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A
b

str
a
c
t: T

oday, the outstanding role of large com
panies is indisputable, thus it is essential to identify the nationality of 

international com
panies. It is im

portant not just in econom
ics but in m

anagem
ent, too. T

here is no unified view
 of the definition 

of the nationality of a com
pany. T

he concept of 'nationality' is used alm
ost exclusively for individuals. U

ncertainties had arisen 
w

ith regard to the nationality of a com
pany. M

oreover, in our accelerated w
orld, and concerning the grow

ing connectedness 
am

ong countries, m
arkets and com

panies, to identify an international com
pany’s nationality has becom

e increasingly difficult. 
T

he m
ain objective of the research w

as to explore the m
ain features w

hich influence the nationality of a com
pany. T

he w
ork 

w
as based on literature review

 and qualitative m
ethods as it w

as a conceptual analysis. A
s a result the research identified seven 

m
ain features 

w
hich characterizes the nationality of a international com

pany. T
hese 

are: H
um

an R
esource, F

inance, 
G

overnance, S
uppliers, Innovation, M

arket, C
ulture and P

erception. T
he outcom

es can be useful for m
anagers and also for 

academ
ic people. F

urther research w
ill exam

ine international com
panies according to these features, and based on those data, 

the nationality of a com
pany could be better defined. 

K
e
y
w

o
r
d

s: com
pany, com

plexity, nationality. 
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T
he m

arkets and enterprises have becom
e com

plex and global w
hich increases the m

anagers’ burden. 
A

nyone 
could 

experience 
the 

acceleration 
of 

outsourcing 
and 

offshoring. 
F

irm
s 

are 
expanding 

internationally for the sam
e reasons e.g. labour costs, m

arket access and resources. U
sually large 

com
panies em

ploy m
ore people and sell m

ore products and services outside their hom
e econom

ies than 
w

ithin. M
oreover, they operate under tax rules that are often m

ore favourable than their ow
n. B

ecause 
of these features, there is not a single m

ethod how
 som

eone can identify the nationality of a com
pany. 

A
t the level of a product (‘m

ade in’ labels) nationality is often m
isleading. W

hat can then determ
ines 

the nationality of a com
pany? T

he state of incorporation? T
he com

pany’s headquarter? T
he nationality 

of the senior m
anagers or the shareholders? T

he country w
here m

ost of the business activity is taking 
place? A

re there any m
ore influencing features?  

A
ccording to G

eoffrey (2006) technological advances allow
s different parts of the value chain to 

operate in different places. M
anagers, shareholders and custom

ers can be scattered, at the sam
e tim

e – 
G

eoffrey claim
 – the nationality of global com

panies have becom
e clearer. Is this statem

ent still 
relevant? In this paper the author is undertakes to gain and system

atise the relevant literature. A
lthough, 

the literature on nationality of a com
pany is quite sparse, the author introduces som

e engrossing case, 
w

hen the factor in question is appeared in real life situation. T
his research could have im

portant 
im

plications for m
anagers, for academ

ics and also for policy-m
akers. 
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A
n extensive literature review

 has been conducted in order to investigate the literature surrounding the 
nationality of a com

pany and its influencing factors. T
he aim

 is to conduct a conceptual analysis, in 
order to system

ise and create a fram
ew

ork for further exam
ination. T

he research started w
ith the 
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em
ergence of the question and w

ith the gathering of relevant concepts (Figure 1). T
he strategy of 

research w
as based on keyw

ords search for these concepts on the title, keyw
ords and abstract in Scopus, 

W
eb of Science, E

B
S

C
O

host, JST
O

R
E

 and ProQ
uest. In order to select the article, apart from

 the 
keyw

ords, the author has sorted out the article by reading their abstracts. T
his has enabled her to ensure 

the appropriateness of articles. A
uthor has also conducted backw

ard strategy, i.e. finding articles from
 

the references of m
ain article. In total, the author has found m

ore than 30 relevant articles in the research. 
T

he system
atization based on the w

ork of R
eich (1990) and L

loyd, K
oplyay and S

anchez (2012), but it 
w

as extended and com
plem

ented by the opinions of m
any. 
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B
efore W

orld W
ar I. entrepreneurs could easily cross frontier and there w

ere innum
erable businesses 

that crossed national borders. A
fter the W

ord W
ar II. people began to be interested in nationality 

(G
eoffrey, 2006). Since then for various reasons, its im

portance is increasing. 
F

irst, in this section, exam
ine the term

s that m
any m

ix up: international, m
ultinational, transnational 

and global firm
s. O

ne m
ay think they refer to a com

pany doing business in different countries. 
A

ccording 
to 

H
ines 

(2007) 
international 

com
panies 

are 
im

porters 
and 

exporters, 
they 

have 
no 

investm
ents abroad how

ever m
ultinationals do have. T

he latter w
ants to adapt its products and services 

to local m
arkets (e.g. restaurant chains). G

lobal com
panies do not try to adapt their products, they offer 

a hom
ogenous product (e.g. C

oca-C
ola), so they concentrate on econom

ies of scale. T
ransnational 

com
panies are m

ore com
plex com

panies. T
hey give decision-m

aking, R
&

D
 and m

arketing pow
ers to 

different national m
arkets. F

rom
 the point of view

 of the article the latter three are significant. T
he author 

use them
 as synonym

s (as she uses the term
s: nationality and citizenship synonym

s) in the sense that 
they are the representatives of the international business (and representatives of a nation).  

International businesses – a significant m
anagem

ent area – could be a source of ideas, grow
th, capital, 

technology and jobs. T
hese com

panies possibly conduct m
ore research and developm

ent, m
ay provide 

m
ore added value than not international ones, and they can im

prove the perform
ance of local firm

s and 
w

orkers. T
rade can bring new

 products and services at a low
er price for consum

ers.  A
t the sam

e tim
e 

the global trading system
 is not perfect, m

oreover w
ritten rules (W

T
O

 rules) lag behind today’s business 
realities (G

onzáles and D
raper, 2017). O

ne of its aspects is the question of nationality. 
In the next part of this section the author sum

m
arises the latest publications on corporate nationality. 

A
s a result of the system

atization the author identified seven m
ain features that characterizes the 

nationality of an international com
pany. 

3
.1

. H
u

m
a

n
 R

e
so

u
rce

 

M
itchell (2011) describes that in A

m
erica 200 years ago a corporation w

as considered as an “invisible, 
intangible and artificial being” (M

itchell, 2011 p. 38.). T
hose day the question of affiliation w

ere 
determ

ined on the basis of the citizenship of all the corporate sh
a
reh

o
ld

ers. S
ince then trading m

ade it 
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nearly im
possible to establish the citizenship/location of all the shareholders. S

anchirico (2015) also 
highlighted the problem

 of enum
eration, m

oreover he found that in A
m

erica the reporting system
 w

as 
not designed to reveal the ow

ners nationality and the author suppose if som
eone w

ants to rem
ain 

anonym
ous, it can be possible. In m

ost cases even the com
panies them

selves do not know
 their foreign 

ow
nership share. S

anchirico (2015) w
ell-founded opinion is that U

S
 m

ultinationals are largely foreign-
ow

ned. B
ut there are another questions. A

re a corporation m
ere personal property of shareholders? Is it 

possible that a com
pany’s citizenship is m

ore (or less) than the citizenship of every real person w
ho 

ow
ns the property?  
A

n E
co

n
o

m
ist (2014) article discusses exactly this problem

, as it exam
ines the nationality of large 

international businesses, based on the shares of sales (w
eighted 30%

), staff (w
eighted 30%

), ow
ners 

(w
eighted 30%

), and the boss’s nationality (w
eighted 10%

). F
or exam

ple the C
E

O
 of C

oca-C
ola and 

m
ost of its shareholders are from

 A
m

erica, but m
ost of its sale and staff are from

 outside of the country. 
It turns out that the overw

helm
ing m

ajority of shareholders nationality provides for C
oca C

ola, in this 
calculation, that it is 62%

 A
m

erican. B
ut, is the nationality of a com

pany equal to the stakeholder’s 
nationality? A

ccording to the B
arcelona T

raction case the answ
er is: no. T

he B
arcelona T

raction w
as 

controlled by B
elgian shareholders but incorporated under C

anadian law
. A

fter a 12-year-long process 
the C

ourt stated that the com
pany did not possess B

elgian nationality (T
am

s and T
zanakopoulos, 2010). 

S
anchirico (2015) agrees w

ith this and claim
 nationality is not equal to the interests of shareholders, 

others should be taken into account e.g. em
ployees and suppliers. 

A
nother consideration, regarding hum

an resources, is the nationality of key ex
ecu

tives. L
akshm

an 
and Jiang (2016) had the sam

e question in their research. T
hey conducting interview

s w
ith 30 executives 

of F
rench subsidiaries located in S

ingapore and C
hina. T

heir findings revealed that m
ost F

rench 
m

ultinationals use significant num
bers of parent-country nationals (F

rench) instead host-country 
nationals (C

hinese) for key positions. B
ut the average conceals the differences. In their research they 

pointed out that the aim
 can determ

ine the selection. F
or exam

ple w
hen a project is huge, or w

hen the 
goal is transferring know

ledge and take som
ething under control they prefer parent-country nationals. 

A
nd w

hen they try to gain legitim
acy in the local environm

ent, or w
hen they w

ant to use the local m
arket 

know
ledge they prefer host-country nationals. T

his can be the reason w
hy they em

ploy m
ore host-

country nationals am
ong m

iddle m
anagers. A

nd loyalty can be a reason w
hy they em

ploy m
ore parent-

country nationals am
ong top m

anagers. B
ut can som

eone claim
, for exam

ple, in the case of F
ord to be 

A
m

erican on the basis of the nationality of its C
E

O
? E

stélyi and N
isar (2016) found just conversely. 

A
ccording to them

 shareholder heterogeneity are key determ
inants of nationality diversity on corporate 

boards. S
o can w

e specify the nationality of a com
pany exclusively from

 the nationality of their C
E

O
s? 

A
nother consideration could be w

here the C
E

O
 is located? W

here they hold their m
eetings?  

In the context of hum
an resource la

b
o

u
r fo

rce also have to be m
entioned. International assignm

ents, 
expansions, outsourcings play an essential role in large com

panies. T
hese m

ovem
ents are often 

explained by cost-benefit or profit-m
aking reasons. If a com

pany is operating w
ith labour force located 

outside of the country, has it any im
pact on the com

pany's nationality?  
R

eich (1990) w
ondered ‘w

hich is m
ore im

portant to the econom
ic future of a nation? T

he location 
of headquarter along w

ith the nationality of m
anagers and shareholders or the nationality of em

ployees, 
the location of R

&
D

 along w
ith the location of m

anufacturing? W
hich can be considered national, w

hich 
foreign? R

eich (1990, 1991) answ
ered the question, according to him

 the only thing that m
atters is labour 

force. S
o one can better determ

ine the nationality of a com
pany by the nationality of em

ployees than 
depending on w

here the head office is located. A
 foreign-ow

ned corporation, w
ith its R

&
D

 and 
m

anufacturing presence and its reliance on w
orkers are m

ore im
portant factors, than issues of ow

nership, 
control and national origin. H

e suggests to open borders to investors from
 around the w

orld, because 
that w

ould revitalize the com
petitive perform

ance of a national econom
y. 

T
he author assum

ption is – w
ith great respect for R

eich's w
ork – that in the 21

st century there could 
be m

ore im
portant factors than labour force. 

3
.2
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a
n

ce
 

T
he next feature that can affect nationality is: finances. F

irst of all: ta
x
a

tio
n

, w
hich is salient question 

in developed nations. B
aucus (2013) sum

m
arized the A

m
erican situation as follow

s. A
s it’s easy for 

corporations to shift profits to low
-tax countries to avoid U

.S
. taxes, the num

ber of foreign subsidiaries 
ow

ned by U
.S

. corporations has quadrupled. A
nd U

.S
. investm

ent overseas has m
ultiplied by 85, w

hile 



aggregate investm
ent in tax havens (such as Ireland, the N

etherlands, and B
erm

uda) has m
ultiplied by 

570. T
he reason is the higher tax rate. T

he result – in long run - is low
er com

petitiveness and slow
er 

econom
ic grow

th in the U
S

 (S
anchirico, 2015; B

aucus, 2013). T
o change com

panies’ practice is not 
easy, so it is still central issue how

 they can solve the problem
 (H

atch, 2017). S
om

e w
ell-know

n 
exam

ples are: M
icrosoft (61 billion U

S
D

), A
pple (40 billion U

S
D

) and G
oogle (33 billion U

S
D

) 
(S

anchirico, 2015) w
ho shift their profits. C

om
panies claim

 it is the intense globalised com
petition that 

force them
 to such m

ovem
ents (see H

opkins and B
ow

ers, 2017 about A
pple’s case how

 law
yers found 

the next location w
ith little or no corporation tax after Ireland). B

ut it is just their short-run interest. 
D

oes it m
ean that a com

pany w
ith m

igration can change its nationality? If yes, then there is no question 
about that they are not any m

ore belong to their form
er nation, and they do not pay tax there. 

A
m

ong financial questions su
b

sid
ies have to be m

entioned. W
here m

ajor subsidies com
ing from

 to 
the com

pany? U
sually, there is a huge contradiction in this issue. B

ecause national governm
ents are 

generally subsidise the com
panies ow

ned by a citizen. A
t the sam

e tim
e, it is necessary to analyse w

here 
the support is going to m

igrate in this case. A
ccording to R

eich (1990) the m
ultinational com

panies 
happily accept these subsidies and then spread it to their affiliates all over the w

orld. In these cases the 
policy ignores the reality, so achieves an opposite effect. 

T
he author assum

ption is that taxation could be one of the m
ain influencing factors in form

ulation of 
nationality as it is strategic m

anagem
ent question for the com

pany concerning the top priority: profit 
m

aking. 

3
.3

. G
o

ve
rn

a
n
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In A
m

erica, in the m
id-1800s, since in those days the com

panies w
ere considered as artificial entities, 

they announced that the place of in
co

rp
o
ra

tio
n

 should be the state of citizenship (M
itchell, 2011). T

hat 
m

eant, for m
ore than a century, that the „state of birth” determ

ined the affiliation (G
eoffrey, 2013). A

 
corporations could be dual citizens by being born in one state and conducting their principal business in 
another.  

A
nother question also em

erges: the im
portance of the location of h

ea
d

q
u

a
rter. M

oran (2013) is 
dealing w

ith this problem
 in connection w

ith IT
 security. T

he author analyses the ‘H
uaw

ei-case’, w
hen 

H
uaw

ei in 2013 declared that his com
pany is 'not interested in the U

S
 m

arket anym
ore’. T

his statem
ent 

w
as the answ

er to ‘techno-nationalism
’ A

m
erican politicians have engaged in (V

aitheesw
aran, 2013). 

H
uaw

ei’s response w
as considered as a national IT

 security threat in U
S

 telecom
m

unications netw
orks 

and the H
ouse Intelligence C

om
m

ittee had been w
arning against the use of H

uaw
ei-m

ade equipm
ent. 

B
ut besides of the security questions there are econom

ic/m
anagem

ent questions also arose (M
oran, 

2013). M
oran and O

ldenski (2013), in another study, on the bases of C
hina’s G

D
P for the years of 1988 

and 2007, estim
ated that C

hinese investm
ent in the U

nited S
tates w

as approxim
ately 50%

 low
er than 

w
hat other econom

ic param
eters w

ould predicted. T
his policy from

 the U
S can discourages other 

valuable inw
ard investm

ent from
 other countries also (M

oran, 2013). F
urther question w

hether anyone 
can singling out particular com

panies by nationality of their headquarters? O
r can a governm

ent dictate 
w

hich international vendors are w
elcom

ed or not to sell goods w
ithin their econom

y? C
an they block 

business transactions? C
an a governm

ent block an adm
inistrative seat transfer? Y

es, it happened w
ith 

D
aily M

ail, C
entros and C

artesio (H
ansen, 2013; P

etronella, 2010). E
co

n
o

m
ist (2014) reported a case 

w
hen the F

rench governm
ent tried to block foreign takeover in their “strategic” industry, but finally G

E
 

acquired A
lstom

 (G
E

, 2015). B
ut according to the E

co
n

o
m

ist’s (2014) m
easure only one  third of the 

A
lstom

 w
ere F

rench, so they judge according to just the headquarters’ location. T
he sam

e happened to 
A

straZ
eneca (headquarter location: B

ritain) w
hen B

ritish people considered it dom
estic com

pany 
although m

ere 12%
 w

ere that according to E
co

n
o

m
ist (2014). It did not even paid B

ritish tax in the 
previous year. 

M
itchell (2011) exam

ined the „principal place of business” and introduced an A
m

erican test called 
„nerve centre”  for determ

ining a corporation’s principal place of business. „N
erve centre” m

eans the 
true centre of control, the centre of direction and coordination. G

eoffrey (2006) claim
 that overseas 

subsidiaries 
often 

had 
few

 
links 

to 
parent-com

pany. 
F

or 
exam

ple 
local 

subsidiaries 
typically 

m
anufactured distinctive products. It is a very com

plex question since som
e corporations m

ay divide 
their com

m
and and coordinating functions am

ong m
anagers w

ho w
ork at several different locations. 

S
aw

yer (2014) concluded in her paper that applying this test to atypical corporate structures and 
activities are also problem

atic. 
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In 1990 O
hm

ae claim
 that the place of incorporation, and the place of headquarter does not m

atter, 
m

ore over the products are denationalised, so the large corporations are ‘placeless’ (O
hm

ae, 1990. p. 
94). B

ut in m
any legal system

s, the state of incorporation is still the m
ain determ

inant of the nationality 
of a corporation (M

itchell, 2011).  
T

he author assum
ption is that governance is not am

ong the m
ain influencing factors of nationality 

from
 the econom

ic/m
anagm

ent point of view
. 

3
.4

. S
u

p
p

lie
rs

 

T
he earlier m

entioned ‘H
uaw

ei-case’ reflects to another nationality question. W
hether a supplier can 

have an im
pact on the nationality of the original com

pany. In 2009 the N
ational S

ecurity A
gency (N

S
A

) 
told A

T
&

T
 - the w

orld's largest telecom
m

unications com
pany – to exclude H

uaw
ei from

 its tendering 
procedure if they w

anted to m
aintain their contracts w

ith the U
S

 governm
ent. A

nd the sam
e happened 

in the case of S
print N

extel. M
oran (2013) highlighted that m

ost of the IT
 com

panies (e.g. L
ucent-

A
lcatel, S

am
sung, C

isco, Siem
ens-N

okia) outsource the m
anufacture of com

ponents. It is because of 
econom

ic rationality, nam
ely cost-effectiveness. If they exclude suppliers can cause that the product in 

question becam
e m

ore expensive. F
or exam

ple – at the tim
e of the article – in 2013, 4G

 w
ireless netw

ork 
for m

obile phones in E
urope cost about 2.50 U

S
D

/G
b; in the U

nited S
tates, the sam

e service cost 7.50 
U

S
D

/G
b. S

o excluding a C
hinese supplier had negative effect on A

m
erican consum

ers.  
C

an a com
pany/a sector/a country rem

ain com
petitive if it excludes certain suppliers? D

oes it really 
m

atter w
hat is the nationality of a supplier? W

illiam
 (2005) and F

ernández (2017) stress that w
ith 

increased levels of globalisation it is im
portant that governm

ents be able to m
axim

ise the im
pact w

hich 
foreign direct investm

ent (F
D

I) m
akes upon the econom

y of their countries. 
T

he author assum
ption is that suppliers appeared as an influential factor and do have an im

pact on 
com

panies’ nationality. 

3
.5

. In
n

o
va

tio
n

 

F
irm

s are not black boxes responding to external factors e.g. governm
ent’s policies. T

hey are inventors, 
they create products, technologies and value. T

he m
anagem

ent know
s, that the high costs of innovations 

and the rapid change in technology m
ake ‘innovation’ area critical. R

eich (1990) claim
 the only thing is 

m
atter w

here the R
&

D
 activity is done i.e. w

here they are located, because it supports that country w
here 

the em
ployees are. S

o, w
ithin a country, governm

ent-financed help for research and innovation should 
be available to any corporation, regardless of the nationality of its ow

ners, as long as the com
pany 

undertakes the R
&

D
 in the hom

e-country, because they em
ploy national scientists and researchers. 

U
nfortunately, in m

ost cases governm
ents supports dom

estic-ow
ner, w

hich could be counterproductive.  
N

achum
 (2003) had an interesting observation. A

ccording to him
, it is likely that m

ultinational 
corporations im

plem
ent higher value-added activities (e.g., R

&
D

) in the hom
e country and transfer 

overseas low
er value-added activities, because hom

e countries w
ould influence their com

petitiveness to 
a greater degree com

pared to w
hen the geographic configuration of their value-added activity differs. 

M
oreover, over the past five decade, incom

e from
 intellectual property has becom

e m
uch m

ore 
im

portant in the w
orld econom

y. R
eich (1991) thought that in the 21

st century a nation’s prim
ary assets 

w
ould be its citizens’ valuable skills, know

ledge and experience. T
oday, any m

anagem
ent is aw

are of 
the fact that a com

pany depends on its ability to innovate. 
T

he author assum
ption is that innovation and new

 technology could determ
ine the nationality. 

3
.6

. M
a

rk
e

t  

M
arkets are becom

ing m
ore and m

ore im
portant as com

panies expand globally, a greater proportion of 
revenue arises from

 sources other than the country of incorporation (FT
S

E
 R

ussell, 2017). E
strin et al. 

(2017) has observed that E
m

erging M
arket M

ultinational C
om

panies in m
ore urbanized countries w

ith 
stronger R

&
D

 capabilities w
ould pay relatively m

ore strategic attention to the hom
e m

arket over 
international m

arkets. T
he authors also em

phasize the im
portance of including hom

e country contextual 
factors in m

odels predicting m
ultinational corporation internationalization. R

eich, already in 1990, 
considered m

a
rk

et as an influencing factor of corporate nationality.  
T

he m
ost frequently used m

easure of international diversification is foreign sales divided by total 
sales. B

arakat et al. (2011) found firm
s w

ith a higher degree of internationalization to be m
ore satisfied 

w
ith foreign sales, sales grow

th, higher percentage of foreign profits and m
arket share. S

o firm
s m

ay 



see the internationalization strategy as a w
ay to enhance foreign perform

ance. B
ut is this indicate that 

m
arkets can influence the nationality of a com

pany? 
T

he author assum
ption is that m

arket is considerable, but it is not am
ong the m

ain influencing factors 
of nationality of international com

panies. 

3
.7

. C
u

ltu
re

 a
n

d
 P

e
rce

p
tio

n
 

N
achum

 (2003) attem
pted to identify the im

pact of nationality of ow
nership on the com

petitiveness of 
m

ultinational com
panies in the service industry. T

he author’s findings show
 that the im

pact of 
nationality does not disappear, as a set of hom

e-country characteristics possesses a certain explanatory 
pow

er. F
urtherm

ore, in m
ost of their analyses, the variation in com

petitiveness betw
een the firm

s studied 
is explained m

ostly by these variables. T
heir findings have im

plications also for the analysis of 
com

petitors and suggest a need to distinguish betw
een com

petitors of the sam
e nationality and those of 

other nationalities. S
o a firm

’s advantages are likely to differ from
 those of com

petitors originated in 
other countries. 

G
eppert and W

illiam
s (2006) introduce that recent globalization approaches stress that globalization 

is also driven by a convergence of business culture and policies. C
an a global corporate culture replaces 

the national hom
e and host country identities? T

he authors claim
 that there are continuous im

pact of 
different national business practices on m

ultinationals, but because of their relative w
eakness of 

international institutions com
pared w

ith the institutional fram
ew

ork of the nation-state, it m
akes very 

unlikely that national business practices w
ill lose their influence on m

ost of the internationally operating 
com

panies. 
T

o sum
 up it is im

portant to deal w
ith the question of nationality, because nationality-conceptions 

can influence the course of business interactions and negotiations by contributing, or not, to cultural 
m

atching and sym
pathy-building. P

ositive conceptions can have a positive effect on the realization of 
business attem

pts (e.g. F
D

I), or dislike based on nationality m
ay lead to a perception of higher risk and 

ultim
ately the failure of attem

pted business m
ovem

ents. B
andelj (2011) has an exam

ple w
hen an 

A
m

erican investor A
m

eriC
o, w

as trying to acquire a S
lovenian electronics appliances m

anufacturer, 
S

lovan, but people w
ere so strongly against the acquisition that they w

ithdrew
 from

 their attem
pt. A

n 
interesting tw

ist happened in less than a year later, w
hen a third of S

lovan w
as acquired by a G

erm
an 

m
ultinational. T

he source of the negative im
pact w

as the presence of an Italian m
anager from

 A
m

eriC
o. 

S
o the result can be traced back for historical conflict betw

een S
lovenians and Italians, and because its 

m
anager A

m
eriC

o w
as perceived as Italian. If cultural perceptions w

ork in this w
ay in m

icro level and 
have direct link to econom

ic and m
anagem

ent actions, w
e should see their m

anifestations at m
acro level 

also. 
T

he author assum
ption is that culture and perception is considerable, but they are not am

ong the m
ain 

influencing factors of nationality. 

4
. D

isc
u

s
sio

n
 

T
he author in the beginning of her paper noted that the concept of 'nationality' is used alm

ost exclusively 
for individuals. H

ow
ever, w

e are m
ore and m

ore often encountered w
ith expressions like ‘corporate 

citizenship’ or ‘nerve centre’ w
hich is pointing in that direction that a com

pany also need to have a 
nationality like an individual do. B

ut corporate citizenship is different from
 hum

anoid status as it m
ay 

an everlasting life right on earth. M
oreover, this personalization of com

panies raises m
ore questions 

(e.g. C
an have a com

pany the right of freedom
 of speech?) (M

itchell, 2011). 
In the 1990’s authors claim

ed that large m
ultinational firm

s w
ere becom

ing stateless global w
ebs 

(O
hm

ae, 1990; R
eich, 1991). S

tateless m
eans that they integrate various technology, m

anagem
ent, 

production and finance from
 different parts of the w

orld w
ith the help of IT

 equipm
ent, but in the sam

e 
tim

e they not belong to anyw
here. In the 2000’s G

eoffrey’s (2006) opinion w
as that the nationality of a 

com
pany is equal to the nationality of the hom

e country. B
ut a decade after G

eoffrey how
 can w

e 
determ

ine the nationality of a com
pany? 

In this paper the author collected and system
ised the seven m

ain features that can characterise a 
com

pany’s nationality. T
hese characteristic are: H

um
an R

esource, F
inance, G

overnance, S
uppliers, 

Innovation, M
arket, C

ulture and P
erception. T

hese features can form
 a m

odel, in w
hich one can identify 

the nationality of a com
pany. [In the research of L

loyd, K
oplyay and S

anchez (2012), how
ever the 

grouping of the features w
ere different, one can calculate the im

portance of each factor, these are in their 



C
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P
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0

1
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 C

o
n

te
m

p
o

ra
ry Issu

e
s in

 T
h

e
o

ry a
n

d
 P

ra
ctice

 o
f M

a
n

a
g
e

m
e

n
t 

order (H
R

) 16%
, (F

inance) 26%
, (G

overnance) 17,5%
, (S

uppliers) 4,5%
, (Innovation) 4,5 %

, (M
arket) 

11,5%
, (C

ulture and P
erception) 13%

.] 
A

ccording to R
eich (1990, 1991) the only thing that m

atters is highly skilled labour force. T
his 

form
er idea leads to a very interesting result in the 21

st century: new
 technology (e.g. artificial 

intelligence) could determ
ine the nationality. E

urope and U
S

A
 have a terrible backlog in this area behind 

C
hina. A

ccording to IE
E

E
 (2017), the w

orld's largest technical professional association in the field 
engineering, com

puting, and technology inform
ation, they have 423,000 m

em
bers in over 160 

countries. A
t the sam

e tim
e C

hina had 4,7 m
illion science, technology, engineering and m

athem
atics 

graduates in 2016; India, another academ
ic pow

erhouse, had 2,6 m
illion w

hile the U
.S

. had 568,000 
(M

cC
arthy, 2017). S

o the centre of gravity of know
ledge and innovation has m

oved from
 the W

est to 
the E

ast. T
hrough this process, that C

hina produces huge know
ledge, and taking into account that C

hina 
is the largest m

arket today, m
anagem

ents and international com
panies soon should consider to be 

present in C
hina. It is possible that C

hina w
ill try to conquer them

 over tim
e. O

ther possibility is that 
international com

panies w
on’t even recognize this process – through the role of highly skilled engineers 

and researchers; and through the role of C
hina’s m

arket – and initially the com
panies’ characteristic and 

then their nationality w
ill change unnoticed to them

. 10 years ago C
hina copied, but today they have a 

leading role. S
o is it possible that in the long run C

hina could start to dom
inate nationality colour? 

5
. C

o
n

c
lu

sio
n

 

It is hard to specify the nationality of a com
pany. O

ne m
ay say that as it w

as tw
o hundred years ago, in 

term
s of nationality, the com

panies are still invisible. M
aybe there are not national product, national 

technology, national com
pany, national industry and national econom

y any m
ore. B

ut som
ehow

 w
e have 

to characterise a com
pany.  

F
rom

 the econom
ic and m

anagem
ent point of view

 the question is w
hich nation's com

petitiveness is 
increased by a certain com

pany? T
he author identified not one, but seven dim

ensions in relation w
ith 

nationality. T
hese are: H

um
an R

esource, Finance, G
overnance, S

uppliers, Innovation, M
arket, C

ulture 
and P

erception. A
ccording to the current state of the research the author can state that there is no single 

w
ay of determ

ining the nationality of a com
pany; it depends on w

hat patterns and aspects one choose to 
em

phasize. M
oreover nationality can depend on different factors am

ong different circum
stances. T

he 
relative im

portance of these factors needs further investigation. 
T

he author is aw
are of that the interest of different view

s (legal or econom
ic/m

anagem
ent) results in 

different 
outcom

es 
on 

nationality 
of 

a 
com

pany. 
In 

this 
paper 

the 
author 

concentrated 
on 

econom
ic/m

anagem
ent considerations. T

he author form
ed her hypotheses: T

he nationality of a com
pany 

is largely depends on w
here the com

pany pays tax. 
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