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An alternative 
industrial strategy for 

the Liverpool City 
Region

• Commissioned by TUC to research 
and write an alternative industrial 
strategy for Liverpool City Region

• One of three regional case studies 
TUC presented to Ministers in 
response to Industrial Strategy Green 
Paper (Norfolk/Suffolk by New 
Economics Foundation and Tees Valley 
by CURDS at Newcastle University)

• Building on our research into the 
Scale, Scope and Value of the LCR 
Social Economy





• Wealth gap – GVA per head at £17,852 against £23,755 national average;

• Business gap – low business birth and survival rates, relatively small stock of 
businesses, coupled with an over-dependence on public sector jobs; 

• Jobs gap – lowest employment rate of 63 largest UK cities, just 61.2% in 
2015; (just under 700,000 of around 1 million working age population)

• Worklessness – 4th highest work claimant rates of any UK city, at 3.6% of 
population.

• Productivity gap – very low per person productivity at only 17,852 GVA per 
capita despite relatively high per worker productivity, at £46,000 GVA (due to 
presence of high value added manufacturing sectors);

• Skills gap – 15.9% working age residents lack any formal qualifications; only 
25.7% have attained high level qualifications;

• Spatially concentrated deprivation – Liverpool and Knowsley amongst most 
deprived local authority areas in the country (ranked 4th and 2nd worst 
performing respectively in 2015).



Local 
Enterprise 

Partnership’s 
‘Growth 

Strategy’

• A response to the 
problems identified in 
The State of Liverpool 
City Region report

• Three pillars: 
Productivity, People, 
Place

• A focus on 7 ‘growth 
sectors’



Growth Sectors

1. Advanced manufacturing

2. Digital and creative

3. Financial and professional services

4. Health and life sciences

5. Low carbon energy

6. Maritime and logistics

7. Visitor economy

• High GVA /productivity generating sectors

• Low employment generating

• Very little on supply chains and local SMEs



Liverpool 
Waters 
Enterprise Zone











Beautiful Ideas Co.
• “The Beautiful North” project designed to change perceptions of North Liverpool.

• School demolished and turned it into a car park for people going to Anfield to watch 
Liverpool FC – temporary car park leased to Beautiful Ideas Co. by council

• On match days, the car park generates considerable revenue that is then reinvested back 
into the local economy by Beautiful Ideas Co.

• The money is matched by £375,000 from central government’s Public Sector Launchpad 
Accelerator 

• Beautiful Ideas Co.’s Launchpad ran ideas competition inviting local people to imagine new 
forms of economic development that must be applied collaboratively for social impact in 
North Liverpool

• Launchpad to fund 10-15 project ideas ranging from £300 - £30,000.

• 70 applications by Jan 2016 closing date – Launchpad team since worked with applicants to 
develop ideas into investable projects

• Created or supported 100 new jobs in just 6 months – only £7,500 investment per new job



• A Community Interest Company 
(CIC) ‘makerspace’ in old 
industrial unit in north docks

• First recipient of Lauchpad with 
£30,000 to renovate building 
into…

• Hub and co-working space for 
anyone to use tools and 
equipment (artists, builders, 
carpenters, designers, 
photographers etc.)

• Building on local traditions of craft 
and manufacturing but 
anticipating future (3D printing…)

Make Liverpool CIC



Transduction
Purcell’s (2013: 23) interpretation of Lefebvre’s 
method of transduction as…

…“an extrapolation or amplification in thought of 
practices and ideas that are already taking place in 
the city, practices and ideas that are inchoate, that 
have not yet come to full maturity, but are 
nevertheless being expressed, if only hesitantly, 
fleetingly, or inarticulately.” 

• an ‘incessant feedback’ between theory and 
practice, in which a ‘virtual’ or ‘possible object’ is 
conceptualised out of actually existing practices 
that may be only emergent and ephemeral

• To see emergent possible trajectories by 
recognising that “our eye has been shaped 
(misshaped) by the earlier landscape” (Lefebvre, 
2003: 29).



Entrepreneurial Municipalism

“Imagine a world in which the city region’s devolved government – not the 
private sector per se – is the economy’s indispensable entrepreneur, 
innovating and able and willing to take risks and to persevere through 
uncertainty.”

Adapted from Mazzucato’s (2013) The Entrepreneurial State (our changes 
in italics)

Entrepreneurial Municipalism = 

The local state taking a more proactive – entrepreneurial – role in shaping 
land and labour markets in ways which harness local assets and maximise 

the benefits of stabilisers and accelerators for sustainable and inclusive 
growth.



Revival of multiple 
municipalism(s)
• New municipalism

• Radical Municipalism
• Libertarian municipalism (Bookchin)

• Re-municipalisation 
• ‘Municipal entrepreneurialism’ (Penny and Beswick 2018) – London borough 

councils’ ‘special purpose vehicles’ for renewed municipal house-building
• Barking and Dagenham’s so-called ‘Civic Municipalism’

• Renewed academic interest in UK
• Municipal Socialism in the 21st Century Conference @ CURA, De Montfort University, 

Leicester, June 2018
• Equality and democracy in local and city Government: Theory and practice @ 

University of York, January 2019
• Establishment of Municipalist Action, Research and Advocacy Network (MARAN) in 

January 2019





Harvey’s (1989) original formulation highlighted a logic of pursuing public-private partnerships, 
municipal speculation in real estate projects, and a concern with promoting place over territory or 
what Harvey (1989: 8) described as the “speculative construction of place rather than amelioration 
of conditions within a particular territory”. 

Entrepreneurial municipalism departs from this to re-socialise development as a three-pronged 
Polanyian counter-movement:

1. pursuing public-common partnerships rather than public-private partnerships (Russell & 
Milburn, 2018)

2. spending public funds on foundational services and investing at risk in the social and 
foundational economy rather than in profitable land speculation;

3. focusing more on tackling socio-spatial inequalities and economic injustices within a particular 
municipal jurisdiction as opposed to place marketing





The Grounded City

• Alternative to the competitive city (of neoliberal urban entrepreneurialism)

• “the city as a space of collective civic provision, which meets social needs” and 
whose economy is ‘grounded’ in its locale and local population (Engelen et al. 
2017: 408)

“…starts by accepting that external governors cannot be controlled at the city level 
and that policy should therefore focus on the internally controllable stabilisers and 

accelerators” (Engelen et al. 2017: 419). 

‘Grounded’?

1. a city’s development is inter-dependent with, and rooted in, its 
metropolitan regional hinterland of resource and labour inputs;

2. one of the major ‘accelerators’ of urban-economic growth is rising land 
values;

3. cities built on their foundational economy, acting as a ‘stabiliser’.



Foundational Economy

• Grounded city proposed by some of the Foundational Economy Collective based 
broadly in CRESC at Manchester University

• “that part of the economy that creates and distributes goods and services 
consumed by all (regardless of income and status) because they support 
everyday life” (Bentham et al. 2013: 7). 

1. ‘providential services’ (education, health and social care;

2. ‘material infrastructure’ of utilities, transport networks, digital 
connectivity, retail banking and food production, which together underpin 
the rights of citizenship and the common good (Foundational Economy 
Collective 2018)



Polanyian socio-economics

• Economy as composed of interacting ‘modes of integration’: of reciprocity (civil 
society), redistribution (state) and exchange (market)

1. ‘Formalist’ view of economy (i.e. neo-classical economics) = as purely 
market exchange focused on competition and productivity.

2. ‘Substantivist’ (Polanyi) = provisioning for peoples’ needs or livelihoods 
rather than efficiency, utility or profit maximisation.

• Tendency under capitalism for exchange to dominate other modes of integration 
and for the market to become ‘dis-embedded’ (abstracted) from its social 
supports in society.

• …via the commodification of factors of production/ fictitious commodities 
(land, labour, capital – and information?)

• Social resistance inspires a ‘double movement’ (a counter-movement against, in 
reaction to, commodification)



Accelerators and stabilisers

• urban land as an important accelerator, in capturing ‘unearned 
social increment’

Also… grassroots innovation and entrepreneurship at a local level 
(incubating SMEs, social enterprises and social entrepreneurs in 

ways which not only generate economic value through new 
business activity but also connect local labour markets with large-
scale anchor institutions, ‘innovation assets’ and ‘growth sectors’)

• Whilst accelerators provide opportunities for (inclusive) growth, 
stabilisers help ‘ground’ a city, acting as a “buffer” to the vagaries 
of changing market dynamics



Accelerator: Baltic Creative CIC
• Project developed by social entrepreneurs with support of state regeneration agencies: North 

West Regional Development Agency (NWDA), Liverpool Vision and Liverpool City Council

• With NWDA and EU funding, Baltic Creative acquired and now manages 18 large warehouses in 
the Baltic Triangle – space leased out at a favourable rate to local start-ups and small businesses 
in digital and creative sector.

• Community Interest Company (CIC) legal structure – not-for-profit, asset lock

• Make Liverpool CIC incubated in Baltic Creative

• Following its establishment in 2009, new business growth rates in the digital and creative sector 
more than doubled between 2010 and 2013 (LEP 2016). 

• Baltic Creative successful in creating new jobs – estimates suggest the social enterprise created 
1,500 new well-paid jobs by 2017. 

• Working with deprived local young people in FE colleges/schools to provide training/education

• Bridge between anchor institutions and digital and creative sector







“The revenues that we generate – they obviously finance the 
running of the company but essentially we were lucky in that 
we were set up with a 100% grant finance.  So basically we got 
4 million pound, 5 million pound asset no debt… 

Our remit written into our terms of reference is about the 
growth of the creative and business sector in the Liverpool 
City Region, not just the Baltic Triangle.  So my guess is we’d 
roll it out in the first year in the Baltic and then we might look 
beyond that.” 

(Baltic Creative executive board member, May 2017)



“…So if you’re a game developer and you’re struggling to finance 
but we think we’ve done a business case and we think it’s 
investable we as an organisation might say ‘ok let’s put a 100 grand 
into you as a company’ and the return on that investment will come 
back into the company and be recycled again.  So it’s back into the 
property. It’s back in the business and its back into the sector 
generally, now the sector generally is arts festivals, music festival, 
and digital festivals…

Any activity which we see as supporting the underbelly of the 
sector, creative digital industries whatever it might do and we’ve 
invested probably 400 grand in the last five years back into the 
sector.  Now let’s imagine with our growth plan over the next five 
years to triple the footprint, we go from being able to invest say 100 
grand a year back into the sector to investing circa half a million 
pound a year.  So for a model it’s a lifetime model isn’t it?”



Stabiliser: The Preston model

‘Three-legged stool strategy’: 

1) Leveraging the purchasing needs of anchor institutions for the local economy

2) Cultivating a network of community-based and worker-owned cooperatives 
geared towards meeting those procurement needs

3) De-commodifying land and money through development of community land 
trusts and community banks/solidarity funds

• This ‘community wealth building’ approach influenced based on Cleveland 
model (USA) and Mondragon Co-op (Spain)

• Transatlantic policy agenda mobilised by American think tank Democracy 
Collaborative and British think tank Centre for Local Economic Strategies (CLES)





Stabiliser: Knowsley’s “Keeping £ local”

• Knowsley Council: £100m influenceable spend (£136m total)

• CLES advised them to treat this as economic regen budget

• Going ‘beyond the law’ of 2012 Social Value Act to procure 
council services for local social benefit:

o 2014: 6 out of 39 contracts procured with local social value (15%)
o 2015: 23 out of 60 (38%)
o 2016: 51 out of 97 (53%)
o 2017: 15 out of 25, by April (60%)

• 1% of influenceable spend (£1m) for social innovation seed fund 
to get community orgs ‘investment ready’

• Influenced by Preston model and, in turn, Cleveland model…



What about the ‘fiscal cliff’?

“In Liverpool City Council’s boundary there’s 14,500 businesses; the 
incentive given by the Local Authority Finance Review was to give the city 
council authority to collect and retain its own rates – this is where the 
pilot idea came from – and discovered Liverpool City Council unlike York or 
Westminster would be in considerable deficit, by about £70-80m… 

Currently we create £193m in business rates... of which at the moment we 
get to keep 49% – the rest goes back to Government and then they top it 
up with the revenue support grant to about £269m or £270m in total.  
That £270m will disappear, will be back at £193m, which we get to keep it 
all but what happened to the other £70m or nearly £80m that we won’t 
get anymore?”

(Liverpool City Councillor, 2017)



Financialised municipal entrepreneurialism

• Many London Borough Councils creatively experimenting with special purpose vehicles – arms-length 
council-owned companies set up precisely to circumvent legal restrictions on council borrowing and 
house-building (and right to buy) (Penny and Beswick 2018). 

• This enables local authorities to act as speculative property developers, building homes for sale 
alongside affordable housing, generating new sources of revenue to cross-subsidise struggling public 
services as well as fund social housing.

• And investing in non-operational commercial property, such as shopping centres and office complexes 
as well as arms-length housing companies to generate new revenues for financing statutory obligations 
in the context of austerity-driven budget cuts (Christophers 2019).

• twist to neoliberal financialisation through a return of municipal control – local state itself becomes 
the executor of financialisation (via the arms-length housing company turning public land into a liquid 
financial asset) as opposed to mere facilitator as in the case of more conventional privatisation of 
public assets through public-private partnerships. 

• Some critics see this as a pernicious development (Penny and Beswick 2018). Others perceive it as a 
compromised means to a progressive end (Christophers 2019). 



(Shaky?) Foundations 



So what’s the difference?

Whereas municipal entrepreneurialism can be likened to the operation of 
Third Way social democracy (such as the British New Labour 
Governments) where capitalist wealth creation and extraction was 
positively encouraged so as to tax and redistribute some of the proceeds, 
after the fact of production, as concessions in the form of welfare 
receipts…

…entrepreneurial municipalism is more aligned with democratic 
socialism, with social justice integrated within the structure of the 

economy from the outset. 



Polanyi as our guide

• Financialised municipal entrepreneurialism amounts to stoking the fire 
of financialisation with one hand so as to, simultaneously with the 
other, dampen the flames and limit the burn of capitalist dis-embedding 
of the market from society, to at least prevent all that is solid melting 
into air. 

…i.e. it continues to dis-embed the market from society, and commodify
land and housing

• Entrepreneurial municipalism, in contrast, closes the gap in this bi-polar 
tactic to create a more holistic response to dis-embedding tendencies 
focused on the de-commodification of land/public assets.
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