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Resum del projecte: cal adjuntar dos resums del document, l'un en anglès i l'altre en la llengua del document, on 
s'esmenti la durada de l'acció 
Resum en la llengua del projecte (màxim 300 paraules) 
Estancia del 3 de marzo al 10 de abril 2007. Redacción de un artículo sobre aspectos metodológicos centrales para las 
ciencias sociales en su vertiente tanto teórica como aplicada: la articulación entre la investigación etnográfica y los 
modelos abstractos. Tanto la etnografía en sus múltiples formas de describir la realidad observable, como los modelos en 
su intento por reducir la complejidad con el fin de subrayar las conexiones causales son instrumentos de las ciencias 
sociales. Los modelos cambian el mundo: gracias a su cualidad abstracta pueden presentar no sólo una imagen de cómo 
funcionan las cosas, sino también subrayar el aspecto procesual de las conexiones permitiendo de este modo establecer 
proposiciones prospectivas y guiar las políticas públicas de desarrollo. En la base de la acción encontramos siempre 
alguna forma de modelización, incluso en el ámbito de las disposiciones subjetivas que mueven a la gente a la toma de 
decisiones cotidianas. A menudo la realidad escapa a la matriz de los modelos, sin embargo, y el cambio y la adaptación 
toman caminos insospechados y no planificados. Este proyecto busca construir la posibilidad de un diálogo constructivo, 
creativo y no-jerárquico entre los modelos de desarrollo económico y la etnografía. 
Modelos socio-económicos recientes intentan incorporar la complejidad y los aspectos incrustados ('embedded') de las 
relaciones sociales en su fromalización de causalidad. Por su parte, las monografías etnográficas implícitamente 
introducen presupuestos causales cuando 'explican' los procesos sociales. Los presupuestos causales son centrales en 
la construcción de teoría y en la determinación de las decisiones políticas que definen y orientan las vías de desarrollo. El 
presupuesto central asumido al encarar el desarrollo es de tipo evolucionista: el desarrollo es una trayectoria que va de 
un marco organizacional menos a otro más productivo. Sin embargo las etnografías cuestionan este presupuesto 
fundacional del 'desarrollo'. Caso tras caso etnográfico vemos como la realidad reta ese axioma. Por tanto nos parece 
que lo que debe plantearse es: ¿Qué hace (en su doble sentido)  el desarrollo?¿Cómo leemos los acontecimientos 
pasados de tal manera que producimos una causalidad según la cual se orientan las vías de desarrollo? ¿Cómo se 
producen separaciones categoriales --i.e. entre lo formal y lo informal-- que devienen significantes y son proyectadas en 
la realidad? ¿Qué cuestiones de conocimiento y poder intervienen? Pero, más central todavía: frente a las intervenciones 
de diversos agentes económicos y políticos para producir formas particulares de desarrollo, ¿cómo se ven afectados los 
ciudadanos corrientes? 
A partir del material etnográfico queremos desplazarnos hacia los conceptos y teorías que nutren los presupuestos sobre 
desarrollo económico (y político). Nuestro objetivo final es mostrar de qué modo la metodología etnográfica debe 
establecer una diálogo crítico con los modelos sistémicos.  



 

 

Resum en anglès(màxim 300 paraules) 
From March 3 to April 10 2007. Writing of an article about  methodological aspects that form the core of many social 
sciences in  their theoretical and applied perspectives: ethnographic enquiry and abstract models. Both ethnography in its 
diverse forms of describing observable reality, and models in their attempt to reduce complexity in order to underline 
causal connections are the instruments of social sciences. Models have changed the world: because of their abstract 
quality they are able not only to present an image of how things work, but also to provide connections of process that 
enable prospective propositions and support applied policies. Some form of modelization is always the basis for action, 
even in the realm of subjective dispositions that move people to everyday decision-making. Often reality escapes the grid 
of models,  however, and change and adaptation to it take unsuspected and unplanned for paths. This project seeks to 
build the possibility of a constructive and creative, non/hierarchical dialogue between producers and users of models and 
producers of ethnography. 
Recent socio-economic models seek to incorporate complexity and the embedded and processual, interactive aspect of 
economic relations into their formalization of causality. On the other hand ethnographic monographs do make causal 
assumptions whenever they attempt to explain social processes. Many of these assumptions of causality are crucial to the 
construction of theory and to policy making decisions regarding development paths. The first assumption of causality 
when thinking about development paths is an evolutionary one: development as a trajectory generally perceived as going 
from a less productive to a more productive organizational framework. Ethnographies, however, produce evidence that 
questions this foundational assumption of ‘development path’ from the start. Case study after case study we find that 
reality often challenges the assumption. So the questions that beg to be answered become: What makes development? 
How do we read history, past relationships and events, in such a way that causality gets produced and development 
paths get oriented? How are categorical separations --such as that between formal / informal economy-- produced as 
significant and projected into reality? What are the power/ knowledge issues involved? But, more saliently, in the face of 
the different attempts by the state, other institutions and economic agents, to produce particular brands of development 
how does it affect people on the ground? 
From the ethnographic material we want to move to the concepts and theories informing assumptions about development 
and models for / of development. The larger issue being the attempt to show that ethnography --as a methodology and 
not  only as an empirical description device-- should establish a critical conversation with systemic models of social 
interaction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
2.- Memòria del treball (informe científic sense limitació de paraules). Pot incloure altres fitxers de 
qualsevol mena, no més grans de 10 MB cadascun d’ells. 
 
El trabajo concreto propuesto para la estancia en el departamento de antropología de 
Goldsmiths College (University of London) era el de redacción de un artículo colectivo en el 
marco de la colaboración en curso con destacados miembros del departamento (Mollona, 
Goddard, Pine, Alexander, Day). Si bien no hemos redactado una versión definitiva de este 
artículo, sí hemos avanzado 1) en la elaboración de un borrador de artículo cuyo objetivo es 
servir de introducción a una colección de artículos en forma de libro, 2) en la selección de 
artículos para un volumen sobre el diálogo entre modelos sistémicos y metodología etnográfica 
y 3) en la elaboración de marcos futuros de colaboración. A continuación presento (en inglés) el 
borrador del artículo-introducción elaborado por Narotzky, Goddard, Mollona, pero en las 
discusiones para el cual han contribuido activamente Pine y Day. Como apéndice presento el 
proyecto de libro para el que hemos hecho unos primeros contactos de posible edición con la 
editorial Pluto Press (Londres). 
 
1) Artículo 
Title: 
Rethinking economies: Addressing development paths through models and ethnography 
Authors: Narotzky, S.; Mollona, M.; Goddard, V. 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The collection of articles that we propose here wants to establish a conversation between two 
methodological aspects that form the core of many social sciences in their analytical, theoretical 
and applied perspectives: ethnographic enquiry and abstract models. Both ethnography in its 
diverse forms of describing observable reality, and models in their attempt to reduce complexity 
in order to underline causal connections are the instruments of anthropology, sociology, 
economics and political sciences. Models have changed the world: because of their abstract 
quality they are able not only to present an image of how things work, but also to provide 
connections of process that enable prospective propositions and support applied policies. Some 
form of modelization is always the basis for action, even in the realm of subjective dispositions 
that move people to everyday decision-making (Bourdieu 2003). Often reality escapes the grid 
of models, however, and change and adaptation to it take unsuspected and unplanned for 
paths.  
There is a tension between the drive for simplicity in models and the complexity of real life 
processes and events. New autopoietical models (Maturana & Varela 1992) try to engage with 
this issue for the biological sciences. Systemic models generally are prepared to deal with 
complexity without forgoing formalization. These models are used in social sciences such as 
economics, sociology, human geography, and anthropology (i.e. in network theory). Generally, 
then, models appear as a ‘superior’ elaboration of basic ethnographic data. There is a 
hierarchical perspective present in which conceptual models (theory) inform formal models 
which in turn can be applied to transform reality. In this perspective ethnography appears as just 
the raw material to be transformed in the knowledge production process. Often the more 
‘quantitative’ or ‘hard’ practitioners of the social sciences turn their back to ethnography, while 
the more ‘qualitative’ or ‘soft’ practitioners close their eyes to modelization instruments as 
always missing some crucial point. 
Our aim is to build the possibility of a constructive and creative, non/hierarchical dialogue 
between producers and users of models and producers of ethnography. 
 
Recent socio-economic models (Adaman & Devine 1997; Fuchs 2002, 2003) seek to 
incorporate complexity and the embedded and processual, interactive aspect of economic 
relations into their formalization of causality. On the other hand ethnographic monographs do 
make causal assumptions whenever they attempt to explain social processes. Many of these 
assumptions of causality, are crucial to the construction of theory and to policy making 
decisions regarding development paths. The first assumption of causality when thinking about 



 

 

development paths is an evolutionary one: development as a trajectory generally perceived as 
going from a less productive to a more productive organizational framework (whether this 
appears at a particular historical moment as going from small, informal, units of production to 
big, rationalized factories, or on the contrary from big, fordist factories to small, flexible firms). 
Our ethnographies, however, produce evidence that questions this foundational assumption of 
‘development path’ from the start. Case study after case study we find that reality often 
challenges the assumption. So the questions that beg to be answered become: What makes 
development? How do we read history, past relationships and events, in such a way that 
causality gets produced and development paths get oriented? How absence is constructed as 
missing and significant as an un-developed criteria for a region, that is: the proposition that 
“something is missing that makes the difference between a developed economy or polity and 
one that is not so” (i.e. big industry at a certain conjuncture, or a flexible labor market at 
another; state led development or social capital led development)? How are categorical 
separations --such as that between formal / informal economy-- produced as significant and 
projected into reality? What are the power/ knowledge issues involved?  [Knowledge dimension] 
But, more saliently, in the face of the different attempts by the state, other institutions, economic 
agents, etc. to produce particular brands of development how does it affect people on the 
ground? How do they cope with the effects it has on their lives and the lives of their children? 
How do the collateral and unintended results of development models impact people’s 
biographies, and how does this in turn produce unforeseen variables that impinge on the 
models? Thus, trajectories –personal, institutional, economic and political—get produced at 
many different levels and constantly affect outcomes at as many different levels, going from 
subjective suffering –positional suffering (Bourdieu 2003; Dubois 2007)—to policy making and 
capital accumulation processes. But, from the ethnographic viewpoint, trajectories are 
relationships, multiplex in their form, developing in time and space. [Trajectory dimension] 
There is, then, in development models a strong dimension of movement: resources and 
knowledge are perceived as having to occupy a space that is vacant or occupied by an obsolete 
conceptual or material element, which is perceived as a barrier to the accomplishment of the 
‘right’ orientation. All of it has strong moral connotations that get built into the models and take 
the form of unvoiced forms of responsibility. Flows of people migrating in search of better life 
chances, flows of knowledge, flows of capital, flows of material assets. Recent development 
models have highlighted knowledge flows as a crucial aspect tied to technological and 
organizational innovation of the firm and / or financial processes. At a grassroots level, 
developmental policy makers and agencies express this in the social capital paradigm where 
organizational knowledge and technological innovation appear embedded in localized social 
relationships that respond to a different logic from that used in the standard entrepreneurial 
models. Often now, economic development appears as an immaterial process where things and 
persons are only marginal assets. [Movement dimension] 
The ethnographic material, however, points to the very material dimension of these ‘immaterial’ 
processes: microchips get produced by young women in South East Asia, women that lose their 
eyesight after three years, often moving on to the sex industry; families get torn apart by labor 
migration although remittances become a way to cope or to invest in social mobility for the next 
generation; economic differentiation in some social environments may produce tensions that 
lead to violence and psychological suffering (i.e. Comaroff & Comaroff 2001). But even more 
saliently, most of what supports the immaterial world of knowledge flows and service 
consumption is heavily material: building material, electronic computerized machines, mobility 
devices such as containers, ships, oil and gas pipelines, airplanes, trains, cars, etc. In  order to 
stress this forgotten dimension of development paths we have chosen as our ethnographic 
focus heavy industry, the mantling and dismantling of it at particular historical conjunctures, its 
transformation, and its irradiation into other industries such as shipyards, machinery production, 
but also textile / garment industries that often appear located in the same areas simultaneously 
or successively , but soliciting a different labor pool in terms of gender, and recognized skills.  
We think that heavy industry has been involved in a very central way in the development path of 
many contemporary polities, and Europe is a case in point (USA, Soviet Union-Russia and 
China would be alternative although different cases). The steel industry is at the core of two 
WW, nation building, the Treaty of Coal and Steel at the origin of the EU. How is modernity (the 
building of the new nation-state polities) linked to the making and unmaking of heavy industry 
and what grows around it? But also, how does heavy industry produce a social world, a political 



 

 

space, forms of community (such as unions or company villages) and personal trajectories? 
How do development models grow from and produce these particular realities that in turn feed 
into development practices in Europe and elsewhere, provoking new outcomes and hence 
producing new models? We propose to address different ethnographic field-sites in Northern 
Europe, Southern Europe, Eastern Europe, Brazil and Argentina with these questions in mind. 
From the ethnographic material, by looking at knowledge, movement, trajectories in a context of 
institutional intervention and modes of governance, we want to move to the concepts and 
theories informing assumptions about development and models for / of development. The larger 
issue being the attempt to show that ethnography --as a methodology and not only as an 
empirical description device-- should establish a critical conversation with systemic models of 
social interaction. 
 
Development paths 
This collection addresses development paths in different historical and geographic contexts. It 
centers in ‘heavy’ industries such as steel and shipyards (Brazil, Poland, Spain), as well as on 
small firms --often clustered in ‘industrial districts’-- using the ‘social capital’ model as a 
development tool (Argentina, Italy). The aim is to map the conditions of possibility for particular 
development paths. Why particular paths of development are taken in one context and are 
virtually impossible to ‘reproduce’ in other apparently similar contexts? This question points at 
the fragility of ‘models’ as tools for both economic and politically oriented development. The 
results of our comparative and ethnographic exploration will therefore enable a critical and 
flexible construction of contextualized social matrixes of development. 
 
In order to do this we want to articulate the following questions: 
1) A historical perspective. Historical perspectives seek to address the larger picture of the 

production of particular structural conjunctures that create a context enabling an industrial 
fabric to emerge and reproduce under certain conditions. We have chosen to concentrate in 
‘transitional’ periods, both in the political and economic sense, because we think that they 
express in a particular salient way a dynamics that is also present in more ‘normalized’ 
periods. We will compare  
a) the transition to democratic regimes from authoritarian and paternalist/ populist ones in 

the 1970s and 1980s–fascist Spain, peronist Argentina and soviet Poland, Brazil’s 
‘years of lead’ dictatorship—that were associated to the transition to neo-liberal forms of 
regulation and governmentality in economic and political terms,  

b) with countries such as Italy and UK, that were at the time fully democratic but involved 
in economic development together with neo-liberal re-structuring. 

This historical context will provide the background for the exploration and analysis of the 
present-day conditions and projects for the future in the industries and cases we have selected 
as fieldwork cases. 
2) A generational perspective. This perspective addresses the economic, social and political 

trajectories of actual people: how do people envision the future and how do they engage 
with it, through their present day action and decision making, regarding not only their own 
wellbeing but, more important, their children’s wellbeing in the future. Thus we want to focus 
on how the workers involved in these industries --and their families-- act in order to provide 
for a better situation for their children. This will help deploy a set of varied strategies 
including union organization, migration, and education, that social subjects may chose to 
invest their energies in, at different historical conjunctures. What is transmitted between 
generations in reference to work opportunities, workers’ responsibilities, employers’ 
responsibilities and state responsibilities? How do the mutual obligations of social actors –
kinship, labor/ capital, state-- get constructed locally? What sort of moralities and spatial 
configurations of social mobility are relevant to people’s strategizing and action? 

3) A spatial perspective. This perspective seeks to address how knowledge of both economic 
opportunities (at the personal level of workers and entrepreneurs’ strategizing) and paths of 
development (at the institutional level of state policies and other agencies) gets transmitted 
(or displaced) between different localities. What are the actual networks that social actors 
use in order to circulate information? How is knowledge re-configured and differentiated in 
the process? How is it translated into action by social actors locally? Three cases seem 
particularly relevant to our enquiry:  



 

 

a) The transmission of knowledge about collective organization processes, as a means of 
struggling to forward interests defined by their communality. 

b) The transmission of knowledge about personal networks of solidarity / patronage, and 
localized resources. 

c) The transmission of economic ‘models’ for development between experts and agencies 
in different localities, and entrepreneurial subjects. 

4) Social reproduction and paths of development. The articulation of the above perspectives 
produces a useful comparative material about the conditions of possibility of actual paths of 
development, taking into account not only structural dimensions and dynamics, but 
individual and collective forms of agency as well. Our hypothesis is that the major significant 
divide for social agents revolves around the stable / unstable, continuity / rupture, mobility / 
fixity sets of dichotomies. Scenarios of the future will orient the action of ordinary people as 
much as of institutions, but these scenarios of possible futures will be different across 
localities and peoples, expressing the diverse historically and socially situated experiences. 
Nevertheless, they will often be connected, across space and time, and the form of this 
connectedness will be relevant.  

 
Ethnography as methodology 
Our ground base orientation is anthropological. By this we mean that the main issues and lines 
of enquiry stem from the methodological, theoretical and ethnographic body of anthropological 
knowledge. However, the particular field we focus on –economic, political, personal 
development paths-- has implied necessarily the recourse to other social sciences that have 
approached the same problems from different intellectual traditions and methodological angles.  
Our approach stems from the expertise of the different partners in the field of economic 
development and livelihood strategies addressed with the methodological tools of anthropology, 
economy, human geography, sociology. The different frameworks of analysis and theoretical 
backgrounds inherent to the diverse social sciences disciplines have often been taken as an 
obstacle to fruitful research collaboration, with the result that synergies are lost and disciplines 
remain locked in their methodological traditions or else superficially take some de-
contextualized concepts from other fields as tokens of creative interdisciplinary work.  
Several partners in this project have thorough long-term involvement in inter-disciplinary work. 
Massimiliano Mollona (University of London, Goldsmiths) and Catherine Alexander (University 
of London, Goldsmiths) organized in 2006 a conference in Bologna on the subject of 
“Rethinking economies”, centering on clusters, industrial districts and the regional economy 
models’ approach to development in Europe, where anthropologists, economists, geographers 
and sociologists could share their different perspectives and enter into a cooperative scientific 
production of knowledge. This workshop forms the basis of the collection we hereby propose. A 
few months later a workshop on "Transitions: movements in space and time" organized at the 
European Association of Social Anthropologists by Susana Narotzky (Universitat de Barcelona) 
and Deema Kaneff (Max Planck Institute) brought together anthropologists working in very 
different areas to address personal trajectories within contexts of rapid transformation. In 2001 
Susana Narotzky had organized an international conference in Barcelona on the subject of 
“Reciprocity as a human resource”, centering on socially embedded forms of obligation (social 
capital) and their use as economic resources by different social actors. The workshop 
participants tried to address how ordinary people used or produced personal networks of 
support in order to provide them with stability and security in the face of insufficient or unreliable 
supplies, due to structural or conjunctural situations. Here also, anthropologists, geographers, 
sociologists, historians addressed this issue from diverse perspectives in a serious attempt at 
going beyond disciplinary closure.  
 
These experiences however have also served to clearly define the area of expertise of 
anthropologists and their unique contribution to the social sciences. It is common knowledge 
that ethnography is perhaps the main differential attribute of the trade. But what is less often 
addressed is the effect of this grounding on experienced specificity to collaborative research 
with other social sciences.  The main handicap to fruitful collaboration is often the tension that 
appears between abstract models –often developed by the most ‘hard’ social sciences—and the 
perceived value of specificity in social relations –historical, social, cultural and spatial 
situatedness of social agents. Thus while cluster models might seem useful to explain certain 



 

 

economic development dynamics of regions, anthropologists might insist on learning how it 
works for the real people involved, what opportunities and constraints are significant for the 
actual subjects. Thus development models such as that of the ‘industrial district’ or catch-all 
concepts such as that of ‘social capital’ need (for the anthropologists) to be dealt with as a part 
of the reality to be explained –because models and their application through policies transform 
the world (Bourdieu 2003, Smith 1991, 1999, Narotzky 2007). But also, models, through their 
abstraction processes, lose much of what seems relevant to the anthropologist, mainly the 
specific embeddedness of social relations in complex matrixes of historical and cultural 
transformation. Therefore the tension between abstraction and specificity, as expressed in the 
tension between models for development and real life transformations and strategies, is one 
that we want to address directly and, hopefully, transcend. Is it possible to build models that 
incorporate specificity without renouncing abstraction? And what should we then be forced to 
renounce to? 
Unlike this first particularity of anthropological perspective, that raises the specter of socio-
cultural monads, eschewing comparison and the possibility to produce structural connections 
that explain recurrent processes, another central attribute of anthropological knowledge is 
connectivity and relationality. As the seminal work by Eric Wolf Europe and the People Without 
History (1982) makes clear, the European path of development can only be understood and 
explained by taking into account the connections that European polities established with 
peoples situated in the ‘new’ worlds that where being ‘discovered’, ‘settled’, ‘colonized’ and 
‘civilized’. The main originality of Wolf’s work rests in that he shows how this was a dialectical 
process, meaning that Europe’s path of development was also formed (culturally, socially, 
economically and politically) by how it adapted to deal with these new opportunities, both at the 
institutional and at the individual subjects’ level. So when dealing with the diverse development 
paths and their global components, we need to address their connection in a complex way. We 
might have development ‘models’ that become a formula mechanically applied by policy 
makers, but we need to explore how they are ‘practiced’ by real people on the ground, and also 
how they get transformed and might give way to a different development model. The ‘social 
capital’ post Washington consensus model replacement theory might be a case in point (Fine 
2001), but even more suggestive seems to be the multilayered articulation and competition 
between different models in national and regional spaces (Sharma and Gupta 2006, Lovering 
1999, MacLeod 2001). 
We also need to critically address the implicit evolutionary perspective of development paths 
(economic and political), where power becomes the argument of development. This perspective 
reminds us of Hegel’s Philosophy of History, with its laicization of the Christian temporality of 
history, oriented by Revelation and the Last Judgment, that become embedded in the idea of 
immanent progress towards Reason expressed in a particular sequence of human events 
(Hegel 1965:80-103; Löwith 1958, Barash 1998). We may recall that, for Löwith there is a 
perverse expression of this philosophy in ‘decisionists’ such as C. Schmitt that supported a 
totally laicized orientation of history, guided by the material expressions of the exercise of power 
(Barash 1998, Löwith 1958). Without implying that such an extreme vision is at work in present-
day models of development, it is worth trying to unveil the hidden or taken-for-granted 
assumptions that inform the abstract constructions. What emerges here is the articulation 
between power and knowledge so aptly underlined by Foucault. We think that the ethnographic 
material provides an excellent basis to critically assess this evolutionary vision of development.  
Rather, we tend to find an articulation of declining and successful industries in a region. We 
observe different local traditions of work relations and livelihood strategies, of manufacturing 
and knowledge economies, of class and consumption forms of identity, etc. Hence we feel that 
this multiplicity should get addressed at the theoretical level: connections have to be developed 
in a multilayered and multifaceted framework of “development” that is open to the complex 
reality of late capitalism.  
The unequal development perspective and dependency theory of the 1970s stemmed from a 
critique to ‘modernization’ models of development. It remained, however, based on a framework 
where the “sense” of development was clearly oriented towards the western / North political 
economic model of a stable growth economy both enhancing provisioning and attaining more 
equitable distribution through political means (whatever different forms these would take). The 
present day realities of European political economies are eroding the stable ground where all 
the previous models rested: talk of sustainable development, social and proximity economies, 



 

 

social capital, slow food agricultural industries, fair trade, etc. all point to an awareness that the 
path of development is not a one way system. Hence the plural in development paths. We 
would like to take this awareness further as a methodological tool, without loosing site of the 
unequal development perspective. This implies studying the multilayered and multidirectional 
articulation of developments both regionally and as they connect and co-evolve with other 
regional developments at a global level. We propose to critically use ethnography to asses the 
value of economic development models in present-day real world situations. Our aim is to put 
ethnography as a fundamental methodology back into the picture of economic development 
models and policy making strategies. 
 
 
 
2) Propuesta de libro para Pluto Press. Se han realizado contactos preliminares con la 
‘managing editor’ Sra. Anne Beech. 
 
Rethinking economies 
Authors: Narotzky, S.; Mollona, E.; Mollona M. (Eds) 
 
 
Introduction 
The book addresses the economic organisations in clusters and network of firms using two 
perspectives one based on quantitative information and modelling, the other based on 
qualitative information and ethnography. Using a perspective rooted in management and 
organisational theory, the first view centres on the determinants of economic performances of 
firms operating within clusters. Adopting an anthropological perspective, the second view 
explores opportunities and drawbacks of decentralised and regional models of development. 
 
The collection of articles that we propose here wants to establish a conversation between two 
methodological aspects that form the core of many social sciences in their analytical, theoretical 
and applied perspectives: ethnographic enquiry and abstract models. Both ethnography in its 
diverse forms of describing observable reality, and models in their attempt to reduce complexity 
in order to underline causal connections, are the instruments of anthropology, sociology, 
economics and political sciences.  
  
1st Part - Cluster and Network Organisation  
It is well-known that clustered networks of small and medium firms constitute the prevalent 
industrial structure of the Italian Centre-North and North-East, but similar arrangements can be 
found in productive systems as diverse as Scandinavia, the “Silicon Valley” as well as the 
software districts in the emerging countries of East Asia. Such a wide diffusion comes along 
with an extreme diversity of organizational and structural forms. Although business networks 
and industrial clusters are high in research agendas we lack tools to evaluate their performance 
and predict their dynamics. The part of the book investigates how organizational and structural 
forms influence emergent performances and evolution of clusters. 
  
2nd Part - Regional and Informal Economy 
‘Devolution’, ‘decentralised development’ and ‘regional economy’ are increasingly the 
catchwords of economic planning in Europe and elsewhere. The main argument in favour of 
regional economies is that they draw on cultural diversity as a resource for local economic 
development and avoid the inefficiencies of capitalism when it is organized through state 
bureaucracy. The main argument against them is that they promote gender, class and ethnic 
inequality by disguising capitalist social relations through the idiom of culture. This part of the 
book examines critically the notions of ‘efficiency’ and ‘equality’ and asks: ‘who benefits from 
regional development and in which historical and political circumstances?’ 
 
Epilogue 
The epilogue addresses the tensions and opportunities of a non-hierarchical dialogue between 
the quantitative, model oriented methodology and the qualitative, ethnographic oriented 
methodology. 
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