the themes of ‘People’, ‘Place’
and ‘Productivity’. Their initiatives are wide-ranging and include a Digital Enterprise business support
programme for SMEs, a plan to double the size of the city centre, and work with the NHS to procure
and recruit locally. The recruited Ambassadors are leaders in their fields, taking up an advocacy and
influencing role to formalise the support and interest expressed by businesses and partners in Leeds
to sign up to the city region’s inclusive growth goals. For example, one of the initial appointments is Hiro
Aso, who is well known for his work in the transport and infrastructure sector such as the development
of Kings Cross station, London, and the Leeds Station Masterplan for HS2. The Ambassadors are part
of the Leeds Inclusive Growth Delivery Partnership, for ‘organisations who have pledged to support our
ambitions to come together to amplify and enhance our collective efforts’.
Source: Leeds City Council: http://www.leedsgrowthstrategy.co.uk/big-ideas-ambassadors/
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5

Towards a More Inclusive Economy

Key points
■■

Inclusive economy activities aim to change the way the economy functions in order to achieve a fairer
distribution of economic opportunities and to deliver wider social and environmental benefits.

■■

Policies that develop some of these ideas have begun to emerge in GM, including around promoting
good employment practices, efforts to develop and support different types of economic activity, and
recognition of the importance of the ‘foundational economy’.

■■

Much of this activity is still in the early stages. GM needs to go further in embedding a commitment to
build an inclusive, resilient economy with good jobs for residents.

■■

Examples from other places suggest that cities can develop systemic and long-term approaches to
supporting the growth of local businesses that can offer good jobs to residents. Recent examples
include offering dedicated funding to support the development of inclusive economy initiatives and
efforts to re-organise care services in line with co-operative principles.

Making local economies more inclusive
An inclusive economy is one where economic structures and activities are more inclusive by design, reducing
inequalities and delivering wider social benefits. It rests on the idea that the economy is currently ‘exclusive’,
therefore requiring intervention in key markets, sectors, business ownership models and the flow and
distribution of assets and resources63. The economy is re-framed as the product of collective decisions about
the organisation of production and exchange – decisions which can be unmade in order to change the ways
that resources are distributed, governed and owned. A better society and standard of life, good services and
infrastructure and strong relations between community members are priorities, rather than economic growth
in and of itself.
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A key plank of local inclusive economy strategies is supporting employer behaviour that raises wages, improves
job quality and builds opportunities for in-work skills development and pay progression. Approaches include
employment charters, living wage policies, support for job redesign and work re-organisation in low paid
sectors. Public procurement and commissioning may also be used as tools to promote better employment
practices.
More broadly, cities can adopt economic strategies that, over time, support the development of activities,
sectors and types of economic organisation that are more likely to deliver high quality employment for local
residents as well as social and environmental benefit. These can include various forms of ‘growth from within’
approaches, rather than focusing mainly on attracting external investment, as well as strategies to stimulate
employer demand for higher level skills and better use of existing skills. Places can support co-operatives
and social mission focused organisations to produce core services and goods, creating a more diverse and
therefore potentially more resilient economy as well as better outcomes for residents, and workers64. Some
make the case for treating ‘foundational’ types of activity differently, with utilities, health and social care
subsidised, organised and delivered on a low risk, low return basis. Municipal ownership of assets and utilities, or
co-ownership models, may also be considered.

Box 6: Key ideas on inclusive economies
Promoting good employment in the context of organisations, sectors and places:
■■

Developing place-based initiatives to promote good employment practices, for example through
local employment charters and through public commissioning and procurement;

■■

Promoting fairer pay; for example, through Living Wage accreditation or equality and diversity
monitoring. The Living Wage Foundation is also trialling a ‘Living Hours’ commitment, which
recognises the importance of the amount and security of hours in attaining an adequate income;

■■

Re-designing jobs in low-paid sectors to improve terms and conditions;

■■

Promoting employee voice and representation.

Stimulating local growth and rethinking business models and the organisation of economic activity:
■■

Supporting the growth of sectors and organisations likely to provide good jobs;

■■

Supporting the development of social economy organisations;

■■

Developing different forms of organisation and ownership for ‘foundational economy’ activities;

■■

Municipal or collective ownership models for utilities65.

Inclusive economy policies in Greater Manchester
From our reading of the Greater Manchester strategies, and GM-level policies, inclusive economy policies were
not especially prominent in GM before 2017. However, there are some promising recent developments.
The Good Employment Charter is a particularly significant development in this area. The Charter was part of
the mayor’s manifesto but has been developed through consultation with employers, unions, and employment
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specialists and researchers. Launched in July 2019, it is being piloted with a small group of employers who will
help to set the criteria for membership. Rather than just aiming to recognise the ‘best’ employers, the charter
aims to support all employers in the city region to identify how they can adopt better employment practices
across seven broad themes (see Box 7). The charter has great potential but a number of challenges lie ahead.
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Our review of local employment charters found that previous initiatives tended to engage a relatively small
number of employers directly, in terms of accreditation and membership. However, they can play a more
indirect role in initiating wider conversations and raising expectations around good employment66. For GMCA,
and its constituent LA members, the implementation of the charter could have a significant impact through
highlighting how these organisations could improve employment practices, as well as the impact that they
have in setting employment standards beyond the local authority, e.g. around commissioning of services and
investment decisions. In terms of wider engagement, it is likely that significant time and resource will need
to be invested to achieve the ambition of working with all employers, including those in lower paid sectors,
small and micro-businesses, particularly where changing practices will have a direct impact, at least initially, on
business costs. Careful integration of the charter into GM’s social value strategy and investment funds could
provide strong incentives for some employers to engage with the charter.

Box 7: GM Good Employment Charter
The Good Employment Charter was launched in July 2019 and is being piloted initially with a small group
of employers with a view to defining membership criteria in consultation with this group. It will have
different tiers of affiliation, with the idea being that employers will progress from being ‘Supporters’
when they sign up to become full ‘Members’ once they meet the criteria for membership. The charter is
being rolled out with the support of the Charter Implementation Unit, an independent unit hosted by the
Growth Hub.
The charter aims to support employers to adopt good practice across seven areas:
■■

Secure work;

■■

Flexible work;

■■

A real living wage;

■■

Workplace engagement & voice;

■■

Excellent recruitment practices & progression;

■■

Excellent people management;

■■

A productive & healthy workplace.

Source: https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/what-we-do/economy/greater-manchester-good-employment-charter/

Turning to other business-focused policies, the Growth Company (GC) is the umbrella body in GM which brings
together a range of businesses and organisations supporting growth and job creation activities across the city
region. In this role, it is tasked with helping to deliver against the ambitions of the GMS and has enthusiastically
adopted the ‘inclusive growth’ framing within some key areas. The Growth Hub, which is part of the GC and
which coordinates a range of business support services, has trained its advisors to ask those businesses who
engage with their programmes a core set of ‘diagnostic’ inclusive growth questions. These questions aim to
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determine whether the business: pays the Living Wage; uses zero hours contracts; supports volunteering;
and supports local suppliers. Business may then be referred to advisors within the Growth Hub to discuss how
they might adopt these practices. However, at present the extent to which these questions lead businesses
to think about how they might offer, for example, better pay, or more secure contracts is not clear. Depending
on quality, the data collected by advisors could be used to track business practices, and/or the number of
employers who subsequently engage with support to change these practices. This could also be helpful in
planning future support services, giving an indication of the demand for more intensive support and whether
this should be targeted. An Inclusive Growth steering group, which was recently set up within the Hub, could
review this activity, as well as considering what other diagnostic data could be usefully connected.
The GM Business Productivity and Inclusive Growth programme, which has attracted £45 million in funding,
is also being led by the Hub. The overall programme is primarily targeted at businesses with ‘the greatest
potential and ability to grow and/or improve their productivity’67, including sectors with growth potential (like
health innovation and advanced manufacturing) and large employment sectors (like retail and hospitality).
The overall programme has the potential to support inclusive economy activities. One strand within the
programme, the Large Companies Support programme, aims to help large companies to become more
resilient in the face of changing markets and economic shocks through support to plan for the future. Other
strands are supporting innovation and carbon reduction, with match funding from the European Regional
Development Fund. Currently, the number of businesses engaged and the number of jobs created are the main
targets against which progress is being reported across the different strands of activity68, so it is difficult to
determine the level of engagement across sectors, the types of jobs that have been created and how far this
might be supporting companies to transition to a fairer, or greener approach. Outside of the Productivity and
IG programme, the Hub is also working with the Chamber of Commerce to encourage small and medium-sized
employers to take on apprentices.

 unded via the Local Growth Fund and EU funds. GMCA (2019) Update on the GM Business Productivity and Inclusive Growth Programme, 11th October 2019.
F
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A range of networks, organisations and policies are promoting the use of social value within GM. There
is a Greater Manchester Social Value policy, currently under review, which supports information sharing,
training and networking around social value across GM. As a part of the wider GMS, Greater Manchester is
aiming to embed ‘quality jobs, skills provision and career progression’ as core outcomes for all skills and work
contracts. For example, in 2018 the contract for the Work and Health programme was awarded to InWorkGM,
a partnership between Ingeus and three social enterprises, including the Growth Company. The partnership
has committed to deliver a range of social value commitments, including: ensuring that employees are paid the
Living Wage; offering leadership development workshops to voluntary and community sector organisations;
and ensuring that they recruit a diverse range of people, with at least 35% of people from ‘priority
characteristics’ such as young (16-24) and older (over 50) people, ex-offenders, and those with a disability or
health condition69.
Aside from the commissioning process, parts of the Work and Health programme have also been adjusted
with the aim of promoting better employment outcomes for participants. GMCA has varied the payment by
outcomes model so that providers will be paid an ‘earnings fee’ if they support participants into work that pays
the equivalent of the Living Wage for a specified number of hours and period, this is in contrast to the national
programme which pays providers based on the National Living Wage70. As a large share of the funding for the
programme (around 45% of what was budgeted in 2018) came from EU funds it is as yet unclear what will
happen when this funding expires.
A more recent development which has the potential to considerably strengthen activity around the inclusive
economy is the Co-operative Commission for Greater Manchester. This is an independent panel set up in
2018 to help identify ways to support the development of the co-operative sector in GM, and the role of the
Combined Authority in enabling this activity.
While the Commission is not due to report
before this paper goes to press, initial findings
indicate that GM has a relatively underdeveloped co-operative sector but that there
are opportunities to strengthen support
for the sector71. Commission hearings have
focused on housing, transport and digital
sectors and ways to support the development
of co-operative businesses. Alongside the
Commission, a Social Enterprise Strategy is
also being developed, which will set out how
the sector can support the implementation
of the GMLIS, whilst also promoting good jobs
and innovation.
The GMLIS also committed to developing
a plan for the ‘foundational economy’,
including looking at ways to improve
productivity and job quality in these areas.

 MCA (2018) January 26th 2018, Item 14. Commissioning Working Well (Work & Health Programme).
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The strategy, and the GMIPR, gave significantly more attention to the importance of pay, job quality, skills
and progression in the large low paid sectors which make up a large part of the GM economy than its
predecessor, the Manchester Independent Economic Review (MIER). However, it is as yet unclear how
the foundational economy is understood in this context – whether it is being used in a more limited way
as shorthand for ‘low paid sectors’, or a more expansive way including utilities and elements of ‘social
infrastructure’ such as education and health. It is also as yet unclear how the plan for the foundational
economy will be integrated into the wider GMLIS and the implementation plans that are being elaborated
around it: failure to do so could marginalise and limit the potential of this commitment.
Inclusive economy activities are also being explored and implemented by individual local authorities.
Manchester has recently developed a Local Industrial Strategy, which is aligned to the GMLIS and explicitly
aims to create a more inclusive economy for the people who live and work in the area72. The strategy
outlines plans to create quality job opportunities in the foundational economy, including working with
anchor institutions. Several local authorities have committed to increase their use of social value within
contracting and procurement, including adopting a 20% social value weighting when assessing tenders
(e.g., Manchester, Stockport, Tameside). Many local authorities are taking steps to monitor their spending
and increase the proportion that goes to local suppliers: Oldham’s community wealth building approach,
for example, brings together the local authority with other local anchor institutions to increase local spend
and create employment opportunities for residents. Moving beyond contracting, Salford has introduced
the 10% better social value campaign, which is asking people and organisations from the third, public and
private sector within Salford to make a pledge to help them to meet a variety of goals, including reducing
waste, increasing recycling, increasing volunteering and increasing the number of people who are paid the
Living Wage73. Similar commitments also feature in the Wigan Deal, and the Deal for Business. Meanwhile,
Rochdale Council is targeting some financial support, such as business rate relief, at organisations that
are judged to be offering jobs with progression and development opportunities74. Our consultation also
suggests that housing providers are increasingly involved in building inclusive economies in their areas.
There are examples from around GM of: facilitating networks of local businesses; providing enterprise
advice, business skills workshops and signposting to small business grants; and grant-funding community
business start-ups and consolidation, including targeting under-represented groups. Housing providers
also support local social businesses through their own procurement processes. Overall, this account
suggests that that there has been an emergence and strengthening of inclusive economy policies in GM in
recent years. However, current initiatives are still in their early stages, rely on ad hoc funding or have been
established on a short term basis, so work will be needed to put activity in this area on a more sustainable
footing capable of supporting a longer term transformation of economic activity.
While the GMLIS certainly signals a shift to a more plural approach to economic development, this has not
yet been turned into a clearly integrated strategy, located within the city region’s growth narrative, which
links the different developments (on responsible business, low paid sectors, and the social economy). GM
has also not yet pursued some of the more ‘progressive’ or ‘radical’ ideas emerging around local ownership
and governance, although the report of the Co-operative Commission may initiate moves in this direction.
GM could also prioritise support for initiatives that aim to reduce the insecurity and low pay experienced by
workers in the gig economy, e.g. the development of digital co-operatives platforms.

 anchester City Council (n. d). Developing A More Inclusive Economy – Our Manchester Industrial Strategy.
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See: https://www.salfordsocialvalue.org.uk/10-better-campaign/
74
Sourced from conversations with the GM Local Authority Inclusive Growth network.
72
73

39

Learning from other places
Case study 5: A long term approach to a more inclusive economy
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Barcelona’s long-term economic strategy has overseen a reduction in inequalities at the same time as
achieving substantial growth. The city has a tradition of supporting a more plural and diverse economy,
a strategy argued by economists Joan Trullén and Vittoria Galletto as one that took an ‘active’ path to
productivity growth – strengthening manufacturing, the knowledge economy, advanced services, the green
economy and quality tourism, as opposed to a ‘passive’ path of promoting competitiveness through inward
investment and cost-cutting. Particular support for SMEs, innovation, and transport and communication
connectivity have allowed different strengths to emerge in different parts of the metropolis. This strategy
has been supported by long-established organisations and structures that include Barcelona Activa,
an incubator for entrepreneurs and start-ups created with the support of the City Council in 1986, and
PEMB Barcelona, an independent, non-profit organisation with an activist and participatory philosophy,
responsible for Metropolitan Barcelona’s strategic plan. This work is also supported by, among others:
a social economy network funded by the city; the Catalan Network of the Solidarity Economy, which is
working on developing mutual cooperation, social reporting and certification tools and creation of a social
market sector; Momentum, a collaboration between the bank BBV and a Barcelona-based business school
to support social entrepreneurship, and develop its ecosystem, through training, mentoring, finance,
and networking. Since 2008, Barcelona’s response to the financial crisis has been a ‘New Municipalist’
approach, focussed on addressing the various needs of the city’s residents with specific programmes.
The city government is increasing the ‘in common’ (En Comú) spaces of the city, as a way to improve
democracy, through experiments such as handing over public buildings to local communities, and launching
a publicly held energy company. Empty rooftops of some public buildings are being transformed into
accessible community farms. Barcelona Energia supplies municipal buildings and households with power
from renewable sources as a way of increasing transparency in energy costs, breaking dependency on the
existing electrical oligopoly and delivering the right to energy for all residents in response to 2015 legislation.
Source: https://cles.org.uk/blog/barcelona-building-a-new-local-economics/; https://www.newyorker.com/news/our-columnists/barcelonas-experimentin-radical-democracy; http://energia.barcelona/en/barcelona-energia-municipal-electricity-company; https://popupcity.net/social-organizations-turnbarcelonas-rooftops-into-community-farms

Case study 6: Economic gardening/growing local wealth
‘Economic Gardening’ describes an approach developed in Littleton, Colorado, in the late 1980s. Littleton
responded to the loss of 8,000 jobs caused by the relocation of a major employer with a strategy of investing
in the growth of local businesses. The focus was particularly on second-stage companies, those with between
10 and 100 employees and an annual revenue of at least $1m. After 25 years of this approach, Littleton saw
a tripling of the number of jobs and population growth of a quarter. The approach has now been adopted as a
state-wide pilot in Florida (GrowFL). Second stage firms with the greatest economic potential are matched
with a team of professionals who provide market research and advice. Based on the performance of the
initiative to date, an independent assessment suggests that between 2017 and 2027, GrowFL will create
almost 44,000 private sector jobs. Critically the jobs generated by these firms typically carry twice the salary of
average jobs state-wide. The ‘economic gardening’ approach is attracting interest in other US cities and states
as growing evidence suggests that they are more likely than inward investment to produce jobs for local people,
and may provide a better return on investment than incentives to attract new firms.
Source: Adapted with permission from a fuller write up in: Shafique, A.,Antink, B., Clay, A., and Cox, E. (2019). Inclusive Growth in Action: Snapshots of a new
economy. London: RSA.

Case study 7: Developing the foundational economy
As a new initiative to strengthen and support the ‘foundational’, or ‘everyday’ economy, the Welsh
Government has designated a fund of more than £4 million to support a series of experimental projects
from organisations that form part of that economy. These may include health and care services, food,
housing, energy, construction, tourism and retail. The money is aimed at developing Wales’ regional
economy and sharing its prosperity more widely. The goal of the investment is to overcome longstanding challenges for inclusive growth, such as improving workforce skills, recruitment and retention,
boosting the impact of local spending, and involving citizens in service design.
The fund (of up to £100,000 for individual projects) is available to public, private and third sector
organisations which can demonstrate their contribution to Wales’ foundational economy, provided
that the projects take place in Wales and would not have existed without this financial support. Some
of the fund’s initial recipients include: Swansea County Council for work supporting small construction
firms to bid for local authority contracts; Circular Economy Wales for a ‘mutual credit system’ based on
a Sardinian model allowing companies to trade with each other using credits, rather than cash, on the
condition that they are spent within the regional economy; and The Gower Gas and Oil Project scheme
providing work placement experience for young people at risk of falling out of the education system into
unemployment.
Source: Welsh Government: https://gov.wales/more-opportunities-more-people-foundational-economy-challenge-fund-almost-trebled

Case study 8: Co-operative approaches to care
There is growing interest in the potential to develop co-operatives within the UK social care sector. This
sector faces particular challenges given its very limited public funding. These early stage examples help
to show how a co-operative approach to arranging social care could lead to improvements in the quality
of care and in employment conditions for workers.
Equal Care Co-operative is a social care start-up based in Calder Valley, Yorkshire, which enables
care recipients to be matched with support workers through a co-operative digital platform. The aim
is to share power, giving people more control over the care that they receive and provide, whilst also
addressing low pay and recruitment challenges in social care. As the founder, Emma Adelaide Back,
explains “We’re not looking at increasing the price of social care, we’re just using the platform as a tool to
achieve enough efficiencies so that more of it can go to the worker.”
The North West Care Co-operative (NWCC) is exploring the benefits of using a multi-stakeholder
care co-operative model for people who have personal budgets. The approach here brings together
people with similar care needs in small unincorporated care co-operatives which will then be supported
by the service company, NWCC. The NWCC will employ the personal assistants and assume other
liabilities, e.g. responsibility for complying with care regulations, thereby reducing some of the
responsibilities and regulations individuals would otherwise have to negotiate. The first pilot cooperative has brought together young people with learning disabilities and their personal assistants and
supporters.
Sources:
Westall, A. & Hughes, C. (2019) Social care innovation by the social economy in Manchester, Greater Manchester and the North of England: Preparatory
material for webinar, IGAU
Co-operatives UK (2019) Owning our care: Investigating the development of multi-stakeholder co-operative social care in the UK

41

42

6

Connecting People to
Opportunities

Key points
■■

People can be connected to economic opportunities and enabled to live well by investing in quality
services and infrastructure, and through targeted initiatives to strengthen the links between
economic and social policies.

■■

GM has already made substantial progress particularly in the area of work and skills, and through its
public sector reform programme.

■■

Key next steps will be to maximise the inclusive growth benefits of local bus franchising, as well as to
ensure that inclusion is a central feature of strategies for growth sectors, including in green industries.

■■

GM also needs to develop a strategic approach to its education and training system, as it has done
with health and social care.

■■

Examples from other places illustrate how cities can take a system-wide approach to improving
education outcomes, connect disadvantaged groups to new sectors and opportunities and subsidise
travel to improve access.

Connecting people to opportunities
In addition to developing an economy that is inclusive by design, another major sphere of inclusive growth
activity relates to making sure that local people are connected to economic opportunities, through improving
physical and social infrastructure and making access more equitable. This is more familiar policy terrain than
some of the ideas discussed in terms of developing more inclusive economies since it typically falls within
mainstream policy debates – on affordable housing, transport connections or digital infrastructure, or
education and training, health, care and, often neglected in relation to inclusive growth, culture and leisure.
In the context of inclusive growth, city regions have two main challenges in dealing with these issues. The
first challenge is to make universal and targeted public services work in ways which significantly shift longstanding inequalities in human, social and cultural capital, while at the same time facing rising costs and
needs and reduced spending. Devolution of powers to city regions creates an opportunity for innovation and
transformation through the joining up of services and budgets in place.

The second challenge is to link social and economic policies more closely. This could mean designing social
policy interventions directly to support economic strategies – for example developing holistic approaches
to tackle health-related barriers to employment. It could mean designing economic strategies and actions
in ways which bring more equitable social benefits, for example by developing strategies for growth sectors
which enable people who would not typically benefit from these to access sustainable and high quality training
and work opportunities. Other examples include working with employers on job design, recruitment, and entry
requirements in order to widen opportunity; developing accessible learning (including for those in low wage
work who want to progress), and supporting residents to adjust to changes in the types of jobs that are likely to
be available over the short and long-term. Box 8 provides some examples of key ideas that connect to these
priorities and challenges.
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Box 8: Key ideas on connecting people to opportunities
Reducing inequalities in human, social and cultural capital:
■■

A high quality and equitable education system for children and young people;

■■

Careers education, information, advice and guidance;

■■

Accessible education and training opportunities, e.g. for people in work, mature students;

■■

Public health promotion and equitable access to healthcare.

Targeted initiatives to boost labour market participation, particularly for under-represented groups:
■■

Support for people with health conditions to return to work;

■■

Better matching of workers to jobs, e.g. skills utilisation;

■■

Creating routes into good jobs in high growth, high skill sectors for people from under-represented
groups and areas.

Raising the quality of basic services:
■■

Services to support people to combine work and care responsibilities;

■■

Affordable, accessible transport services;

■■

Affordable housing.

Education, skills and work
Improving educational opportunities and skills, and providing stronger routes into and through the labour
market have been key priorities in GM’s approach to inclusive growth.
Successful transitions into the labour market for younger people are prioritised in the GMS through the ‘life
ready’ agenda. Key initiatives include ‘Bridge GM’, which offers a framework for careers advice and guidance
and work experience, and the Our Pass pilot offering free bus travel for 16-18 year olds. Bridge GM includes an
ambition for all young people to have an ‘encounter’ with an employer in each year that they are in compulsory
education75. An apprenticeship portal has also been developed for young people studying with the colleges and
training providers that are members of the Greater Manchester Apprenticeship Company, providing access to
vacancies data and CV advice to support young people to think through next steps. In addition, an online ‘Levy
75

GMCA (n.d). Bridge GM: leading the way to a work ready Greater Manchester. Item 5 presentation.

Matchmaking Service’ has also been introduced which aims to create more apprenticeship opportunities for
people in GM by enabling large apprenticeship levy-paying employers in the city region to transfer some of their
unspent levy funds to small employers76.
A free 16-18 bus pass, ‘Our Pass’, is being piloted for two years from September 2019 at an estimated cost of around
£16 million77. The pass aims to ensure that travel costs do not prevent young people from accessing or continuing with
education, training or employment opportunities, setting them up for a prosperous working life. It is also anticipated
that the pass may help to promote the use of public transport more generally and allow young people to experience
the cultural opportunities that GM offers. The cost of the scheme is to be funded partly from the Transport Levy and
Earnback monies, as well as contributions from businesses and/or education and skills providers.
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A number of targeted initiatives are also working with young people and other groups to try to improve access to
education and work opportunities. This includes Talent Match and the new ‘Hidden Talent’ programme78. For example,
the youth panel for the latter project is holding workshops to review employers’ recruitment materials to check how
accessible they are for young people. GMCA is also hoping to increase the take up of apprenticeships among underrepresented groups, including BME young people and, in partnership with the GM Ageing Hub, older people. Here the
idea is that apprenticeships can provide a route into work, as well as an opportunity for people to change careers or to
support a return to work79.
Providing better support for residents who were out of work and otherwise disconnected from the labour market
was one of GM’s early priorities under devolution, with the development of a pilot initiative to improve employment
outcomes for incapacity benefit claimants (the Working Well pilot initiative). The pilot ran from 2014 to 2016 and was
designed and jointly funded by GMCA and Department for Work and Pensions (DWP). It was subsequently expanded
and led to GM securing a co-commissioning role in the DWP’s Work and Health programme, before evolving more
recently into a wider ‘whole population approach to work and health’. The goal is to offer interventions across the
‘employment lifecycle’ to ensure that people can stay in or return to work where possible80 and a ‘skills and work system
that enables people to realise their potential, supports emerging industries and is responsive to employers’ (GMLIS,
p.10). This includes not just employment support programmes for those out of the labour market but reforming
training opportunities, and attempting to influence employer demand through the employment charter and other
initiatives. Other targeted support is being developed for older residents (aged 50+) and the GM Health and Social
Care Partnership (GMHSCP) has developed a working carer toolkit targeted at employers and carers which outlines
examples of good practice that can enable people to combine caring with paid employment81.
Other skills developments include proposals that have been brought forward for the devolved Adult Education Budget,
including the offer of free education and training up to a Level 2 qualification (roughly GCSE A*-C) for residents with low
or no qualifications, and for people in employment on a low wage. With the right support and advice, this could support
people with low skills to access qualifications that will enable them to enter and progress in work. A partnership has
been established between GMCA, DWP and DfE to explore better co-ordination of post-16 education and training as
part of the GMLIS.
Also at a strategic level, workforce development plans are being developed in education, health and social
care sectors. An early years workforce development plan, along with a linked Academy, underpins ambitions to

 or further information on the apprenticeship levy, see: Powell, A. (2019) Apprenticeships and skills policy in England. House of Commons Library.
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GMCA (2019) Opportunity Pass including 16-18 Free Bus Travel, GMCA meeting 29th March 2019.
78
A new partnership targeting young people who are not employed, in education or training and who are not claiming the benefits that they are eligible for. See:
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GMCA (2017) Creating a transformational, whole population Working Well system, Item 6, GMCA meeting 30th June 2017; and, GMCA (2018). Working Well:
Fourth Annual Evaluation Report, June 2018.
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transform the way that early years provision is provided and enable the early identification of need, including
special educational needs and disability82.
More broadly, the GMLIS highlights the need to address anticipated skills demands in GM’s priority sectors,
supported by a proposed £8 million investment pot from the Local Growth Fund. There are specific proposals
for key sectors including outline ideas for a centre of excellence around modern methods of construction,
and ambitions to create a digital skills pipeline and a £3million digital skills pilot. In addition, GM’s ambition to be
carbon neutral by 2038 creates new skill demands and opportunities. Activities are beginning to be outlined
in the GMLIS implementation plan, the Manchester LIS and GM’s 5-Year plan for the Environment, including
consultation around the kinds of skills that will be needed to ‘deep’ retrofit buildings in GM. There is scope to
draw stronger links between this activity and more targeted efforts to connect people to these opportunities;
for example adults with lower skills or who are out of work, people who could progress into better paid work
through retraining; and young people in areas or groups currently under-represented in these industries and/or
in the GM labour market in general.
Local authorities and local organisations are also coordinating a range of skills and employment initiatives
targeting people who are out of work, and aiming to support residents to enter and progress in work. While
there are too many to review individually, examples include Oldham’s pilot Career Advancement Service, setup
in 2016, offering intensive career coaching and a personal training budget to low-skilled participants who
had accessed its employment entry programme ‘Get Oldham Working’83. Manchester funds the My Future
Intermediate Labour Market scheme, which offers young people who are not in employment, education or
training on a 4 week accredited pre-employability programme followed by a three month paid placement
which should be linked to a paid job opportunity or apprenticeship with the employer. Rochdale is supporting
employees in sectors facing technological change and re-structuring to prepare for jobs in other sectors84.
The goal of connecting residents to employment is also supported by a range of local organisations. GM
housing providers have introduced targeted services for residents, meanwhile ‘Recode’, a Community Interest
Company, ran its first free 12 week coding course in Bolton over the summer of 2019, aiming to support people
to access a career in software engineering85.
A major sticking point in relation to further education, skills, and lifelong learning remains the current
organisation of the education and skills system. Although the GMS sets targets for educational achievements
at the end of primary and secondary school, school education has never been the responsibility of any regional
or sub-regional body, instead residing either with central government or local authorities (and increasingly
with individual schools and multi-academy Trusts). Capacity to influence educational achievements and
equity in the years up to 16 is therefore very limited. Young people are now required to stay on in full time
education or training until age 18, but the post-16 provider landscape is a complex one with multiple schools,
colleges and independent providers facing competing incentives and very limited local oversight. This makes
the development of integrated strategies for growth sectors, including pre- and post- 16 curriculum, careers
education, employer-led training and support for adult skills, difficult to coordinate.
GM has made some first steps towards a strategic approach to compulsory education in the establishment of
an Education and Employability Board, which has adopted a focus on ‘championing the vulnerable’ and ensuring
equity in the education system. Hhowever, the board has neither delegated responsibilities (from DfE) nor
significant funding from GMCA. Strategic approaches to workforce and professional development as envisaged

 MCA (n.d.) Greater Manchester Start Well Early Years Strategy. See: https://search3.openobjects.com/mediamanager/trafford/ fsd/files/gm_start_well_early_
G
years_strategy.pdf
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in health, social care and early years have not yet been developed in this area. An important development in this
respect was a GMLIS agreement to a partnership with central government to review the post-16 education,
skills and work system, reporting in March 2020. This offers a significant opportunity to set out how greater
local coordination could address some of the problems caused by the current system fragmentation.
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As we indicated previously, transport is a key issue in improving access to skills and work, as well as enabling
inclusive access to the broader opportunities of the city region. The Greater Manchester Transport Strategy
2040 lists as an ambition, “to develop a fully inclusive and affordable transport system for all”, pledging to make
public transport not just affordable for low-income groups, but accessible for elderly people and people with
disabilities. The importance of orbital transport is recognised, as well as the role of transport in broadening
employment opportunities for those living near planned employment developments outlined in the GMSF86. A
key development is bus franchising, which would allow Transport for Greater Manchester (TfGM) on behalf of
GMCA to set routes, timetables, fares and standards. In October 2019, GMCA became the first city region to
consult on a bus franchising scheme. In addition, an early bird fare scheme was trialled on GM’s Metrolink tram
system in 2018, with a view to the possible development of a ‘pre-peak’ offer – designed to relieve congestion
but potentially also of value to low income shift workers.

Wider public service reform and integration
Beyond education, skills and transport, there has been extensive activity around better public services in GM as
part of a decade-long public service reform programme and the increasing devolution or delegation of powers and
responsibilities from central government. Central to this is health and social care reform, which, with its emphasis
on prevention, local integration and innovation, is seen as a major opportunity to address the poor population
health outcomes and inequalities identified at the start of this report. Other key planks include early childhood
development, recognised as part of GM’s inclusive growth approach since the MIER in 2009, and given a new
impetus in 2017 (renamed ‘school readiness’) as the first priority of the GMS. Since 2012 the ten local authorities
and partners have been working on the implementation of a new Early Years Delivery Model comprising universal
and targeted services. From 2017, a new School Readiness Board and programmes of work have been established,
including embedding best practice in particular delivery areas, digitising assessment processes, and establishing
the early years workforce academy to improve the training and support of staff working in early years settings.
Housing has been a particular priority of the Mayor, who has made high profile commitments to end rough sleeping
and reduce homelessness by 2020, and has indicated more recently that he would like further powers in this area
(e.g. to vary Local Housing Allowance, and to address poor housing standards). The GM Housing Strategy (2019)
details plans to improve the condition of the existing housing stock and deliver new homes in the ‘right places’. With
regard to social housing, there are plans to increase delivery of new social and affordable housing and review the
allocation process, as well as ambitions to scrap Right to Buy, which would require national government approval.
Proposals to integrate social housing providers with the health and social care system are also put forward, with the
example of developing supported housing for older households with care needs.
All of these developments contribute to inclusive growth, and it is a notable development that the GMIPR
(and GMLIS) placed a strong emphasis on health and on health and social care reform as a “nationally unique
opportunity to find new ways to improve the health of local residents, and link health interventions with local
skills provision and other services to improve progression in work and address long-term unemployment among
older age groups and people with multiple or complex needs” (GMLIS p27). This is not the traditional domain of
industrial strategy and demonstrates a strong link between the work of ‘growth actors’ and ‘inclusion actors’.
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 or analysis of the proximity of severely deprived places to new employment sites, see: Macdougall, A. and Lupton, R. (2019) Location of planned GMSF
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employment spaces in relation to severely income deprived places. Inclusive Growth Analysis Unit.

In 2019, the GM public service reform agenda took a major step with the publication of a White Paper setting
out a unified public services model87. Building on developments in the last decade, this sets out a “completely
new approach to public service” which will “completely break down the silos which exist between public
services”. Instead of organising around themes or policy areas, the new model will organise people and budgets
around neighbourhoods of 30,000-50,000 residents, each an integrated place-based team, with co-located
professionals from all public services working together. Public services are defined broadly, to include formal
services, voluntary, community and social enterprise sector, local businesses and assets within communities.
Box 9 sets out key features of the model, including geographic alignment, integrated leadership and a single
workforce, shared financial resources and shared programmes and delivery. Importantly, the development of
these neighbourhood teams is also identified as an important element in the implementation plan of the local
industrial strategy. Neighbourhood teams bring together local actors who can help to improve health and wellbeing, and facilitate the embedding of health priorities across a range of policy areas, including tackling poor
housing, supporting access to and retention of work, tackling loneliness and debt advice.

Box 9: The Greater Manchester Model of Unified Public Services

Source: GMCA (2019). The Greater Manchester Model - White Paper on Unified Public Services for the People of Greater Manchester, GMCA 26th July 2019

The White Paper acknowledges that further devolution is needed to enable this model to fully develop. Teams
in local areas need the capability to pool budgets and be accountable to local shared priorities. In our view the
potential contribution to inclusive growth will also depend on the strength of linkages with economic strategies
(in the frontier sectors and the foundational economy) as discussed in Chapter 5, and spatial strategies as we
discuss in Chapter 7. Public participation and inclusive governance of these new integrated services will also be
an essential component.

87

GMCA (2019) The Greater Manchester Model - White Paper on Unified Public Services for the People of Greater Manchester, GMCA 26th July 2019.
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Learning from other places
Case study 9: A city region wide approach to school improvement
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Between 2003 and 2011, schools in London were part of the London Challenge urban school
improvement programme, England’s most substantial and successful example of a whole-system
approach to improving quality and equity across a city region. It covered schools only, not post-16
providers but nevertheless shows how city region strategy and collaboration can generate improvements
within the context of a national system. System-wide changes included: ‘Figurehead leadership’ (a London
Schools Commissioner); a powerful sense of moral purpose and a positive framing; use of data to identify
key priorities and link schools into similar ’families’; engagement of experienced school leaders as advisors;
fostering of school-to-school collaboration and a focus on ‘Keys to Success’ schools and key boroughs
facing the deepest challenges. The Challenge also developed specific programmes to strengthen the
teaching profession and enable tailored responses to London’s context. For example: changes to Inner
London pay scales to aid teacher retention; housing subsidies; a Chartered London Teacher scheme
which provided a unifying framework for professional development; bespoke training in relation to context;
school-to-school support with professional development; new teacher and leader networks around
issues like English as an Additional Language (EAL); a London student pledge relating to cultural and
sporting opportunities; and a coordinated partnership with higher education institutions.
Source: Multiple sources. For a synthesis and list of sources see: Macdougall, A. and Lupton, R. (2018). The ‘London Effect’: Literature Review: http://
documents.manchester.ac.uk/display.aspx?DocID=37617

Case study 10: Sector approaches to skills and progression
As part of the Glasgow City Region City Deal, supported by the UK and Scottish Governments, a two-year
In-Work Progression Pilot (2016-2018) in Glasgow’s care sector was designed to support the training and
development of staff in low-income jobs, boosting their wages and reducing reliance on in-work benefits.
Specialist support was offered to SMEs and their staff, and each care home involved received a tailored package
of resilience-boosting advice and interventions. Reports from the programme demonstrate successes for
both the care homes and their employees. The completion of 573 training opportunities has led to many staff
involved in the pilot taking on additional responsibilities, using their new skills and competencies, and they have
reported increases in levels of job satisfaction, which boosts wellbeing. The lessons from this pilot will be used
to help shape a regional approach to improving in-work progression and addressing in-work poverty.
Hull’s growth sector and Green Port Hub, in the wake of the arrival of Siemens Gamesa (Europe’s largest wind
turbine facilities), is transforming Hull and The Humber into a prominent centre for renewable energy, and
the region faces difficulties in delivering a capable workforce to meet the challenges, and share the benefits,
of the new industry. The Green Port Hub, and accompanying Fair Growth strategy, is prioritising investment in
its local labour market to help more of Hull’s residents, particularly those who are further from the workforce,
to access sustainable employment opportunities. The Hub will include: A Hull Employment Charter; extended
and enhanced exit employment subsidy and mentoring to engage all growth sectors; a focus on improving
outcomes for particular groups; and a programme to address the existing public services skills gaps.
A cyber sector Bridge Programme in New York City is the result of a partnership between the New York City
Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC) and technology bootcamp Fullstack Academy. They are
offering a scholarship programme to low-income students and professionals in NYC to improve diversity in

this tech sector. This includes $2million for 150 students from backgrounds which are under-represented
in the cyber security sector, who come through LaGuardia Community College’s Cyber Bootcamp Bridge
Programme. This six-week ‘bridge’ offers enhanced personal and professional support to prepare these
students for the programming bootcamp. This is part of New York City’s aim to create more pathways into the
tech sector for those from under-represented backgrounds, or those who are switching from another industry.
Sources: https://www.glasgow.gov.uk/article/24140/City-Deal-Project-Supporting-the-Care-Sector-is-Marked-at-Glasgow-Event
A Proposal to Government…Hull, a Prospectus to Invest
https://www.hull.ac.uk/work-with-us/more/media-centre/news/2017/impact-of-green-port-hull-boosts-growth-of-local-economy.aspx
https://edc.nyc/press-release/nycedc-and-fullstack-academy-launch-cyber-bootcamp-strengthen-cybersecurity-workforce

Case study 11: Clean inclusive growth
Seoul is a leading example of a city which is linking measures for climate change mitigation and
adaptation with economic and social policies to promote citizen welfare. Its plan, the Promise of
Seoul, brought a new focus on the ways in which the city’s responses to climate change could create
opportunities for vulnerable groups and enable them to be active participants in re-shaping the city.
For example, the Energy Welfare Public-Private Partnership Programme (EWPPP) focus on low income
households that are at particular risk of fuel poverty. It provides them with energy efficiency upgrades
such as solar panels and LED lights. At the same time, disadvantaged jobseekers are provided with
skills and employability support to help them train to become energy consultants and welfare workers
who carry out assessments of energy welfare support, home retrofitting and households’ energy
performance. An Energy Welfare Civic Fund has been developed to invest in energy welfare programmes
– with contributions from citizens, business and the savings generated from a virtual power plant
bringing together 17 municipal buildings and 16 universities.
Source: Adapted with permission from a fuller write-up in: Shafique, A., Antink, B., Clay, A., and Cox, E. (2019). Inclusive Growth in Action: Snapshots of a new
economy. London: RSA.

Case study 12: Free/subsidised public transport
Dunkirk has experimented with free bus travel for a year and evaluation suggests positive results. Bus
journeys in the city have increased by 65% on weekdays, and 125% at weekends. The citizens of Dunkirk
appear to be better connected to opportunities. As well reducing car journeys, it has increased mobility, and
one third of new bus journeys are trips that did not take place at all before, suggesting an increase in travel and
a reduction in isolation for those who were not mobile. The universal character of the scheme also works to
reduce stigma. Passengers now include the refugee population in Dunkirk, who previously did not use the bus,
as well as young people who were reliant on their parents, and it removes the very concept of ‘fare-dodging’.
The perceptions of town centre merchants witnessing increased business and a new clientele have been
positive, and 31% of free bus users report an increase in city centre visits. Free bus travel was an affordable
option here, as the bus network only accounts for 10% of Dunkirk’s public transport budget, and €10million
has been set aside for essential improvements to the bus network. Trials of free or subsidised public transport
are not always successful. For example, in Luxembourg the introduction of completely free city-wide public
transport, without corresponding investment in infrastructure, is reported to have led to unsustainable strain
on an already overstretched network, while the small reduction in travel costs, which were already heavily
subsidised, made little difference to households in the context of high housing and living costs.
Sources: http://www.obs-transport-gratuit.fr/; https://www.liberation.fr/france/2019/08/30/pionnier-des-bus-gratuits-dunkerque-suscite-l-interet-denombreuses-villes_1748292 ; https://www.citymetric.com/transport/luxembourg-s-free-public-transport-sounds-great-it-isn-t-4458
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7

Addressing Spatial Inequalities

Key points
■■

Spatial strategies for inclusive growth can include changing priorities for infrastructure and
investment as well as building local economies through fostering local enterprises and maximising
benefits of local spend, and targeted social policies.

■■

The policies announced by GMCA during 2019 demonstrate clear intent to take responsibility for
spatial inequalities and put in place spatial strategies and delivery structures to reduce them.

■■

Key developments are the revised GM Spatial Framework, the focus on place in the GM Industrial
Strategy and the neighbourhood-based delivery structure for the GM Unified Public Services model.

■■

Examples from other times and places suggest how there can be stronger alignment of plans for
growth sectors and places, governance mechanisms to ensure a spatial focus across policy and a focus
on the highest priority neighbourhoods, and more support for community economic development.

Inclusive growth and spatial inequalities
Internationally and in the UK, the inclusive growth agenda tends to have a strong focus on spatial inequalities,
addressing concerns about places that have been ‘left behind’ by de-industrialisation and by the emergence of
new economic geographies in which central cities have tended to be more advantaged than peripheral areas.
The RSA Commission, for example, emphasised that inclusive growth was about enabling people and places to
contribute to and benefit from economic success (see Box 1), “addressing inequalities in opportunities between
different parts of the country and within economic geographies” (RSA Inclusive Growth Commission, p.6). In this
sense, it presents a clear challenge to the economy orthodoxy of recent decades which has resisted intervention
in the geography of markets and emphasised the benefits to all of agglomeration economies.
The proposals that arise from this new spatial emphasis tend to be of five different kinds, operating at different
spatial scales. One is the establishment of structures and funds that give places (usually at the regional or
sub-regional level) responsibilities and powers to determine and deliver tailored local economic plans – local
industrial strategies in England and regional economic partnerships in Scotland. Another is the suggestion that
these economic strategies should pay attention to spatial inequalities between localities within larger places.

As the independent Industrial Strategy Commission put it “an industrial strategy should not try to do everything
everywhere, but it should seek to do something for everywhere”. The RSA Commission advocated “resourcing
place regeneration as well as business investment” (p.10). Third, as discussed in Chapter 5, inclusive growth
has an emphasis on capturing the greatest local benefit from economic activity, through procurement and
commissioning. Applied to places, this often includes work to maximise local benefits of major housing or
industrial developments, and/or focusing the activities of ‘anchor institutions’ on particular local areas rather
than city or city region geographies. Fourth, there can be a neighbourhood or locality focus within economic
development, with coordinated and sustained efforts in a place to support and network local firms and support
local ownership of assets and organisation of services. Fifth, other policies and activities such as education and
skills and health initiatives, may be targeted on specific places. As is the case at larger spatial scales, an inclusive
growth approach should ‘join up’ economic and social strategies in places so that they are mutually reinforcing,
although this is additionally challenging.

Box 10: Key ideas on tacking spatial inequalities through
inclusive growth
■■

Places (cities and regions) to have greater powers to design and deliver industrial strategies based on
their particular assets and needs.

■■

These local industrial strategies to be designed to benefit ‘left behind’ places not just to promote
overall growth through supporting market-led development. Tools can include:
–– Use of planning powers and land allocations to enable economic development;
–– Developing spatial strategies for growth sectors so they include and connect disconnected places;
–– Investment strategies for housing, transport, digital, and industrial development which enable
more broadly-based economic development and stronger connectivity.

■■

Using procurement strategies and wider anchor institution activities to support economic
development and social infrastructure in particular areas. Maximising the local benefits of major
development projects.

■■

Applying a neighbourhood/locality lens to local economic development, including social economy
development.

■■

Spatial targeting of strategies for improving health, education and skills, perhaps requiring
redistribution of funding between areas. Linking these spatially targeted interventions, in the same
places, with interventions to promote local economic development.

Policies on spatial inequalities in GM
How to approach the spatial (im)balance of the GM economy within the context of commitments to inclusive
growth has been a contested issue within the GM ‘family’ of organisations in the decade since the MIER.
While its underlying enquiries had a focus on spatial inequalities at the neighbourhood level, the MIER report
downplayed the importance of place, emphasising that deprivation arises at individual not neighbourhood
level (p.20) and therefore gave weight to strategies to target individual educational attainment (including the
early years), skills, and ‘worklessness’88. The MIER explicitly rejected any redistribution of economic activity and
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 his term (used widely) is in inverted commas to reflect that it is a particular, individualised, way to describe conditions of non-employment, which might
T
equally be seen as features of labour markets or areas.
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emphasised the importance of growing the GM economy overall and encouraging concentration of activities
in the regional centre to capture agglomeration benefits. This approach underpinned GM’s economic strategy
for the next decade. By summer 2016, when the Brexit referendum highlighted widespread discontent in
‘left behind’ places, it was already attracting increasingly vocal critique from politicians in less economically
successful areas of the conurbation. These critiques were also raised in the consultation over the initial (2016)
draft of the GMSF, which largely persisted with the ‘regional centre and growth hub’ strategy.
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In 2019, the publication of the revised GMSF signalled the adoption of a significantly different approach. In his
foreword to the document, the Mayor describes its purposes as spreading prosperity more widely, especially to
the North of GM. The term ‘inclusive growth’, referring to spatially more even growth, features very prominently
throughout the strategy. Indeed it is stated that “the central theme of the spatial strategy for Greater
Manchester is to deliver inclusive growth across the city region, with everyone sharing in the benefits of rising
prosperity” (p. 41). Targets include both the GMS priority “a thriving and productive economy in all parts of GM”
and a target to “reduce inequalities and improve prosperity”. There are specific goals to reduce the number
of wards in most deprived 10% nationally of the IMD, and to strengthen the competitiveness of the North of
GM. While the earlier emphasis on making the most of the key locations and assets best-placed to support
economic growth is retained, the revised plan also prioritises “providing high quality investment opportunities
across Greater Manchester that help to address disparities”.

Box 11: Key elements of the revised GM Spatial Framework
Inner Areas:
Further regeneration, with high levels of new
development, while retaining existing communities.
Focus on place quality.
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North:
Two major development areas: M62 North-East Corridor
and Wigan/Bolton Growth Corridor. Investment in
town centres. Increased density of high quality public
transport routes. High value housing sites to attract more
entrepreneurs and skilled workers.
South:
Development and improved transport infrastructure
around Manchester airport. New settlement at
Carrington.

Source: GMCA (2019) Greater Manchester Spatial Framework revised draft.

IGAU’s analysis of this plan found a relatively good fit between areas of proposed new investment and areas of
severe income deprivation89. Of the 159 neighbourhoods (defined by LSOAs) that can be categorised as ‘severely
income deprived’, 97 (61%) are within a three-mile radius of at least one of the proposed employment allocations
identified. Of these, 43 are places that have been on a downward trajectory (getting worse in terms of income
deprivation) since 2001. Of course, whether the sites actually bring benefits to local residents depends upon the
volume and quality of the employment opportunities, the extent to which they are able to acquire relevant skills,
accessible and affordable transport provision and many of the other issues raised elsewhere in this report. Plans for
inner regeneration areas will need to include sufficient affordable housing, recognising the notion of the rights of
lower income households to access the city and not be driven to the periphery90 and be judged not just in terms of
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Lupton, R. and Macdougall, A. (2019) Inclusive Growth Analysis Unit (IGAU) response to the GM Spatial Framework consultation. Inclusive Growth Analysis Unit.

reductions in deprivation rates, but absolute numbers of poorer households and benefits to those households. As
we reported in Chapter 2, improvements in rates can be the result of gentrifying processes which may not impact
on those at the bottom of the income distribution. Our consultation exercise identified a need for specific inclusive
growth plans to be built into major regeneration schemes (both those already underway in particular local authority
areas and those which are part of longer term plans) and for there to be some oversight of delivery of these plans,
since the experience of past developments has often been that they have not yielded the benefits for existing
residents that might be hoped for or expected.
In addition to the core proposals over the GMSF, plans also now include the Mayor’s Town Centres Challenge,
incorporating a Mayoral Development Corporation (MDC) in Stockport, covering 130 acres of brownfield land
and plans for a new urban village; and proposals for six other town centre schemes (Farnworth, Leigh, Prestwich,
Stalybridge, Swinton, and Stretford), which have no core finance from GM but could include use of Compulsory
Purchase Orders (CPOs) and Mayoral grants to kick-start planned developments.
GM’s Local Industrial Strategy also signals a less centric approach to the GM economy, founded partly on an analysis
of GM’s economic complexity in the GMIPR. Among the GMLIS’ strategic priorities are to: ‘ensure a thriving and
productive economy in all parts of GM, by maximising national and international assets, city and town centres, strategic
employment locations and neighbourhoods’ (emphasis added), and the implementation plan emphasises the intention
to “strengthen economic areas across the city region based on their unique opportunities and challenges, building
on the diversity of its people and places”91. As a starting point, each GM LA is setting out how the GMLIS links
with the opportunities and barriers in their own locality, and plans will be developed to coordinate GM and district
level implementation. What will be critical in this process is the link between the sectoral growth strategies in the
GMLIS – health innovation, advanced materials and manufacturing and digital, creative and media – and the spatial
elements, so that these growth sectors bring maximum benefits to less advantaged localities and neighbourhoods.
This will need to involve multi-faceted (and joined up) approaches including development of local specialist clusters,
spatial targeting in the development of skills pipelines for growing industries, and local supply chain development
through business support, grants and procurement policies. Some of these opportunities are already signalled in
the implementation plan, for example the development of creative clusters in Oldham and Ramsbottom and a digital
cluster around Ashton Old Baths in Tameside. The GMLIS commits GM to consider creating a fund to grow local
independent production companies as well as attracting others to relocate, with enhanced skills support to enable
residents to access these opportunities. The next year will be important in the development of this approach.
The Social Enterprise strategy announced in the GMLIS is yet to emerge and at the time of writing, the
recommendations of the Co-operative Commission are not yet known, so it is not yet clear whether there will be
a GM-wide approach to developing the local social economy as part of strategies to reduce spatial inequalities
and develop thriving and productive economies across GM. In a number of places in GM, work of this kind takes
different forms. Salford is one of Social Enterprise UK’s Social Enterprise Cities. Activities coordinated by Salford
Community and Voluntary Services (CVS) have included working with residents to identify how social enterprises
could tackle local challenges, and establishing a knowledge bank/exchange. Wigan Council established a £10m
Community Investment Fund to support community groups and projects working towards improving outcomes for
local residents – ranging from small grants to community projects to social enterprise start-ups and a community
cooperative. In Rochdale, Rochdale Stronger Together (a collaboration of local institutions) is working to support
and promote co-operatives, social enterprises and other community businesses to become well-established local
suppliers of goods and services. The Rochdale Social Enterprise and Co-operative Forum offers support and training
to new co-ops and social enterprises.

 or fuller explanation see Fenton, A., Lupton, R., Arrundale, R., and Tunstall, R. (2013) Public housing, commodification, and rights to the city: The US and
F
England compared. Cities, 35, p.373-378.
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In relation to all of these issues (major developments, development of local economies, links to growth sectors
and development of the social economy in places), the GM model of unified public services, with its focus
on integrated working in neighbourhood teams, offers a major opportunity. It is significant that the industrial
strategy implementation plan under the theme of ‘place’ also has a strategic priority to “continue reforming
public services to ensure local public services are focused on improving outcomes and reducing inequalities”,
signalling the importance of social policy to economic performance. But the spatial focus and organisation
also offers the potential both for an increased focus on community economic development and its linkage
to joined-up services, and for integrating neighbourhood plans within plans for growth sectors and major
developments. A forthcoming IGAU working paper suggests how GM can build on its analysis of economic
complexity to take a more holistic view of the how the economic, social, cultural and natural assets of places
combine to contribute to economic development92.
Overall, the developments announced in 2019 represent clear intent at the GM level to take responsibility for
spatial inequalities and put in place spatial strategies and delivery structures to reduce them. This fills a gap in
English policy making, since central government withdrew from responsibility for spatial inequalities in 2010
and removed requirements and resources for LA level partnerships to do the same93. There is potential to go
further in building local inclusive economy plans and linking these to emerging neighbourhood-focused public
service structures.

Learning from other places
Case study 13: Linking growth plans to neighbourhood renewal
GrowSouth is a plan for the south side of Dallas, Texas, which has 45% of the city’s population yet
provides only 15% of the tax base. The plan positions South Dallas as a growth opportunity, but recognises
that realising that opportunity in the long term depends on focusing on quality of life as well as attracting
new investment. Comprehensive plans for the area have included strengthening neighbourhoods and
schools, improving the housing stock and dealing with problematic landlords as well as investments
in transport and industrial infrastructure. Recognising that areas need a critical mass of development
to change market perceptions, the area has been divided into smaller ‘focus areas’, each with a core
investment area and a wider improvement plan. These are grouped into those already on a clear path to
successful growth, those with certain anchors in place and with potential to build from there, and those
where public investment (for example light rail improvements) are laying foundations for growth.
In England, the West Midlands Local Industrial Strategy announced plans for four ‘Inclusive Growth
Corridors’ which will integrate investments infrastructure, transport, skills and services, so that residents
benefit from new economic development. Residents are to be involved at the start and the WMCA’s
inclusive growth tool (see case study 2) used to ensure that the return on investment deliberately targets
a step change in environmental, social and economic outcomes. Community-based organisation will be
involved in the design and development of local access and progression pathways; and developing local
learning routeways from compulsory education, through further, higher, and career development learning.
Sources: www.dallasgrowsouth.com/
West Midlands Local Industrial Strategy : https://www.wmca.org.uk/media/3094/west-midlands-local-industrial-strategy-single-page.pdf

 entham, J. and Macdougall, A. (2019, forthcoming) Building on economic complexity: an outline framework to guide thinking on addressing spatial inequalities in
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Case study 14: Place-based approaches to social economy development
Community businesses are local enterprises that trade for the benefit of the local community.
They are part of the wider social economy, but distinctive in that they are focused on particular
places and established by local communities in response to meet local needs. They have double
benefits: the services they provide and the impact they have on residents who are creators, not just
consumers. South Liverpool is regarded as a ‘hotspot’ for community business, community buildings,
workplaces, food-growing and a furniture resource centre. One reason for this is the strong tradition
of social solidarity and mutual aid in an area which has been a melting pot of different cultures, but
an investigation by the Centre for Local Economic Strategies (CLES) also found that community
businesses in South Liverpool were deeply embedded into strong local networks, including sharing
resources and working in collaboration with one another. Legal, financial and management skills were
also important, suggesting that existing community businesses or community anchor organisations
can seek to broker the skills training and support that emerging community business leaders require.
Local collaboration can also facilitate a joined-up approach to assets, which can provide the muchneeded physical space to incubate new community businesses. CLES recommended several key
initiatives that could help foster community businesses in a place, including identifying community
business champions, providing mentoring, supporting local networks and linking community businesses
into wider strategies for procurement and local wealth building.
Source. CLES (2019) Building an inclusive economy through community business: The role of social capital and agency in community business formation in
deprived communities

Case study 15: Strategic approaches to reducing spatial inequalities
In his first speech as Prime Minister in 1997, Tony Blair drew attention to the ‘forgotten people’ of Britain
who had been ‘left out of growing prosperity’ and pledged that there would be no more forgotten
people and no more ‘no-hope’ neighbourhoods. The government established a National Strategy
for Neighbourhood Renewal (NSNR), aiming to impact across six main domains: employment,
education, health, housing, liveability and crime. Although it is clear that neighbourhood-based
strategies on their own cannot address spatial inequalities caused by global and national forces and
policies, the case illustrates how governments can prioritise the poorest neighbourhoods and ensure
that their additional needs are routinely considered in mainstream policy design. Under the first Blair
government a desire for greater equity in the distribution of services, opportunities, and economic and
social goods was given expression in a set of ‘floor targets’ described as “the social equivalent of the
Minimum Wage”, and which no neighbourhood should fall below. These were centrally monitored and a
Neighbourhood Renewal Unit worked across government to ensure that the poorest neighbourhoods
were targeted through mainstream policies and new programmes such as Sure Start and the Decent
Homes programme. Local Strategic Partnerships at the local authority level were also required to have
strategies for ‘renewal’ of the poorest neighbourhoods and could spend a Neighbourhood Renewal
Fund (NRF). A national evaluation found that NRF money had encouraged mainstream agencies to
focus on need in the poorest areas and that two-thirds of the activities and resulting improvements
would not have occurred without the programme. The assessed savings (£1.6bn) from NRF’s reduction
in worklessness were five times the estimated £312m spent.
Source: Lupton, R., Fenton, A. and Fitzgerald, A. (2013) Labour’s Record on Neighbourhood Renewal in England 1997-2010. Social Policy in a Cold Climate
Working Paper WP06, London, CASE.
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Addressing Disparities
between Groups

Key points
■■

Action on inclusive growth must be informed by an understanding of who is not currently included
and why, with tailored strategies to tackle between-group inequalities.

■■

In GM, some progress has been made to recognise disparities between groups protected under the
Equality Act 2010, and represent their needs in new GM-level panels.

■■

However, measuring, tackling and monitoring equalities between groups has not being systematically
built into inclusive growth policies.

■■

Examples from other places suggest that more could be done to systematically assess the impact of
policies on different groups and to develop tailored programmes as part of inclusive growth policies to
reduce inequalities.

Addressing economic inequalities between social groups
Although much of the inclusive growth literature focuses on economic inequalities (i.e., between people in the
distribution of educational attainments, jobs, wages, earnings, incomes, opportunities), inequalities between
social groups in their access to and benefits from the economy are also a core part of the agenda. Inequalities
between groups have been emphasised by both the RSA Commission, who noted that “the economy is
experienced differently by different social or demographic groups”94 and the OECD framework for inclusive
growth that clearly connects gender equality, diversity and non-discrimination to inclusive growth95. Social and
spatial inequalities are inter-related, since disadvantaged groups are more likely to live in disadvantaged areas,
and this may compound their existing disadvantage96.
Action on inclusive growth must be informed by an understanding of who is not currently included and why,
with tailored strategies to remedy between-group inequalities and build equality in. Such strategies might be in

 SA Inclusive Growth Commission (2017) Making Our Economy Work for Everyone. RSA, p.22.
R
OECD (2018) Opportunities for all: A framework for policy action on inclusive growth. OECD Publishing.
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Barnard, H. and Turner, C. (2011) Poverty and ethnicity: A review of evidence, York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.
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relation to individuals, improving access and reducing barriers to labour market participation, and also in relation
to institutions, for example improving support for women-led or minority-led businesses. These need to be
underpinned by representative and consultative structures which allow multiple voices to be heard and address
historical power imbalances in decision-making. This chapter focuses principally on two large axes of economic
inequality: gender and ethnicity. Disparities can of course be traced on multiple other axes, typically according
to the ‘protected characteristics’ in the 2010 Equality Act97.

Box 12: Key ideas on reducing between-group disparities
■■

Measuring inequalities and monitoring impact of policies
–– Gathering and publishing disaggregated data to measure disparities in order to make informed
decisions
–– Impact assessment, and policy evaluation

■■

Tailored policies to include diverse range of groups and their needs
–– Policies must at minimum meet Equality Act regulations by not discriminating, and preferably
enact proactive efforts to advance equality
–– Tailored policies to include diverse range of groups
–– Strengthen diversity and gender mainstreaming and budgeting

■■

Representation and inclusive voices
–– Representation around the decision-making table
–– Open decision-making which understands and integrates citizens’ behaviour, demands and needs
in the design and delivery of public service strategies

Addressing disparities in Greater Manchester
The GMS states under Priority 3 that, “Age, gender, sexual orientation, race, disability or socio-economic
background should be no barrier to success in Greater Manchester” (p. 29). Equalities issues are prioritised in
GM governance, with a portfolio in the Mayor’s Cabinet (originally ‘Fairness, Equality and Cohesion’, currently
‘Age-Friendly Greater Manchester and Equalities’). The principal developments in this space since 2016 have
related to BME groups and to women, but they are limited.
In respect of ethnic inequalities, the need for attention to differences in economic outcomes has been
highlighted through the work of the GM Cohesion Commission98, established by the Mayor following the
Manchester Arena attack. One of the Commission’s four objectives was to identify the “broader determinants
of social exclusion” and in its report, the disparities between ethnic groups in economic opportunities and
outcomes were identified as “likely to have a negative impact on social cohesion and may have an impact on
risk of radicalisation” (p.6). The report advised that GMCA should accept all recommendations of IGAU’s paper
on ethnic inequalities in the labour market99. The recommendations include establishing regular monitoring

 ee National Equality Panel (NEP) report (2010) for example of such an analysis at national level. Both OECD and NEP recognise that some groups are
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(a local Race Disparity Audit and/or ethnic breakdowns of the key indicators in the GM outcomes framework);
creating employment targets; making fair recruitment practices part of any new ‘good employment standards’
for GM and reviewing and dismantling barriers to the take up of apprenticeships by BME groups. The report also
made recommendations for other GM public sector institutions, for the LEP and business representatives to
develop strategies for increasing BME employment in relation to key growth sectors and strategies for meeting
skills shortages.
Some of the Cohesion Commission’s recommendations have been taken forward but to date only in a
limited way. The GM Good Employment Charter asks employers to sign up to “transparent, fair and inclusive
practices” in recruitment and progression, and “fair and inclusive workplaces”. The GM Outcomes Framework
includes disaggregated data for ethnic minorities for employment rates, although not in other areas.
There has also been some work to recognise and measure the diversity of apprenticeships in GM, which
was formalised in Manchester’s participation in the ‘5 Cities Project’100. So far the outcomes have included:
the GMCA report ‘Apprenticeships and diversity in context’101 revealing the ethnicity gap in GM, the GMCA
guidance for employers to increase apprentice diversity102, and a target for reducing the ethnicity gap.
However, there is no mention of ethnic inequalities made in the GMLIS or its implementation plan, and a very
brief mention in the GMIPR.
At the time of writing there are plans to develop better links between BME communities and the work of the
Combined Authority. The Mayor has requested that a series of roundtables are convened to explore the option
of establishing a GM ‘faith and race equality panel’, and if so, what it should do, and who should be involved. This
would bring faith and race representation in line with some other groups protected in the Equality Act, with
representative panels; the Mayor established a Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) panel in 2018,
and a Disabled People’s Panel in 2019. It is unclear how the Panels formally relate to other existing structures.
Gender equality issues have had a higher recent profile, perhaps partly because of active campaigning
around the time of the mayoral election which elicited gender equality pledges from all mayoral candidates.

 ee: https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-project-to-boost-diversity-in-apprenticeships
S
GMCA (2019) Apprenticeships in Greater Manchester, 11th October update to the GM Economy, Business Growth and Skills Overview and Scrutiny Committee.
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This followed longer-standing concerns about a lack
of diversity at the GM decision-making table, and
after the establishment of DivaManc that brought
women’s voices into the devolution discussion. In
2018, the Mayor announced a gender-balanced
Combined Authority, although this is limited in
practice since the assistant portfolio leads (who make
the authority balanced and are largely women) are
not allowed to vote in meetings. As of March 2019,
civil society actors and activities are being brought
together in a ‘Women’s Voice group’, whose remit
is ‘to check and challenge policymaking in Greater
Manchester’. In the GM Outcomes Framework some
attention is given to gendered inequalities, with
disaggregated data by sex available on indicators (in
priorities 1, 2 and 9) but comparison of disparities
between the groups is not available.
These developments suggest that more attention to women’s economic position (for example in low paid
and part time jobs) might be on the horizon. The GM Growth Hub has also recognised the need for dedicated
business support for female-led businesses. The Hub has started analysing the gendered take-up of their
current programmes and have announced plans to develop ‘female-focused programmes’ to encourage more
women to start and scale up their own businesses. Details of these programmes are expected shortly103.
In relation to gender, ethnicity or other protected characteristics, we find little evidence of impact assessment
in the development of GMCA strategies. There has been one published equality impact assessment screening
report in January 2019 for the GMSF, which found that “the draft GMSF is unlikely to have negative effects on
protected characteristics or persons identified under the Equality Act 2010 and as a result a full EqIA will not be
required at this stage”104.
Equality impact assessments (EqIAs) can be carried out by public authorities prior to implementing a policy,
in order to determine its potential impact on equality. Government bodies are not required by law to conduct
such assessments, but they are required to meet their Public Sector Equality Duty, and the EqIA can be a useful
tool to ensure they are complying with that duty. However, ensuring robust scrutiny of spending decisions and
effective impact assessing requires capacity and resource105, and while the creation of combined authorities
has created another tier of public sector responsibility in which equalities must be considered, devolution
settlements between central government and CAs have not devolved funds for equalities work.
Overall, tackling economic disparities between groups is an area of inclusive growth that is developing but
lacking resource and direction in GM. There has been some progress in representation of excluded groups
through the LGBT panel, disabled people’s panel, women’s voice group and now potentially a race and faith
panel; however, their remit within existing structures could be clearer, as well as their involvement in tailoring
policies. There has been less progress in the development of specific policies and their integration within
economic strategies and broader inclusive growth policies. Measurement of inequalities and monitoring impact
is also under-developed at this stage.

 ee: https://www.businessgrowthhub.com/blogs/2019/03/why-do-we-still-need-dedicated-business-support-for-women
S
GMCA (2019) Integrated assessment of the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework: IA of draft GMSF consultation document, p.11.
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Learning from other places
Case study 16: Tailored employment programmes for BME Groups
The Black Training and Enterprise Group (BTEG) is working to support people from BME
backgrounds to overcome barriers which might hold them back, or waste their talent. They are
supporting four demonstration projects to test targeted approaches for supporting specific minority
ethnic groups out of poverty. The organisations who have received practical support through this
programme are:
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Women Like Us who help low-income Somali, Pakistani and Polish mums in Streatham into better
jobs. They offer one-to-one tailored sessions to support in-work progression, and engage with
mothers through existing channels such as sewing groups, or mother and baby classes. Their Parent
Ambassador roles for women are helping others in the same social networks, such as mums at the
school gates, access support services.
Crisis Brent are working with Harlesden’s BME residents to help them transition from unemployment
into sustainable paid employment. They engage with employers and support services for individuals
designed to help them manage the associated risks and challenges of changes to benefit
arrangements, which can leave some groups particularly vulnerable, such as EU nationals, people with
poor English skills, or those with limited internet access or IT skills.
Mayor’s Fund for London offers training and support for young Londoners to enter sustainable
careers, whilst improving diversity in the Transport sector. Their EPIC training programme includes CV
writing, mock interviews, and pitching events with employers looking to fill their live vacancies.
Bradford Council is matching up their local skills gaps and the ageing (mainly white) workforce in
the textile industry with the ethnic diversity and talent in the surrounding working-age population.
They are supporting job opportunities for Asian women with sewing skills, as well as offering training
through a partnership with Keighley College.
Evaluation outputs include four ‘practice messages’ that can be applied to similar work: focus on
ethnic inequalities; manage the risks of moving out of poverty; develop local solutions; promote
positive narratives about ethnicity.
Sources: Joseph Rowntree Foundation; and Black Training and Enterprise Group:
https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/poverty-ethnicity-labour-market ; https://www.bteg.co.uk/sites/default/files/BTEG%20PE%20Briefing%20Paper%20%232.pdf;
https://www.bteg.co.uk/content/jrf-poverty-and-ethnicity-programme

Case study 17: Building an inclusive business support ecosystem
CREME (Centre for Research in Ethnic Minority Entrepreneurship) and Citizens UK have partnered
to support and empower minority ethnic SMEs and migrant entrepreneurs. The programme is providing
training to business leaders in some of Birmingham’s most deprived areas, recognising that businesses
are an important part of these communities.

The project’s ambitions are to:
■■

Generate new knowledge about migrant entrepreneurs, whose voice and contribution is too
often neglected.

■■

Challenge the discourse and change the way people think about migrants in Birmingham and the rest
of the UK.

■■

Provide practical support to migrant business owners so they can grow and develop, and make an
even larger contribution to the city, using entrepreneurship to reduce inequalities.

The programme is training more than fifty business leaders in the areas of Lozells, Small Heath and
Sparkhill. The business leaders receive personal training, one-to-one bespoke guidance, and help to
plug those businesses into Birmingham’s mainstream business and enterprise support. The project has
interacted with entrepreneurs who had not previously been engaged with business support, and the
ambition is to embed this inclusive model into ‘mainstream’ business support provision.
Sources:
Aston Business school: https://www2.aston.ac.uk/aston-business-school/research/research-centres/CREME/our-projects/index
University of Birmingham YouTube clip: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7jGqjVhf7Wo

Case study 18: Improving representation and diversity in leadership
The WMCA has established its West Midlands Leadership Commission as a response to the gap
identified between the region’s population and its leadership figures, in terms of diversity and age
profile. The Commission is made up of 20 ‘role models’ from a variety of fields including business, the
arts, health, and public services, with experience or knowledge of issues of under-representation.
The purpose of this initiative is to inspire a generational change in the diversity of leadership by
helping and inspiring future leaders from under-represented communities, and engaging more
people who reflect the wider population and its assets. The commission has made several crosssector recommendations to achieve more inclusive leadership, such as: promoting name-blind
recruitment; encouraging applications from under-represented groups to leadership positions;
cross-party campaigns to increase representation amongst political candidates; and targeted
employment initiatives. More than fifty businesses have signed up to the Inclusive Leadership Pledge,
and the commission supports business-to-business learning and peer support for businesses to
share their stories of challenges and success.
Bristol has set up a Women’s Commission to identify the key issues for women in Bristol and to
produce an agreed Women's Strategy for Bristol, with a specific, time limited and practical action plan
for its delivery. Working with members’ organisations and other groups and individuals in the city, it
has established multi-agency task groups such as Women’s Safety, Women’s Health and Women’s
Representation in Public Life. Their programmes include ‘Bristol, a zero tolerance city’: city leaders and
major employers across the city are invited to lead by example by signing a Pledge to commit to taking
at least one action to promote ‘zero tolerance’, such as: implementing domestic and sexual violence
policies and strategies; raising awareness of gender-based violence through staff training; encouraging
bystanders to report violence and abuse of friends and family. The Women in Business group have
released a Women in Business Charter. The aim of this charter is to support businesses in becoming
gender equal. All Bristol businesses can sign up and support the charter.
Sources: https://www.wmca.org.uk/news/commission-launched-to-help-those-from-under-represented-communities-become-leaders/; https://www.
bristol.gov.uk/mayor/womens-commission; https://www.bristolwomeninbusinesscharter.org/
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Case study 19: Building equalities considerations into policy-making

62

Two European examples suggest ways in which consideration of equalities issues can be effectively
mainstreamed. Catalonia has legislated for the inclusion of a gender perspective in every new regional
law, and the Catalan Women’s Institute is the body responsible for carrying out the centralised and
externalised model of impact assessment. Through this process, nearly 3000 legal norms have been
scrutinised from a gender perspective since 2001, and any new norms must be considered in this way
by the department (regional ministry) proposing them. If assessment from a gender perspective is
required, the Catalan Women’s Institute will respond to any plans, reports or policy documents within
ten working days, alongside a gender impact assessment. Legal experts within the ministry will verify
that the gender impact assessment is consistent with existing legal frameworks. This practice, and
the women’s organisation responsible, are provided with a strong, legal position and the independent
space for gender impact assessments has provided the region with a stable, exhaustive methodology,
consistent quality control, and the ability to perform a large number of GIAs. In Sweden, government
funded the Swedish Association of Local Authorities to run a large-scale programme on gender
mainstreaming between 2008 and 2013, including financing local development projects and running
events and providing tools and resources. Evaluation indicates a number of success factors: a political
commitment to gender-equal services; adequate resources, in terms of time, staff and knowledge;
a strategy to combine the work for gender equality with other horizontal perspectives; and gender
equality knowledge among politicians, management and officers.
Source: https://eige.europa.eu/gender-mainstreaming/toolkits/gender-impact-assessment/what-gender-impact-assessment
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Conclusions and
Recommendations

Conclusions

This report has assessed policy progress on inclusive growth in Greater Manchester since 2016. Creating more
widely shared prosperity in GM is not just a local issue. It will need central government action and investment,
both a new commitment to rebalancing the economy regionally and dealing with deficits in infrastructure and
social investment, and a new approach to the economy which prioritises a fairer distribution of opportunity and
reward alongside greater economic resilience and environmental sustainability.
However there is potential for action at the city/city region level. International examples suggest that it is at this
level, with visible and accountable leadership, that economic and social policies can be effectively integrated
in bespoke ways which address the needs, values and identities of particular places. In the UK, devolution is
creating opportunities for more systemic action on inclusive growth, albeit the extent of local power is still
limited by international comparison, new approaches have had to be crafted in austerity conditions, and there
has been limited devolution of resources to support programme delivery, research and evaluation.
GM has a long-standing, strong political commitment to the broad idea of inclusive growth but, until relatively
recently, much of the activity associated with this was focused on improvements in public services. Since 2017
this work has accelerated, with the adoption of a new model of integration at the neighbourhood level. With
increasing devolution and the election of the Mayor, there have been many new programmes and initiatives,
around health, skills, and work, as well as new initiatives on transport and housing. Perhaps more notably from
the perspective of inclusive growth, there have also been some changes in policy towards the economy. The
revised spatial framework signals a much broader approach to the GM economy, with development plans for
town centres and northern industrial areas, as well as plans to continue to develop the regional centre and
capitalise on assets such as the Airport. The new industrial strategy, while promoting GM’s ‘frontier sectors’
and distinctive strengths, also acknowledges the important role of the ‘foundational’ economy and the need
to focus on productivity and the quality of work in the low paying sectors that make up a large proportion
of employment in GM. It commits to a social enterprise strategy. A Co-operative Commission has been
established and a good employment charter developed. There have also been moves towards a more inclusive
approach to governance at GM level, which should provide a foundation for decision-making that takes into
account the interests of excluded groups.
These developments represent substantial progress. Making the most of them will demand continued
effort and capacity over the next few years, including around delivery and implementation, so that these
early initiatives can develop into sustained action. There will be an increasing need for evaluation, research
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and intelligence to support policy development. There will also be new opportunities which will need to be
approached with an inclusive growth lens, including: bus franchising; the implementation of GM’s Unified Public
Services Model; and the partnership with DfE and DWP announced in the GMLIS which will start developing a
more coordinated approach to post-16 education, work and skills.
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In our view, what we have not yet seen in GM is the bringing together of these emerging policies in a clear vision
of inclusive growth and an integrated approach which can underpin policy-making, resourcing and delivery and
set a direction for the longer term. Inclusive growth still means different things to different people in GM, is
used not at all or is used in different ways in policy documents, and does not reach fully or consistently through
implementation plans. It is more prominent in spatial plans than it is in GM’s economic narrative. This is in
contrast to some other parts of the UK where inclusive growth has, or is the process of being adopted as the
central objective of economic plans, and/or embedded into policy-making and investment decisions through
the use of inclusive growth metrics, appraisal and decision tools, and/or funds are being made available for
pilots and experiments to guide the way to longer term change.
Moreover, inclusive growth in GM is currently probably best
seen as a set of policy efforts to solve policy problems,
such as low productivity, poor skills, disconnection
from employment opportunities, low pay and lack of
progression. It is not a long-term vision, which is shared
by the citizens of GM and which sets out goals, values
and principles about the kind of growth GM wants, how
it will be achieved, and how it will serve wider social
and environmental objectives and ensure a successful
inclusive transition into a low-carbon, high tech future.
GM is now moving into a new policy period with a new
4-year Mayoral term, and a refreshed GM strategy,
and potentially a renewed commitment to devolution
from central government. At this juncture, GM has an
opportunity not only to consolidate and extend its work,
embedding inclusive growth more thoroughly in the years
immediately ahead, but to set out a more ambitious vision
of how a city region can lead inclusive growth into the future.

Recommendations
1.

In the next Mayoral Term (2020 -2024) the Mayor of Greater Manchester should signal a
commitment to inclusive growth as the central motif of his/her Mayoral term. His/her central
objective should be to set GM on a long term path towards a fairer and more sustainable economy
and society.
To support this:
1.1. The political leaders of GM should adopt a clear statement of what they mean by inclusive growth
and the ways in which it will make a difference to GM citizens, including those on the lowest incomes.
This should be the centrepiece of the new GM strategy (GMS) and therefore jointly agreed by the
Local Enterprise Partnership, Growth Board, Reform Board, and Health and Social Care Partnership.
This will help to integrate economic and social policy into a single guiding mission, and ensure
implementation and monitoring through the established GMS processes and structures.

1.2. Stronger mechanisms should be established to ensure that inclusive growth outcomes are
considered in all major policy decisions. These should include:
■■

Strengthening the GM outcomes framework with a more extensive distributional analysis, so that
trends affecting different ethnic and social groups, and different places, are more visible.

■■

Embedding an inclusive growth project appraisal or diagnostic tool as a standard element of
policy development.

■■

Sharing emerging examples of good practice in this respect within GM and developing common
approaches at sub-GM level.

■■

Including ‘contribution to promoting inclusive growth in GM’ as a required consideration on all
GMCA reports for decision, and adding inclusive growth to the remit of each of the scrutiny
committees and panels.

■■

Routinely conducting equalities impact assessments for major decisions. This may require extra
capacity either from central government, GMCA or the involvement of external organisations.

■■

Strengthening representation and diversity in the policy making process, for example: initiating
new leadership programmes for women and BME groups as part of the work of GM Leaders;

■■

delegating leadership on specific issues (such as gender equality) to representative groups.

1.3. GM should ensure that it has the dedicated support for research, analysis and policy development
that development of a long term inclusive growth agenda requires. This function has been provided
to some extent by the independent IGAU (funded by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and
University of Manchester) but this programme is coming to an end in December 2019. GM should
set up a successor organisation to provide independent analysis and policy expertise, support on
metrics, appraisal and diagnostic tools, and lead on convening and supporting organisations across
GM who are working on inclusive growth. Resources should be sought from business, universities,
central government departments and agencies as well as GMCA, and the team should include
staff (permanently or on secondment) with expertise in multiple different areas. The organisation
should have an independent chair and multi-stakeholder board, as well as clear links to grass-roots
organisations (through existing structures or an inclusive growth forum). It could have leaders/
champions for different issues drawn from different sectors and geographies).
1.4. In the context of the government’s recently announced devolution White Paper, GMCA should work
with other Mayoral Combined Authorities, central government and the broader policy community to
develop a clear statement of the principal financial, policy and regulatory barriers to inclusive growth
at subnational levels and how these can be addressed in future devolution settlements. We would
expect this to include: functions and funding (over education, skills and employment) currently
held at central government level; capacity for multi-year budgetary pooling across policy areas; and
attention to the research and intelligence barriers to effective local action, including subnational
data and research and intelligence capacity.
2.

Between 2020 and 2024, the Mayor, Combined Authority and other GM leaders should take specific
action to embed and develop inclusive growth strategies for the economy, places and people.
Developing an Inclusive Economy
2.1. Building on the examples in this report the Mayor and CA, with VCSE and business leaders, should
design and build a stronger and more integrated eco-system to support the development of inclusive
economy activities, new and ongoing. This should include business support, access to finance, startup support and incubation, and changes to commissioning processes to prioritise social value.
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2.2. Meanwhile, the Mayor and CA should commit to:
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■■

Supporting the implementation and development of the good employment charter including
making resources available to work intensively with employers, especially those from underrepresented sectors and types of business where it might be harder to take on charter
commitments.

■■

Publishing their plan for the foundational economy by the end of 2020, including setting out
how local procurement and delivery of social care can be reformed to provide good quality jobs,
and how GMLIS strategies and funding for sector development will be utilised to support these
sectors.

■■

In collaboration with other combined authorities, reviewing and reporting on the opportunities
and constraints in promoting good employment at city region level, such as commissioning
practices, prompt payments for suppliers, and public sector funding.

■■

Providing support and resources to develop the work of the Co-operative Commission, including
reconvening the Commission to review progress and make further recommendations one year
after its initial report.

■■

Addressing the insecurity and poor working conditions associated with the gig economy by
providing support to trial alternative approaches to work organisation, including the development
of co-operative platforms.

2.3. The Mayor should establish an Inclusive Growth Investment Fund in order to support innovative
proposals led by business, voluntary, community and social enterprise actors, as well as scaling-up
of current activity.
Reducing Spatial Inequalities and Building Confident Places Across GM
2.4. GMCA should develop inclusive economy plans for all major development sites identified in the
GMSF and for the Town Centre Challenges. These should include issues such as job quality, skills
pathways, transport needs and social value procurement, and ensure that mechanisms are in place
for delivery, monitoring and accountability.
2.5. The Mayor should appoint a senior figure as a Neighbourhoods Champion who should have
an overall objective to make sure all neighbourhoods of Greater Manchester benefit from the
city’s economic, technological, environmental and social transformation, especially those areas
which have previously been particularly vulnerable to the forces of change. The Neighbourhoods
Champion should be supported through the GM structure and be responsible for:
■■

Developing an approach to monitoring neighbourhood outcomes and identifying priority
neighbourhoods. This should include actual reductions in poverty and commitments to the rights
of existing communities, not just to reducing overall rates of deprivation.

■■

Ensuring that the work of other key groups (e.g. Education and Employability Board, Skills
Advisory Panel, School Readiness Board) is appropriately targeted to priority neighbourhoods.

■■

Working with public sector reform teams to develop minimum standards for public services in
places.

■■

Ensuring that there are strong and well-functioning neighbourhood teams in the most
disadvantaged neighbourhoods.

■■

Developing 'Total Place Plus' pilot projects which will build on the Unified Public Services Model to
incorporate shared planning and delivery in public services with place-based social economy and
employment initiatives.

Connecting People to Opportunities and Reducing Inequalities Between Social Groups
2.6. The Mayor and GMCA should establish strategic oversight of the GM education and training
system as a whole, whether or not additional formal powers are devolved, i.e. they should establish
improvement and coordination strategies covering workforce, resources, and priority issues and
areas, as they have done with health and social care.
2.7.

As part of the implementation of the GMLIS, and supported by the proposed investment pot for
LIS priority sectors, GMCA should develop inclusive education and training plans for growth sectors.
These should involve reviewing curriculum content; building clear curriculum pathways involving
schools, colleges and universities; initiatives with schools and communities to build knowledge of
labour market opportunities; promoting stronger employer investment in training and where this is
less easy (e.g. in areas with high proportions of SMEs) supporting this through subsidies; and career
advancement and skills escalator programmes for adult learners. These plans should be linked to
priority neighbourhoods work as above.

2.8. GMCA should ensure that it strengthens the links between equality and diversity strategies and
education, employment and skills strategies, for example, developing targeted employment and
skills programmes as part of sector strategies, and in its work on progression in low pay sectors.
3.

The Mayor should also take steps in the next mayoral term to set a more ambitious long term
economic, social and environmental vision for GM. Following the examples in this report, he/she should
commission deliberative work with residents in order to understand what they mean by ‘prosperity’,
‘inclusion’, ‘living standards’ and inclusive growth and establish what kind of GM people want. This should
be the basis for the 2024 GM strategy.
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Appendix 1: Methodology
This report is based on three strands of research and evidence gathering. First we conducted a desk review
of policies. Starting from the Greater Manchester Strategy (GMS) and its implementation plan, as well as our
knowledge of more recent developments, we initially mapped out a list and timeline of key GM-level policies since
2016. Building on this initial map of activity, we undertook:
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■■

A content search for statements about inclusive growth, reducing inequalities or poverty, creating a fairer
economy and other terms emerging in the inclusive growth literature. Recognising that inclusive growth may
have multiple meanings, even in the same place106 we looked not just at how many times these terms were used,
but how they were used.

■■

A review of policies in each thematic area against a framework of emerging inclusive growth policies developed
from existing literature and examples. So, for example, if research has suggested that approaches to a more
inclusive economy should involve initiatives to change business behaviour and encourage more social economy
activity, we assess whether GM’s policies resemble these, or have taken a different direction. Our approach was
inclusive rather than exclusive. In recognition of the different terms used to describe policies - we did not restrict
ourselves to things described as inclusive growth’ but focused on the substance of the policy itself.

■■

A call for information on inclusive growth policies at the LA level, captured through a survey of GM LAs who
belong to an LA inclusive growth network, which IGAU has been convening.

In addition to the desk review, we also conducted a limited stakeholder consultation, both to ensure that we had
not missed anything and in order to gather a wider range of views. This involved review by our multi-stakeholder
advisory group and also a series of small-scale consultation events with local authorities, housing providers,
voluntary and community and social enterprise sector representatives and researchers. Attempts to consult
businesses in this way were not successful. Three open drop-in sessions were held at public libraries in Manchester,
Tameside and Oldham, to engage members of the public.
Finally, we identified case studies of promising practice that might be applicable to or capable of being scaled up
in GM. Resources did not permit a systematic literature review. Rather, we worked through existing contacts and
networks107 and a web-based and documentary review to gather information. We make no claims that these case
studies are fully evaluated or well evidenced in all cases. Their function is not always to identify ‘what works’ but to
explore what could work and what has happened where it has been tried. In this sense, they potentially offer some
new possibilities in the GM context.
Like any other work on this scale, this report has its limitations. In particular, we acknowledge that there will be
many more views in GM about inclusive growth policies than we have been able to capture through our limited
consultation, and that our search for promising examples elsewhere will have missed many that are less well
documented or broadcasted. We also recognise that policy texts are not documents that usually reflect hours of
theorising over the precise meaning and consistency of terms. More often, they are communications which often
represent political compromises, tactics and trade-offs and are couched in language which connects with current
public or central government concerns as much as it expresses precise political philosophies. Their interpretation
‘from the outside’ always risks missing subliminal meanings or under/overstating the meaning of what is included or
omitted. Our consultative approach to this report has helped, we hope, to overcome these interpretive challenges;
but room for debate and contestation will inevitably remain. Nevertheless, we hope that our independent review
offers a reliable and timely assessment of inclusive growth as GM policy-making moves into its next new phase.
 ee, N. (2018). Inclusive Growth in Cities: a sympathetic critique. Regional Studies, 53(3), p.424-434; and Burch, D. and McInroy, N. (2018) We need an
L
inclusive economy not inclusive growth: Policy provocation. Centre for Local Economic Strategies (CLES).”
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consultation and reviewed existing reports including from the RSA, Scottish government, Joseph Rowntree Foundation, Centre for Progressive Policy and OECD.
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