622

SPS2020

K. Sdfsten and F. Elgh (Eds.)

© 2020 The authors and 10S Press.

This article is published online with Open Access by 10S Press and distributed under the terms
of the Creative Commons Attribution Non-Commercial License 4.0 (CC BY-NC 4.0).
doi:10.3233/ATDE200201

Back-Shoring vs. Near-Shoring: A

Comparative Study

2 Department of Applied Economy, University of Murcia, Spain

b Department of Industrial and Information Engineering and Economics,

University of L ’Aquila, Italy

Abstract. After decades of manufacturing offshoring strategies, generally addressed
to low cost countries, in the last few years companies have been increasingly
revising their location strategies. In so doing, they often implement either back-
shoring (relocation to the home country) or near-shoring (relocation to the home
region) alternatives. While the former strategy has gained increasing attention
among scholars in recent years, studies on near-shoring are still scarce. Moreover,
the academic literature rarely compares the two phenomena in order to understand
why companies prefer to implement one instead of the other. This paper aims to
shed new light on similarities and differences among back- and near-shoring
strategies. In order to reach such an objective, we assume a contingency approach
by focusing on a specific industry, the footwear sector, which has been significantly
characterized by offshoring strategies. In order to reach the research aim, the
comparison between back- and near-shoring strategies will be conducted focusing
on three main issues: a) characteristics of the companies implementing the
relocation strategy (firm’s size); b) motivations inducing companies to relocate; c)
barriers to the implementation of the relocation decision. Given the explorative
nature of the paper, the features of 41 back- and near-shoring decisions implemented
by 25 Italian and Spanish companies operating in the footwear industry will be
analysed. Preliminary findings show smaller companies are more likely to back-
shore instead of near-shore, probably because of the lower competences and
resources they own. At the same time, availability of skilled contractors and/or
availability of government aid in the home country induce them to back-shore
instead of near-shore. Finally, the lack of skilled suppliers mainly characterizes the
back-shoring alternative.
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Introduction

Fernando MERINO?, Cristina DI STEFANO® and Luciano FRATOCCHI™!

Western manufacturing companies have been implementing offshoring strategies — often
coupled with out-sourcing ones — since the *80s. Such a location decision has often been
considered as the only strategic alternative to remain competitive in the global market,
due to the increasing competitiveness of emergent and less developed countries (e.g. Asia,
Latin America) [1]. However, several disturbances affected firms’ supply chains and
companies then had to develop strategies to cope with them [2]. Therefore, at least in the
last decade, several manufacturing companies have been increasingly reviewing their
earlier location strategies, often redesigning their production footprint at the worldwide
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level [3]. More specifically, they implemented one or more of the so-called “relocation
of second degree” [4] or “reshoring” strategies [5] [6]. This means they decided to
relocate production activities according to one of the following three alternatives: a)
back-reshoring [5] or “Relocation at the home country” [4]; b) near-reshoring (relocation
to the company’s home region); c) further offshoring (relocation to a region far away
from the home one). [4] jointly define near-reshoring and further offshoring as
“Relocation to a third country”, independently of the geographic distance with respect to
the home country.

While the further offshoring alternative is consistent with the traditional linear
conceptualization of the internationalization process [7] [8], the other two options are
based on the concept of “nonlinear internationalization,” i.e. an internationalization path
“characterized by substantial increases and decreases in international activity” [9].
Therefore, they deserve specific attention by scholars [10] [11]. However, the terms
back-reshoring and near-reshoring suggested by [10] are not particularly diffused in the
extant reshoring literature. Therefore, in this paper we prefer to refer to the more adopted
terms of near-shoring and back-shoring adopted by [6].

While the back-shoring phenomenon has gained increasing attention among scholars
in recent years [12] [13] [14], studies on near-shoring are still scarce [15]. More
specifically, the academic literature rarely compares the two phenomena in order to
understand why companies prefer to implement one instead of the other [16]. At the same
time, [17] explicitly requested future research should define criteria to compare near- and
back-shoring alternatives. This request assumes a growing relevance when you consider
[18] pointed out that near-shoring “is still a limited phenomenon [...] but it is reasonable
to assume [... it ...] will relatively soon increase significantly”. Authors justify their
statement by pointing out that the near-shoring alternative combines the advantages of
both offshoring and back-shoring strategies [18].

Based on this theoretical background, this paper aims to shed new light on
similarities and differences among back- and near-shoring strategies. In order to reach
such an objective, we assume a contingency approach by focusing on a specific industry
as suggested by [19]. More specifically, analysis will be centred on the footwear industry
which has been significantly characterized by offshoring strategies in the last few
decades [20]. In this respect, during the 2010s, over 90% of apparel and footwear
companies in the US moved their production activities overseas [17]. However, within
the same industry, some evidence of back-shoring strategies has emerged. For instance,
[21] showed that 10 out of the 15 major Spanish companies located in the Alicante
industrial district in the previous five years decided to back-shore, independently of their
product lines (e.g. dress shoes vs. sport ones) and market targets (mid-range vs. mid-high
and high ones). At the same time, similar evidence has also been pointed out in Italy [22]
[16] and Portugal [23]. However, to the best of our knowledge, there is no research
comparing back-shoring and near-shoring strategies in this (or any other) industry.

In order to reach the research aim, a comparison between back- and near-shoring
strategies will be conducted, focusing on three main issues: a) characteristics of the
companies implementing the relocation of second degree (firm’s size); b) motivations
inducing companies to relocate; c) barriers to the implementation of the relocation
decision. Given the explorative nature of the paper, the features of 41 back- and near-
shoring decisions implemented by 25 Italian and Spanish companies operating in the
footwear industry will be analysed. The analysis, as it combines the situation of two
countries, eliminates any bias due to an idiosyncratic situation of one of them, thus
providing more robust results.
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The rest of the paper is structured as follows: the next section will contain a
structured literature review of both the back- and near-shoring phenomena. More
specifically, 124 Scopus indexed journal articles published up to 31 July 2019 will be
analysed, in order to present the state-of-the-art in this question. Section 2 will contain a
description of the sampled back- and near-shoring decisions while in section 3
quantitative findings will be presented. Main conclusions and implications for scholars,
managers and policy makers will be summarized in the last section.

1. Theoretical background and research questions
1.1 The extant literature on back-shoring and near-shoring decisions

In order to define the theoretical background of the back-shoring and near-shoring
phenomena, attention has been focused on Scopus indexed journal articles published in
the English language until June 2019. More specifically, for analysing the back-shoring
phenomenon we checked the title, abstract and keywords for the following terms: a)
“reshor*”’; b) “re-shor*”’; c¢) “backshor*”; d) “back-shor*”; e) “back-reshor*”; f) “back-
sourc*”. We found a total number of 177 journal articles; after all the co-authors had
carefully read the full text of these articles, the following excluding criteria were adopted:

- journal articles focusing on back-shoring of firms operating in industries different
from manufacturing ones (e.g. ICT companies);

- documents published in sources without peer review systems;

- journal articles in which the searched terms are used to indicate a different concept
from the one of interest (for instance, some of the keywords belonging to the reshoring
concept are used with different meanings in the maritime and building engineering
research fields);

- documents referring to functions other than operations (e.g. human resources and
research and development (R&D)).

Based on these criteria, 62 documents were eliminated; therefore, the total amount
of sampled documents was 115.

At the same time, to describe the state-of-the-art of near-shoring literature, we
replicated the same research methodology checking the title, abstract and keywords for
the following terms: a) “near/shor*”’; b) “nearshor*” c¢) “near-reshor*”.

We collected 102 documents in total. Exclusion criteria were defined considering
that the term near-shoring has been adopted with different meanings in the literature of
different subject areas. For instance, it is used in the engineering and environmental
science fields of study to refer to the littoral zone that is “the part of a sea, lake, or river
that is close to the shore” (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Littoral zone). In the
international business and supply chain management research areas, the term has been
adopted with a further two meanings: a) a specific type of offshoring strategy addressed
to a host country located in the home region [24] [25] [26] [27] [15]; b) a “relocation of
second degree” [4] in a host country located in the home region. In this respect, it is
worth noting that at least one journal article simultaneously adopts the term near-shoring
to refer to both concepts [2]. In this paper we assume as a reference the second concept
of near-shoring strategies, since we are interested in analysing post-offshoring firms’
decisions [28]. Therefore, we excluded:

- documents regarding environment-related conceptualizations of the near-shoring
term (69); and
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- articles focusing on relocation of service companies (five documents) and/or firm’s
functions being different from the production one (2).

The full texts of the remaining 26 articles were analysed by all co-authors; based on
that analysis, 17 documents regarding the offshoring decision addressing countries in the
same home region were eliminated. A final number of nine articles were then considered
as relevant for defining the theoretical background of the paper.

1.2 Findings of the literature review

Selected articles on back-shoring have been published since 2007while those regarding
near-shoring only since 2012. Documents were published mainly in operation and supply
chain management journals, as in the case of the wider reshoring extant literature [4].
Within the sampled literature, only two articles compare the near-shoring alternative with
the other two relocations of second degree [4], namely back-shoring and further
offshoring [5]. More specifically, while [29] consider back- and near-shoring as “similar
strategies”, [30] found near-shoring should be preferred to the further offshoring
alternative when the company aims to improve its market responsiveness; otherwise the
relocation to an far away host country should be preferred when the company goal is cost
efficiency.

Regarding the first issue of interest of this paper — the impact (if any) of size on
back- and near-shoring decisions — the sampled literature regarding the relocation to the
home country clearly shows that firm’s size is recognized as a contingency factor to be
taken into account when analysing the relocation to the home country [19][31]. This
induced [32] and [33] to develop back-shoring decision making models specifically
tailored for Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs). When considering the diffusion of
back-shoring decisions according to firm’s size, differences among scholars emerge.
More specifically, articles based on German data [34] [35] [36] show large companies
are more likely to implement the relocation strategy under investigation. However, it
must be taken into account that such scholars conceptualize the back-shoring decision as
a correction of a previous mistake; in other words, the company discovered the decision
to produce abroad implied several unforeseen negative consequences, such as higher
coordination costs. In other words, if the company management had perceived such
problems in advance, it would not have implemented the initial offshoring decision. This
conceptualization of the back-shoring decision is not the only one proposed in the extant
literature. For instance, [22] found Spanish footwear companies relocated manufacturing
activities to the home country when there were changes in the relevant competitive
environment. Similarly [16] and [23] showed back-shoring decisions may be the result
of a firm’s “strategic shift”. The higher propensity of large firms to back-shore, when
compared to SMEs, has also been found in Scandinavian ones [37] [38] [39]. However,
[40] showed New Zealand SMEs have a higher propensity to back-shore when compared
to larger ones. Finally, other scholars [41] [11] [13] found that back-shoring is almost
equally distributed among the two classes of firm’s size. Of specific note is the [31]
finding regarding the offshoring duration, i.e. the time that elapsed between the decision
to offshore and the one to back-shore. In this respect, the authors found SMEs generally
relocate production to the home country after a shorter time; this could — at least partially
— be explained by the lower amount of resources such companies own. In other words,
given the resources’ scarcity when encountering problems abroad, SMEs are more likely
to back-shore than to remain offshore and try to cope with the foreign environment. In
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the near-shoring literature, the only journal article investigating this issue [41] did not
find any difference between companies back-shoring and those near-shoring.

Regarding the second issue investigated in this study — the impact (if any) of
motivations in choosing between back- and near-shoring alternatives — it must be noted
that the motivation issue is the most investigated in the extant back-shoring literature.
Scholars’ proposition that dozens of variables influence the phenomenon clearly emerges
[4]; they are not only related to cost issues (e.g. logistics costs and reduction of the labour
cost gap between host and home country) but also to the firm’s effectiveness (e.g. the
“made in effect” and higher responsiveness to customer needs). Based on such evidence,
some authors’ proposed frameworks aimed to classify such large amount of motivations;
among them, [11] developed a theoretically-based model which takes into account the
motivation origin (dividing between those belonging to the company and those belonging
to the external environment) and nature (drivers oriented to cost efficiency vs. those
regarding value effectiveness). Also, for near-shoring, scholars proposed several drivers,
ranging from cost-related ones (e.g. labour and coordination costs) to value-related ones
(e.g. poor product quality and lead time). Moreover, [42] referred to intellectual property
and regulatory issues. Therefore, scholars seem to maintain that motivations for
relocating production activities to the home region are no different from the ones
characterizing the back-shoring phenomenon.

When considering the third issue investigated in this paper — the impact (if any) of
barriers to the back- and near-shoring decisions — it must be noted that the issue regarding
variables that may impede the implementation of decisions to relocate production
activities has been investigated only in the last three years. For instance, [43] proposed
as a main barrier the limited availability of suppliers in the home country, since the de-
industrialization effects of earlier waves of offshoring strategies. More recently, [34]
added further elements, such as the amount of internal resources owned by the back-
shoring companies and their relationships with the industrial network. At the same time,
[44] [45] specifically referred to the relevance of a firm’s readiness, in terms of
competences required, to back-shore production. Finally, [46] [47] developed a list of 24
barriers ranging from home country labour market features to internal competency. In
contrast, no articles were found that addressed the issue related to barriers that may
impede the implementation of near-shoring decisions.

1.3 Research questions

The earlier conducted literature reviews, regarding the back- and near-shoring decisions,
confirm that analyses comparing these two phenomena are quite scant. However,
findings that emerged earlier may be adopted to develop research hypotheses regarding
the three chosen issues, namely firm’s size, relocation motivations and barriers to
implementation.

Regarding the impact of firm’s size, the discussion on the back-shoring sampled
literature provides evidence that larger companies generally have higher financial and
human resources which allow them to have a wider manufacturing footprint at the
worldwide level [48] [49] [50] and to remain abroad for a longer time (offshoring
duration, [31]). In this respect, it must be taken into account that while back-shoring
strategies eliminate coordination costs inherent to offshore production, near-shoring ones
still imply them. Based on such evidence, it may be speculated that firm’s size will also
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impact on the preference to maintain production activities abroad instead of back-shoring
them. Therefore, we speculate as follows

HP 1. The smaller the company, the higher the propensity to back-shore instead of
near-shore.

As noted earlier, the only commonality between the two investigated streams of
literature is regarding motivations, which may induce companies to implement a
relocation of second degree. However, further speculations may be developed on this
issue. More specifically, while cost-related issues seem not to be relevant in
discriminating between relocation to the home country (back-shoring) instead of to the
home region (near-shoring), the former alternative should be preferred when the home
country offers higher comparative advantages with respect to one in the home region. In
this respect, three main issues seem to be relevant: impact of the “made in effect” (i.e.,
the higher value products gain when produced in the home country instead of abroad
although in a nearby country) on customers’ willingness to buy [51], availability of
skilled contractors and government aid. Therefore, we speculate as follows:

HP 2a. The higher the relevance perceived by the reshoring company in terms of the
“made in effect”, the higher the propensity to back-shore;

HP 2b. The higher the relevance perceived by the reshoring company in terms of
“availability of skilled contractors”, the higher the propensity to back-shore;

HP 2c. The higher the relevance perceived by the reshoring company in terms of
“availability of government aid”, the higher the propensity to back-shore.

Consequently, we may assume that back-shoring strategies are mainly impeded by
difficulties in reorganizing manufacturing activities in the home country, either in the
case of out-sourcing governance mode (availability of skilled contractors) or in that of
re-internalization (creation of internal manufacturing competences). Therefore, we
speculate as follows:

HP 3a. The higher the propensity to back-shore, the higher the impact of barriers
related to the availability of skilled contractors;

HP 3b. The higher the propensity to back-shore, the higher the impact of barriers
related to the development of internal manufacturing competences.

2. Sample description and research methodology

In order to reach the research aims presented earlier, data regarding Spanish and Italian
companies have been collected through a common questionnaire delivered in both
countries. The two countries have been selected since in both of them, the footwear
industry has a long tradition that can be traced back to the second half of the 19th century.
Moreover, they represent two of the most important production locations within the
European Union (28 countries) since Spain and Italy account respectively for 13% and
48% of the total value of the continental footwear industry in 2017. However, while
Italian companies generally produce medium/high- and high-end products, Spanish
companies are more focused on medium-end products. As a matter of fact, while the
average price for Italian output is 54.9 €/pair, the Spanish output is 24.6 €/pair. Finally,
Italy and Spain share some features in their internationalization processes [52] as well as
some differences, given their existing international networks. More specifically, while
Italian companies are more focused on the Balkans and some East European countries,
Spanish ones are located in North Africa or Latin American countries.
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The adopted questionnaire was articulated in three main parts, the first of which
collects information on the surveyed firms in terms of size (e.g., firm’ sales, number of
employees), international propensity (valuated in terms of percentage of exports on total
sales), target markets (economic, medium, medium-fine, fine and luxury) and sources
for competitive advantage (quality service and delivery time, design, advertising, brand,
production costs). The second section addressed the initial offshoring strategy; therefore,
questions were regarding the “what” of the first relocation decision (e.g. product line(s)
and/or production phase(s)), the “why” (e.g. motivations/drivers), and the “where”
(chosen host country). Finally, companies were requested to cite problems (if any) they
experienced when staying abroad. The third and final part of the questionnaire was
focused on the back-/near-shoring decisions which have been investigated according to
the same variables adopted for the offshoring phase. Finally, companies were asked to
give an overall evaluation of the relocation of second degree they implemented.

As far as the Spanish companies are concerned, the questionnaire was addressed to
footwear manufacturers across all the country (even though 60% of them are located in
the Alicante industrial district). The average size of the responding firms is similar to
that of the whole population (80% with fewer than 20 employees) and with a high
presence in international markets (50% of the firms export over 50% of their total sales).
After receiving 103 completed questionnaires, attention was focused on the 33 that had
implemented offshoring strategies. All of them completed a questionnaire specifically
focused on the back- and near-shoring decisions and 15 out of the 33 companies declared
they had also implemented back- and/or near-shoring strategies.

With respect to the Italian companies, a list of 17 companies that implemented
relocation of second degree decisions (including further offshoring) was obtained from
the Italian Association of Shoemakers. The list was derived from a previous survey
among the 600 members of the Association which obtained a response rate higher than
30%. After contacting each of the 17 companies, 10 of them declared to have
implemented back- and/or near-shoring strategies (while the other seven implemented
only further offshoring decisions). All companies were requested to complete the same
questionnaire adopted for the Spanish companies.

Based on questionnaire completed by the 25 companies (15 Spanish and 10 Italian),
a total number of 41 relocation of second degree decisions was found, of which 31 were
back-shoring and 10 near-shoring. Therefore, each surveyed company implemented 1.6
decisions on average. This finding enlarges previous evidence by [10] in terms of back-
shoring strategies, showing that multiple relocation decisions also include the near-
shoring phenomenon. In this respect, no differences were found between the two
countries; however, the multiple relocation decisions implemented by Italian companies
were generally hybrid, i.e., they simultaneously implemented both, the back- and near-
shoring alternatives. Finally, multi-shoring strategies have mainly been implemented by
medium-sized Italian firms (1.8 decisions for companies) while Spanish firms show no
relevant differences between small- and medium-sized ones (2.3 decisions on
average).The “offshoring time”, i.e., the year when the company started to relocate their
production activities abroad, emerges as another difference between Italian and Spanish
firms. Except for two isolated cases in the *70s and *80s (one for each country), Italian
firms have generally off-shored during the *90s (8 out of 10) while Spanish ones only in
the first decade of the 21st century (7 out of 15), which is in accordance with the results
presented by [52] on their analysis of the whole industry. Since Spain was generally
considered one of the low labour cost countries in Western Europe (along with Portugal
and Greece), the latter evidence might be explained with the opening of the World Trade
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Organization to China in 2002. This event increased the price pressure on European
companies (especially those that had in their low labour costs a source of competitive
advantage) and pushed them to off-shore [53].

Comparing the main features of two sub-samples (Table 1), Italian firms are larger;
moreover, they implemented the two relocation strategies under analysis almost
equivally (8 back- vs. 7 near-shoring evidence) while Spanish companies rarely near-
shored (23 back- vs. 3 near-shoring evidence).

Table 1. Sample characterization by firm’s size and relocation strategy

. Italy (N. of decisions) Spain (N. of decisions) Total (N. of decisions)
Sire Firms Back Near Firms Back Near Firms Back Near
L 4 1 5 4 1 5
Me 4 5 2 4 7 2 8 12 4
S 2 2 4 8 1 6 10 1
Mi 7 8 7 8
Total 10 8 7 15 23 3 25 31 10

Note: L: Large, Me: Medium, S: Small, Mi: Micro

The empirical analysis, which aimed to verify the hypotheses proposed in section
1.3, is based on data provided by the two surveys described earlier. The idea is to assess,
by means of a statistical test, whether the percentage of smaller firms that back-shore is
smaller than that of firms that nearshore (HP 1), or whether some of the reasons and
barriers to re-shore are more important in the group of firms that back-shored than in the
group that near-shored. Given there are two kinds of variables to test whether they are
differently distributed in the group of back-shoring companies than in the group of near-
shoring ones, two different tests will be used. For binary variables (such as being small
or large) a chi-square test for the differences between the two groups of interests was
adopted.

The variables that capture the elements of HP 2 (reshoring motivations) and of HP
3 (reshoring barriers) have been measured through an indicator that is registered on a
Likert scale from 1 to 5. For this reason, the hypotheses will be tested using a test of
equality of means that does not impose equality of variances between the two groups. In
the table of results, it will be indicated if the hypotheses that the two means are equal
(i.e., the characteristic is equally important for back-shoring and near-shoring firms) are
accepted or rejected at the standard significance level.

3. Findings

The results of the statistical analysis presented in Table 2 allow us to differentiate
the group of firms that reshored to near countries (near-shores) from those that returned
manufacturing activities to their home country (back-shorers). The characteristics have
been grouped within three dimensions: i) firm’s characteristics, ii) reshoring motivations,
and iii) barriers to reshoring.
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Table 2 Comparison of back-shoring and near-shoring activities

Back-shorers Near-shorers ~ Test

Firm characteristics

Size (% of L/M/S) 3.2/38.7/58.1 50/40/10 0.011 *k
Motivations

“Made in” effect 3.000 3.000 -

Availability of skilled contractors 4.348 2.833 2.362 *

Government aid 1.722 1.143 2.274 *x
Barriers

Find new contractors/employees 2.706 1.400 2.991 **

Creation new manuf. competences 3.286 1.000 3.200 *

Note: *, ** Indicate acceptance of the hypothesis of different values between the two groups at 90% and 95%
of confidence respectively

Concerning the firm, we observe that near-shorers are larger than back-shorers,
confirming HP 1. As different scholars have pointed out (see, among others, [48] [49]
[50]), the strategy of locating production activities in a foreign location requires a
minimum size of the firm in order to be profitable. Therefore, it can be justified that the
firms that back-shore are smaller than those that still have part of their production abroad.
More specifically, this is consistent with the previous findings in the extant literature.

The motivations for back-shoring — instead of near-shoring — point to the availability
of skilled contractors as well as government aid. Firms that back-shored indicate these
were important reasons (4.4 points over 5), confirming HP 2b and HP 2c. Unexpectedly,
the “made in” effect driver has not emerged as statistically different between both sub-
groups (back-shorers vs. near-shorers); therefore HP 2a is not confirmed. This
unexpected result — when compared with previous empirical analysis (see, for instance,
[11] and [12]) could, at least partially, be explained by the EU law on the “made in” label,
since it allows companies to use it also in the case of some low-value production phases
(e.g. the production of uppers in the footwear industry).

As far as barriers encountered in relocating the manufacturing activities within the
home country/region are concerned, back-shorers find more inconveniences than near-
shorers regarding creating new competences and finding new contractors. Therefore, HP
3a and HP 3b are confirmed.

4. Concluding remarks

The paper offers a first attempt to characterize variables that may influence decisions
regarding where to relocate manufacturing activities previously offshored. More
specifically, three sets of variables seem to influence the preference for back-shoring
(relocation to the home country) instead of near-shoring (relocation to the home region):
size, motivations and barriers. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first attempt to
compare back- and near-shoring alternatives; therefore our findings may support further
investigations within the academic debate on relocations of second degree [4]. At the
same time, our findings offer some useful insights for both practitioners (at least those
involved in the footwear industry) and policy makers. For both the categories, the
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availability of skilled human resources (either to be enrolled or available within the
company contractors) emerges as the most critical issue. As previous studies have
demonstrated, intensive offshoring processes can produce negative impacts on the
“industrial commons” available domestically [54] [55], thus reducing favourable
conditions for back-shoring and increasing the time for their implementation. In fact, the
domestic resources the firm can leverage for its new home production could particularly
influence the opportunity, intensity, and speed of relocations to the home country. In this
respect, countries with a higher presence of manufacturing activities — such as Italy [56]
— are in a better position to sustain the processes of relocation to the home countries of
their firms than other countries. In cases where the country (i.e. UK) has lost most of its
industrial structure over the years, the firm should invest in and spend time on
reconfiguring and re-building such conditions [57]. This is an important domain in which
policies have to invest, for instance, through intensive programmes to sustain vocational
training and other interventions for maintaining and renovating domestic skills. In this
respect, it is worth noting that the fashion group LVMH has recently decided to open a
corporate school in Tuscany (Central Italy) to train future technicians for its leather
business through collaboration with the Tuscany Regional Government.

However, the small size of the investigated sample and the focus on the footwear
industry does not allow us to propose generalizations of our preliminary findings. Further
researchers should replicate such an investigation addressing larger populations and
several industries.
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