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Main arguments

• Competitiveness is under-researched in IPE
• The existing literature fails to adequately 

problematise its emergence and resonance to such 
different social settings around the globe and treats 
it as an “external” concept to which economies, 
sites and subjects need to (passively) adapt.

• Need to explore the construction of competitiveness 
as a hegemonic discourse which is dynamic and co-
constructed by a variety of actors and in different 
sites and scales and therefore can acquire diverse 
forms and give rise to different models.



Competitiveness

• A vague and fuzzy concept with no widely 
accepted definition.

• “Talked about” through indicators and 
measures promoted under its name and not 
through actual definitions. (Francis, 1989)

• “We know it when we see it” approach.
• Economists: 

*debates about its relevance for national 
and sub-national economies 

*taken for granted as a quality that needs 
to be produced  & development of models 
about what is the best way to do it.



Critical IPE

Examination of “competitiveness plus something 
else”

e.g. *Competitiveness and “Transnational Capitalist  
Class” formation (Sklair,2000; van Apeldoorn,  
2000; Holman,2004)

*Competitiveness and the discursive construction 
of “European economic space” (Rosamond,2002)
*Competitiveness as a “correlate of globalization”
and a instrument against the solidarity of states
workers, communities. (Rupert & Solomon, 2002).



Critical IPE

• No sufficient critical examination of the 
emergence and constitution of 
competitiveness as a hegemonic discourse 
and its effects and role in the re-production 
and (re-)negotiation of neo-liberal hegemony. 
(Schoenberger, 1998)

• Need to move beyond linear 
conceptualizations of competitiveness as 
only a concept constructed on the global 
scale by specific agents and then 
implemented in other sites and scales.



Gramsci and “Common Sense”

“Common sense is not something rigid and 
immobile, but is continually transforming 
itself, enriching itself with scientific ideas 
and with philosophical opinions which have 
entered ordinary life. ‘Common sense’ is the 
folklore of philosophy, and is always half-
way between folklore properly speaking and 
the philosophy, science, and economics of 
the specialists”. (Gramsci,1971:326) 



CPE approach to competitiveness

• Competitiveness as not simply the construction of  
market forces, economic actors and the think-
tank/consultancy industry, but a “political”
discourse. 

• Need for a broader approach to account for the  
“political” and “ideological” moment of 
competitiveness.

• Political refers both to the role of the “organic 
intellectuals” of the state/political society in (re-) 
defining competitiveness for specific social contexts 
and Gramsci’s point on the “ethico-political”
moment in the construction of collective 
consciousness. 



Hegemonic Discourse

Organizing principle that produces and 
orders the phenomena of which it speaks 
and in this way, compels and constraints 
what can be thought, spoken and enacted. 

Set of meanings and practices that construe 
and construct social reality.

“Naturalization” of a conception of the “self”
and the “world”.



Hegemonic Discourses

• The hegemonic discourse has material and 
discursive effects and gives rise to 
subjectivity- and objectivity- formation 
processes.

• “Disciplinary effects”
• Alternative or oppositional subjects and 

objects are “demonized” as “dangerous”, 
“outdated”, etc and become marginalized 
and silenced.



Recontextualization

• “Translation” and adaptation of the discourse 
to fit the economic, political, social and 
cultural specificities of the new social 
context.

• The “re-contextualized” discourse can be 
exported to other social contexts and spatial 
scales.



Gramsci again…

“It is also necessary to take into account the 
fact that international relations intertwine 
with these internal relations of nation-states, 
creating new, unique and historically 
concrete combinations. A particular 
ideology, for instance, born in a highly 
developed country, is disseminated in less 
developed countries, impinging on the local 
interplay of combinations”. (Gramsci, 
1971:182) 



Competitiveness

• Competitiveness is not a new idea (Reinert, 
1995).

• “Ricardian”, “Listian” accounts of 
competitiveness. 

• “Schumpeterian” conceptions of 
competitiveness are privileged from 1970s 
onwards

• Emphasis on innovation as a continuous 
need for the success of the economy.

• Michael Porter and the shift to “qualitative”
factors.



Competitiveness

The “politics of naming”:
*Economic Decline: too fatalistic
* “Picking winners”: too interventionist
* (Porterian) Competitiveness:

allows for agency to “change” and 
“succeed”.  



Imag(in)ing Rome up to 1992

• Capital of Catholicism
• Economically and politically weak 

bureaucratic (& unindustrialized) Capital of 
the Italian state.

• Dominance of the Christian-Democratic 
party, the Vatican, the construction and 
administrative sectors in the economic and 
political life of the city.

• Site of local and national economic and 
political scandals.

• Object of criticism by the industrialized North



The “Veltroni Era”
• Two Veltroni administrations: 2001-2006 and 

2006 onwards…
• Construction of a new bloc which revives 

old(er) alliances (e.g. Vatican, Construction 
sector, etc) and enriches them with new 
actors (TNCs in the area of food market, 
private sponsors, etc) and aims at mediating 
and promoting a specific  competitiveness 
model.



The “Rome Model”

Economic Pillar

Political PillarSocial Pillar

Re-brandingCommunity

Competitiveness



The “Rome Model”

• Re-valorizing existing characteristics as 
“competitive assets”, e.g. heritage, historical 
tradition, spirituality, etc.

• Construction of “new competitive assets”, 
e.g. high-tech parks, cultural events, etc.

• Find a “niche” in the “global competitiveness 
map” as  a “Creative and Competitive 
Community”.

• Competitiveness as “modernization”
• Rome as the “Fourth Italy”.



The Economic Aspect of the “Rome Model”

Mixture of:
• M. Porter’s “Competitiveness Diamond” (i.e. 

high-technology clusters, knowledge-based 
economy, etc)

• R. Florida’s “Creative class” (flexibility, 
urban amenities, promotion of talent, etc)

• Pine & Gilmore’s “Experience Economy” (i.e. 
rich and engaging experiences, events, 
festivals, exhibitions)



The Political Aspect of the “Rome Model”

• The “morally cleansed Capital”
• Transparency
• Accountability
• Participation
• Participatory governance
• Consensus-building



The Social Aspect of the Rome Model

• “Internal” and “Global” social role.
• Social cohesion, solidarity, inclusion
• Initiatives for integration of the 

“marginalized”, of the people in need, of the 
weak, etc.

• Global solidarity (e.g. poverty alleviation, 
human rights, peace-building, dialogue, 
abolition of capital punishment, etc).

• The outside world as “troubled” and “in need 
of” Rome.



Rome as a “Laboratory”

“…the model of the ‘solidarity city’, which 
pursues a balanced and sustainable growth, 
has a ‘global value’, as it is good for 
administering Rome’s territory and every 
territorial community. We must put this 
experience at the disposal of all, supporting 
its transfer into other places…”. (Veltroni, 
2005)



What is left “Unsaid” in the “Rome Model”?
• The actual economic state of the city:

*Role of the military sector/industry (70% of 
the military sites of the Lazio region are in 
Rome) versus the “Global Peace Capital”.
*Limited production of “creative industries”

(e.g.audiovisual and cinematic sectors)
versus the “Creative City”.



What is left “Unsaid” in the “Rome Model”?

• The actual social disintegration:
*Growth in the IIegal and temporary   

occupations.
* Persistent housing problems.
* “New Poverty”.
*Reservation of the historic centre for 

affluent tourists and new residents and 
gradual expulsion of locals through the 
increasing   costs.



What is left “Unsaid” in the “Rome Model”?

• The actual political situation:
*New  and old actors
* Regulated and limited popular   

participation.
* Centralization of the decision-making 

process which remains in the hands of   
the Mayor.

*Building consensus and alliances.
* Neutralization of class conflict.



“Branding The “Rome Model”

• Rome is associated with the positive 
meaning of concepts like creativity, culture, 
solidarity, modernization, social cohesion 
and becomes disassociated with its “dark 
past”.

• Everyone can relate to and be a partner in 
the new idea of Rome – “Micro-technologies 
of power”.

• “Subtle” competitiveness with a hyper-
emphasized discourse of community as 
“passive revolution” – “trasformismo”.



Opposition and Resistance to the “Rome 
Model”

• Increasing awareness and critique of the 
“Rome Model”, because of the position of 
Veltroni as leader of the Democratic Party.

• Popular resistance takes the form of protest 
against specific social issues, e.g. the 
housing issue (e.g. ACTION)

• Limited linkage of  the Model to the 
contemporary historical conjuncture and the 
hegemonic discourse of competitiveness.



“Real power doesn’t make any noise”. 
(Grossberg,1992:311)
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