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The aim of the two days workshop  organised in Padua the 13th-14th November was to analyse the most recent theoretical contributions dedicated to the study of the dynamics industrial districts/cluster,  using the perspective of smart specialisation policies. The issues put at the attention were both theoretical and empirical:

1. How can smart-spec policies be planned to increase the resilience of industrial districts/clusters?
2. Should smart-spec policies  favour or hinder the entry MNEs in industrial districts/clusters? 
3. Should smart-spec policies  favour  the re-shoring of the global supply chain and/or the processes of back-shoring
4. Should smart-spec policies also being targeted  to strengthen new processes of start-ups and spin-off  (also academic spin-offs) in industrial districts/clusters
5. The importance of technological transfer from university to cluster firms
6. The adoption of  regional smart-spec  policies in peripheral and highly innovative regions
7. How can regional smart-spec policies be oriented to foster creativity and innovation in industrial districts/clusters?

Clusters are of the utmost importance for economic growth and fostering innovation. Currently, openness of territories and their connection to the global value chain remains an imperative for triggering competitiveness, to the extent that Horizon 2020 by the EU has emphasized the importance of clusters. The Padua seminar has discussed in depth several issues, serving as a forum for theoretical and empirical debates on current topics challenging and shaping the application of smart-spec policies to “clusters and industrial districts” research agenda. 
First, despite observations that clusters and industrial districts (ID) are path-dependent (Martin and Sunley, 2006) and should be addressed as dynamic phenomena (e.g. Pouder and St. John, 1996; Brenner, 2004), cluster dynamics should be taken into account in designing new smart-spec policies (Hervas-Oliver and Albors-Garrigos, 2014; Wang, Madhok and Li, 2013; Martin and Sunley, 2011; Boschma & Fornahl, 2011; Crespo, 2011; Belussi and Sedita, 2009). Smart-spec policies can be effectively applied not in emerging clusters but only in well developed or mature clusters. Smart-spec policies must be addressed to increase the quality of local resources (supporting vocational training, research, and the provision of collective goods); in addition to that smart-spec policies can be addressed to avoid bottle necks and too high levels of path-dependency (promoting path renewal and/or path diversification).   
In fact, the broad and comprehensive understanding of cluster evolution still constitutes an emerging topic in evolutionary economic geography and other related disciplines (management, innovation and technological change, etc.).  There still does not exist a comprehensive theoretical framework, nor ample empirical evidence, capable of fully explaining why and how clusters and ID evolve. One of the reasons for this is that most empirical works on clusters have examined a “static” rather than longitudinal picture. Also, possibly another reason lies in the complexity involved in integrating the diverse set of intellectual disciplines required for building a comprehensive theoretical framework capable of addressing all actors and micro-processes involved in the functioning of clusters. The managerial perspective can be useful (e.g. Pouder and St. John, 1996; Wang, Madhok and Li, 2014) to the understanding of the meso unit of analysis (at the firm micro level) to see  how cluster firms’ capabilities and strategies can recombine existing and new knowledge from and outside the territory. Hence, cluster firms are more prone to cross-fertilize knowledge and technologies between different fields. In this chain of thought, literature is showing that cluster firms are heterogeneous but that they possess different but complementary competences that can sustain cluster evolution. Technological weak clusters may absorb new knowledge through  the building of multiple knowledge flows in connection with high-tech or innovative regions. Smart-spec policies must sustain this process better connecting weak and strong regions in Europe, integrating them in various R&D cooperative programs.  
Second, another important issue discussed in the conference is the process of  industrial districts/cluster globalisation and its relationships with the European smart spec policies.  
The impact of globalisation on cluster evolution is occurring not only in terms of flows of exports, but also in relation to a more complex interchange of inwards and outwards flows of goods, people, knowledge, which often involve the MNEs as crucial players of localised global supply chains. 
FDI by MNEs increasingly takes the form of knowledge-seeking investment, whereby MNEs attempts to augment their knowledge base through obtaining access to foreign pools of knowledge by becoming a participant in various clusters simultaneously. Indeed, being co-localised where new knowledge/technologies/deign is generated is a more effective way to absorb it, in comparison with inter-country cross-border transferring.  Clusters that have historically developed a high level of capabilities are nowadays witness of entries by MNEs.  Specific smart-spec policies are required in some cases to counterbalance the excessive power of MNEs in industrial districts and clusters, favouring a more ample access and acquisition to strategic recourses by local firms and SME, in order to contrast the emergence of  oligopolistic local systems. 
But in some cases, ‘homegrown’ MNEs are formed in clusters when small firms invest strategic resources in innovation and expansion and progressively transform themselves into MNEs. 
Smart-spec policies can be orchestrated to better eradicate those firms to their context, providing support for re-shoring processes, and supporting the creation of  ancillary service sectors (Kibs, Universities, research centres, key enabling actors, and so on). 
Very importantly, sometimes MNEs are the main actor responsible to giving rise to the local cluster, while in others they enter (or emerge in) the local cluster in one of the subsequent phases of the cluster life cycle (development or maturity). Those MNEs-cluster-centred may be particularly fragile during time, and policies of related-diversification must be promoted. 



