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ABSTRACT
Objective: The purpose of this article is to evaluate the adequacy of the present theo-
retical knowledge relating to divestments and de-internationalization in the context
of explaining the backshoring phenomenon — a relatively new, but gaining in im-
portance specific behaviour of companies in the process of internationalization.
Research Design & Methods: The paper discusses various aspects of contemporary
processes of internationalization. The employed research design is qualitative — the
study has been based on conclusions drawn from critical literature studies.
Findings: Although backshoring shares some common characteristics with the con-
cepts of de-internationalization and international divestments, there are several no-
ticeable differences: e.g. both de-internationalization and international divestments
are rather related to wholly owned subsidiaries, while backshoring includes both
activities outsourced to company’s foreign suppliers and to its subsidiaries.
Implications & Recommendations: It is necessary to develop new concepts that in
a holistic way will define the decision-making process of enterprises which use
de-internationalization and backshoring of business processes as part of their long-
term internationalization strategies. The article indicates some dependencies and
issues that must be considered in formulating new theoretical proposals.
Contribution & Value Added: The originality of this study lies in the in-depth analysis
of the similarities and differences between the processes of de-
internationalization/international divestments and backshoring.
Article type: original literature review
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INTRODUCTION

International business (IB) literature contains multiplicity and diversity of theoretical
explanations of motives, courses and consequences of internationalization of enterpris-
es. Such variety results from methodological and content-related reasons. Due to a great
plurality of possible paths of internationalization, researchers can focus attention only on
selected aspects of operations undertaken by the companies in international markets.
Reasons for expansion into foreign markets should be sought in new phenomena in the
macro- and competitive environment. Companies create their own, often completely
new, development and competitive strategies, taking into account current and future
external conditions. Consequently, there is no single universal theory of internationaliza-
tion, but rather a bundle of complementary concepts that can be applied to explain the
internationalization processes of different types of businesses.

First (traditional) theoretical approaches covered the internationalization of produc-
tion and foreign direct investments, generally undertaken by companies with ownership
advantages (resulting from the company's size, experience and possession of unique
technology). The concepts which were developed in the last decades of the twentieth
century perceived internationalization as a gradual process of increasing the companies'
involvement in activities on foreign markets through systematic adequate adjustments in
the area of used strategies, available resources and organizational structure (Minska-
Struzik & Nowara, 2014). A common feature of these theoretical concepts is the percep-
tion of growing internationalization as a one-way escalating process in which companies
use various modes of entering foreign markets.

Meanwhile — as indicated by a number of studies — the economic crisis has forced
many international companies to reduce the scale and scope of activities on foreign
markets. This is not a new phenomenon — since the 70s companies have been making
decisions of withdrawing from foreign operations or changing entry modes. However,
the current reconfiguration of international business activities is connected with new
factors and circumstances that are not fully inherent in previously known concepts of de-
internationalization and international divestments. Simultaneously, backshoring — a spe-
cific behaviour of some TNCs (transnational corporations) in the process of international-
ization, understood as a partial or total relocation of previously offshored companies'
activities to their home countries, is gaining importance in recent years. Therefore, it
seems crucial to answer the question to what extent the existing theoretical frameworks
are useful to explain the trend of backshoring. Thus the main objective of the article is to
evaluate the wusefulness of concepts of international divestments and de-
internationalization in explaining the backshoring phenomenon. The research has been
based on conclusions drawn from in-depth study of literature.

The first section of the article describes the essential ideas of international divest-
ment and de-internationalization. In addition, it presents the basic modes and typology
of de-internationalization. Then, the main reasons for decision about de-
internationalization are identified. In the next part of the paper different definitions of
backshoring are compared and the main types of this phenomenon and motives are
highlighted on the basis of the selected empirical research. The discussion section pre-
sents the main conclusions and points out the similarities and differences between the
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processes of divestment, de-internationalization and backshoring. The paper ends with
some conclusions and implications for further research.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

The main aim of the article is to evaluate the adequacy of current theoretical knowledge
relating to divestments and de-internationalization in the context of the possibility of
explaining the backshoring phenomenon. Therefore, the paper focuses on the presenta-
tion and evaluation of these phenomena by thoroughly discussed definitions, conditions
and motives. Identification of similarities and differences allows to assess the usefulness
of concepts of international divestments and de-internationalization in explaining back-
shoring. Based on a review of literature, it can be concluded that although these theoret-
ical concepts have some features in common, backshoring has some specific characteris-
tics that suggest separate approach to this concept in IB field.

The article is of descriptive character. The most recognized concepts have been se-
lected for the needs of this study. The literature review covers available literature on the
subject (in particular academic articles), published before December 2015. Selected aca-
demic databases (EBSCO, Emerald, Scopus, Google Scholar), taking into consideration
such keywords as: “divestment”, “de-internationalization”, “reshoring”, “backshoring”,
“onshoring” were employed to identify relevant literature®. Besides, considering the
same keywords, proceedings of the most important international conferences in the area
of international business (e.g. EIBA, AIB) have been analysed. Attention has been paid
primarily to academic articles, which focused on the analysis of motives, governance
structure of relocated activities and the level of voluntariness of companies that decided
to implement these strategies.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORY DEVELOPMENT

De-Internationalization and Divestments as the Specific Behaviours of Companies on
International Markets

In the current economic reality companies are forced, more than ever, to make decisions
regarding effective management of international operations’ portfolio, including the
reduction of activities in foreign markets. As early as in the 70s researchers’ attention
has been drawn to foreign divestments (Boddewyn, 1979). Since that moment, divest-
ments have stopped to be perceived only as a failure in terms of conducting operations
in foreign markets and have been used in the processes of adapting companies to the
changes in their internal and external environment.

Multidimensionality of the processes and the variety of companies, industries and
locations create a broad spectrum for studying the phenomenon of divestments (Chow
& Hamilton, 1993). When considering divestments from the perspective of a corporate
strategy, a portfolio of foreign operations is considered — the company is analysed in
terms of its efficiency and strategic adjustment of resources and products. Operations
that are unprofitable and deviating from the company's strategy should be immediately

! Analysis of a number of media articles referencing to reshoring/backshoring was conducted by Cranfield
University (2015), and it indicates a dynamic increase of interest in this topic from 2010.
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sold or liquidated (Duhaime & Grant, 1984). This indicates that the probability of divest-
ment depends largely on the strategy adopted by the company in foreign markets. It is
also important whether the company adapts and works on individual foreign markets as
a part of a multinational strategy, or the branch is a part of an integrated production
network belonging to the global company (it is assumed that foreign affiliates are more
vulnerable to divestments).

A divestment may mean a partial reduction of activities in foreign markets or total
withdrawal of companies from operations on the market through liquidation, sale of
assets, or bankruptcy petition (Burt, Dawson & Sparks, 2003). In the case of sale, the
owner changes, but the foreign branch continues its activities. Liquidation means that
a foreign subsidiary of a company ceases to exist (Mata & Portugal, 2000). Divestments
may also be the result of failures on the foreign market, adaptation or restructuring
actions taken by the company (aimed at improving the functioning of the whole enter-
prise) or can be also imposed, e.g. in case of nationalization (Benito, 2005).

Typology of divestment processes proposed by Simoes (2005) is based on the two
approaches to this phenomena: the reduction of the degree of ownership and the reduc-
tion of assets held by the company and its activities. The author distinguished: (i) forced
divestments / selling a branch / selling part of the shares (reduction of property, business
is conducted with no changes), (ii) a decrease in production / decrease in importance of
the branch (reduction of operations, the level of ownership remains unchanged), and {iii)
liquidation of a foreign branch / sale of shares and reduction of company's activities
(reduction of both the scope of operations and the level of ownership), and (iv) no di-
vestments (no changes in the ownership and business activity).

The concept of de-internationalization has been outlined much later and introduced
by Welch and Luostarinen (1988), who believed there was no guarantee that the compa-
ny that started the process of internationalization would continue it in the future. Simi-
larly, Fletcher (2001) challenges the traditional approach to internationalization as an
incremental process, and examines the role of de-internationalization in view of long-
term internationalization of the company. According to the author, this process is the
opposite of gradual progression and should be analysed in the context of the problems
identified during the initial implementation of the original internationalization strategy.
A similar approach was presented by Calof and Beamish (1995), who claimed that inter-
nationalization is a continuous process to adapt the structure, strategies, resources, and
other business operations to the conditions prevailing in the international environment,
and de-internationalization is a deliberate reduction in the degree of involvement of
companies in international markets.

Benito and Welch (1997), who first developed a conceptual model of de-
internationalization, believe that this process applies to all activities, both voluntary and
forced, which result in a reduction of activities in the international market. The authors
have analysed de-internationalization from three theoretical perspectives: economics,

2 However, Boddewyn (1979) claims that foreign divestment is only a voluntary cessation of business activity or
the sale of all or selected parts of the company. Besides, also the definition proposed by Mellahi (2003) is
limited to de-internationalization as a voluntary engagement in the process of reducing foreign operations in
response to the worsening organizational conditions in the local or international market. De-
internationalization in this approach can be a mean to improve the overall profitability of TNCs.
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strategic management and internationalization process management. From the perspec-
tive of economics, de-internationalization is examined as a rational response to changes
in market and competitive conditions. From the perspective of strategic management,
the company decides to conduct de-internationalization on the basis of the analysis of
product life cycle and portfolio of activities and resources. In turn, from the point of view
of the internationalization process managing, authors point out that the ongoing interna-
tionalization process of the company is itself seen as a major barrier for de-
internationalization (e.g. due to the increasing involvement of senior management in
operations in the international markets).

Turcan (2011) created a typology of de-internationalization processes taking two cri-
teria into account: the degree of de-internationalization and the final result of this pro-
cess (Figure 1). However, this classification does not take into consideration scale and
scope of the reduction of foreign operations and does not take into account the change
in degree of ownership of existing activities.
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Figure 1. Typology of de-internationalization
Source: on the basis of Turcan (2011, pp. 230-232).

Turcan (2011) added the issue of de-internationalization modes to the typology pre-
sented above. In accordance with the definition proposed by Benito, Petersen and Welch
(2009), he also claimed that forms of conducting business activity in foreign markets
include de-internationalization. If the company wundertakes a partial de-
internationalization, it can reduce the scale of operations in the market or change the
form of conducting business to one that requires less workforce or capital commitment.
Reduction of operations’ scale can be done by reorganization, withdrawal of one of the
brands from a given market, or production of older version of the product. In case of
changing entry mode in the foreign market, a company may decide to de-invest, de-
franchise or de-export. A company which decides to de-invest may in turn change the
form of business activities, e.g. to franchising, contracting-out or assets sale.

The main difference between divestment and de-internationalization is the possibil-
ity to do a multi-dimensional analysis of the phenomenon of de-internationalization.
Researches on foreign divestments (and withdrawal from export activities) focus basical-
ly on the form of activities, while the scope of the analysis of de-internationalization
processes may include other aspects, e.g. a products portfolio or the attractiveness of
individual foreign markets. Thus, in relation to the whole company, de-
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internationalization seems to be a much wider concept®. Despite these differences, it
must be noted that these two processes are characterized by: 1) a voluntary or forced
reduction in the degree of company’s involvement on foreign markets; 2) the complete
withdrawal of a company from a foreign market or partial reduction of the involvement
on a given market (Reiljan, 2004).
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Figure 2. Modes of de-internationalization
Source: Turcan (2011, p. 42).

Motives of De-internationalization

Reiljan (2004) classified the reasons for de-internationalization basing on the analysis of
empirical research on divestments and withdrawal of export activity. She also highlighted
four groups of factors influencing the decision to reduce involvement in foreign markets.
As she points out, the motives may result from lack of international experience, strategic
changes, poor financial results or increase of costs and “other factors”.

The group of motives related to lack of experience include, inter alia, insufficient
market analysis preceding the process of internationalization, too early / too late started
expansion into the foreign markets, lack of information, wrong choice of target market
or inappropriate entry mode. A lack of experience in foreign markets may also result in
maladjustment of the product and insufficient adaptation to the foreign market re-
quirements. A partial or complete de-internationalization can also result from changes in
the business strategy, including, e.g. rationalizing company's activities, focusing on the
key areas of company's activities, changes in management, the increase in demand on
the domestic market, a shortage of necessary resources (including qualified staff) and
consequently limited production capacity or changes in the operation in the given for-
eign market. In a group of reasons connected with poor financial results or an increase in

3 De-internationalization is sometimes a preparation to re-internationalization. Welch and Welch [2009], while
exploring the issue of re-internationalization, have defined it as a process of internationalization of a company,
with a temporary withdrawal from a foreign market, finished with a successful comeback.
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incurred costs Reiljan (2004) has listed an advancing competitive pressure (in the country
of origin, in the host country and in other countries), rising production costs, transporta-
tion costs and taxes. Among the "other reasons" the author has pointed out de-
internationalization processes of related industries, external shocks, governmental inter-
ventions and ownership changes.

Reasons related to the lack of experience are most important at an early stage of ex-
pansion into international markets. At a later stage of internationalization, the most
important reason for de-internationalization seems to be an increase in costs resulting
for example from changes in the economic situation on foreign markets. At the most
advanced stages of internationalization, a frequently occurring reason for de-
internationalization is reorganization and a change of the company's strategy. As indicat-
ed by Minska-Struzik and Nowara (2014), in the case of de-internationalization of activi-
ties resulting from financial or strategic motives, this process is not generally followed by
reduction of the involvement in foreign markets, but rather by changes of host markets
and/or entry modes.

Often, despite obvious reasons to conduct de-internationalization, the decision on
withdrawal from operations in foreign markets is not ultimately adopted. The main rea-
sons for postponing de-internationalization are reluctance to admit a defeat and a large
connection of foreign branch with the other activities of the company. The fact is that
the decision to withdraw from activities on the foreign market is not easy, especially
when making it may be hindered by factors which constitute exit barriers (Porter, 1976).

In Search of the Definition and Motives of Backshoring

The IB literature have repeatedly called into question the benefits of captive offshoring
and offshore outsourcing, noting a big difference between the value of savings initially
estimated by the companies and their actual achieved profits (Leibl, Nischler, Morefield
& Pfeiffer, 2009). The debate among researchers, business practitioners and politicians
about the need for re-industrialization of developed countries is largely based on expecta-
tions that the return of manufacturing companies that have previously moved part of their
operations to low-cost countries, will contribute to restoration of (industrial) competitive-
ness of developed countries (lozia & Leirido, 2014).

Although the scale of re-industrialization remains limited, the number of companies
that have decided to backshore is growing rapidly. It is difficult to accurately assess how
common is this phenomenon, as there is no fully reliable data. The problem with esti-
mating the scale of backshoring also stems from the fact that this concept is not clearly
defined®. Basically, backshoring concerns transfer of business processes, production and
services that have been transferred to an offshore (or nearshore) location, back to the
country of origin (Arlbjgrn & Mikkelsen, 2014). In other words, backshoring is a form of
reshoring, which itself is a reversal of offshoring and can refer simply to change of the
location (Gray, Skowronski, Esenduran & Rungtusanatham, 2013)°.

“In the literature there are also other terms defining backshoring, e.g. ,backsourcing”, ,insourcing”, ,inshor-
ing”, ,on-shoring”, ,home-shoring” or ,repatriating manufacturing” etc.

® Fratocchi et al. (2014) divide reshoring into: back-reshoring — meaning a return to the home country, and
near-reshoring — meaning a transfer of business processes to the location close to the home country.
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The variety of definitions result from the concentration of authors on various aspects
of this phenomenon, although almost all researchers accept that backshoring refers to
the earlier delocalized manufacturing processes, regardless of the business model
adopted on the foreign market (outsourcing or insourcing). Thus, backshoring covers the
case of partial repatriation of offshored production processes® (which may concern
a whole foreign branch or some of company’s functional areas). One of the basic condi-
tions of backshoring is also the aim of the company to satisfy a demand in the home
/ local market from the point of view of the parent company’. Therefore, it can be gen-
erally assumed that backshoring means a strategic, voluntary decision to relocate previ-
ously delocalized modules of the value chain to its country of origin, regardless of
whether these processes are or will be implemented under their ownership structures or
through outsourcing. This phenomenon relates to a physical location, not the ownership
itself, which is why manufacturing backshoring can be analysed from different perspec-
tives, and as a result, four possible options of backshoring can be identified. The compa-
ny can provide a demand for products on the domestic market by:

— Option 1: the transfer of production from its own foreign branch (captive offshoring)
to the internal structures of the company on its home market (so-called “in-house
backshoring”).

— Option 2: the transfer of production activities from its own foreign branch to an ex-
ternal supplier on its home market (backshoring for outsourcing).

— Option 3: the transfer of production activities from the foreign supplier (offshore
outsourcing) to the internal structures of the company on its home market (backshor-
ing for insourcing).

— Option 4: the transfer of production activities from the foreign supplier to an external
supplier on its home market — the change relates only to geographical boundaries
(outsourced backshoring) (Mtody, 2015).

The literature indicates some factors that made some companies decide to recon-
sider their strategies of internationalization and eventually relocate (partially or totally)
production processes to the country of origin. Although in recent years a whole range of
studies on backshoring has appeared (Arlbjgrn and Mikkelsen, 2014; Fratocchi, Di Mauro,
Barbieri, Ancarani, Lapadre & Zanoni, 2014; Kinkel, 2012; Kinkel, 2014; Martinez-Mora
& Merino, 2014; Tate, Ellram, Schoenherr & Petersen, 2014; Van den Bossche, Gupta,
Gutierrez & Gupta, 2014), comprehensive empirical studies on this phenomenon are very
limited.

Backshoring may be an operational action taken to correct previous decisions re-
garding the relocation of value chain activities, due to e.g. internal or external conditions,
or as a part of a long-term strategy (Bals, Tate & Daum, 2015). According to Kinkel
(2014), 80% of German backshoring activities are classified as operative corrections to
managerial decisions whereas 20% are categorized as strategic adaptations to changing

® The attention is paid most of all to the backshoring of production processes because of at least two reasons:
1) exit barriers for production processes are generally much higher than in the case of services, 2) offshoring of
services, in contrast to offshoring of production, relates to a limited number of locations (India and East-Central
Europe among others).

7 It is hard to imagine production relocation, targeted at Asian markets, from China to e.g. Western European
countries for any economic reasons.
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environmental conditions (Kinkel, 2014). However, current trend indicates moving away
from managerial adaptations to strategic ones (Bals et al., 2015).

It happens that companies carrying out production in foreign locations "forget"
about the care of such important aspects as a high quality of products offered on the
domestic market and their innovativeness (Arlbjgrn & Mikkelsen, 2014; Van den Bossche
et al., 2014). Another important factor is also the made in effect, especially in the con-
text of consumer ethnocentrism (Martinez-Mora & Merino, 2014; Tate et al., 2014). The
tendency of “lean” supply chains and quick reactions to consumers' needs, favours locat-
ing production close to the home markets (Kinkel, 2012). Besides, consumers expect
quick delivery time, which in the case of transport from Asian countries is not possible,
even more so if we consider the issue of minimum orders.

Characteristics of the host country are also often cited as the basis to undertake
backshoring, not only because of the increase in cost, but due to such factors as: inade-
guate infrastructure in host countries, unavailability of skilled manpower, high cost of
coordination and control, or low level of protection of intellectual property rights (Kinkel,
2014; Pearce, 2014). Another, sometimes overlooked aspects are the investment incen-
tives in home countries® (Gray et al., 2014; Tate et al., 2014).

In summary, there is a whole range of factors that can motivate managers to take
decision to backshore production activities back to home countries. The frequency and
strength of these determinants can be influenced by the company's size and financial
health, international environment (e.g. oil prices, political stability), the attractiveness of
the market of the host (including e.g. market capacity) and the possibility of restoration
of a local supply base in close proximity to key customers.

DISCUSSION

The concepts of divestment, de-internationalization and backshoring presented in the
article indicate the fact that company's international activities should be considered in
a holistic way, by analysing the motives and conditions of the decisions taken in the con-
text of both directions of internationalization processes. The company cannot introduce
backshoring strategy of de-internationalization (effect) if its activities were not previous-
ly relocated (cause)®. Therefore, de-internationalization is a strategic business decision,
aimed at optimizing company's operations. Similarly, backshoring can be interpreted as
an action to de facto improve the functioning of the company in the long run.

Based on the above literature review, it can be concluded that backshoring shares
some similarities with de-internationalization and international divestments. Given the
broad definition of de-internationalization, understood as any action taken by the com-
pany (both forced and voluntary), which results in reduction of involvement in activities
on foreign markets (Benito & Welch, 1997), backshoring may be considered even as
a certain kind of de-internationalization. On the other hand, these concepts lack several
key features of the backshoring phenomenon, such as manufacturing outsourcing

8 Examples of the investment incentives have been described in e.g. World Investment Report 2014 (UNCTAD,
2014, p. 109).

° Benito and Welch (1997) have considered whether the particular factors, which cause the level of company’s
internationalization to rise, work also in the opposite direction, causing and enhancing processes of de-
internationalization.
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(Fratocchi et al., 2015; Moradlou & Backhouse, 2015). Significant differences can be seen
by analysing the motives of both processes (Table 1). Backshoring should be considered
as individual strategic decision of the company, while de-internationalization can be
either voluntary or forced (because of e.g. nationalization or government intervention in
the host country). Reasons for backshoring may also have a non-financial nature, bound
to political issues or consumer ethnocentrism. Factors that affect both de-
internationalization, as well as backshoring are, inter alia, rising production costs in host
countries, and the difficulty of coordinating operations in foreign markets. According to
the analysis, companies, in the case of backshoring, pay close attention to quality, inno-
vativeness and intellectual property protection in host countries — factors that did not
constitute generally motives of de-internationalization. Besides, it is noteworthy that
investment incentives for foreign operating companies in their home countries can in the
future significantly contribute to remodelling of the international manufacturing system.

Table 1. Comparison of key determinants of de-internationalization and backshoring

De-internationalization Backshoring
Strategic and financial grounds: Strategic and financial grounds:
- rationalization of business operations, - innovativeness — higher in the home
- restructuring of the foreign operations portfolio / country,
strategic repositioning, - improvement of products quality,
-low income derived from operations on a foreign | -the ability to automate production,
market, - reduction of supply chain risk,
- increase in the production / logistics costs, - increase the production / logistics costs
- financial losses / weak financial position of the com- in host countries,
pany in comparison with competitors operating on the | - improving the response to the demands
given market. of consumers / consumer proximity.
Market and organizational motives: Market and organizational motives /
- wrong choice of target market or the entry mode, associated with the production site:
- mismatch of products — insufficient adaptation to the | -investment incentives in home coun-
foreign market/lack of market research and analyses, tries,
-the loss of a competitive advantage on the foreign | - the made in effect,
market / increase in competitive pressures, - inadequate infrastructure and adverse
- unfavourable prospects for development of the indus- legal conditions in the host countries,
try - low level of intellectual property protec-
-lack of staff resources needed to conduct foreign tion,
operations, - unavailability of skilled manpower in the
- lack of knowledge and experience, host countries,
- insufficient control of foreign affiliates, - the high cost of coordination and con-
- ownership changes, trol,
- government interventions in the host country. - cultural distance.

Source: own elaboration on the basis of 1) de-internationalization (Benito, 2005; Benito & Welch, 1997;
Boddewyn, 1979; Duhaime & Grant, 1984; Hamilton & Chow, 1993; Reiljan, 2004); 2) backshoring (Arlbjgrn
& Mikkelsen, 2014; Fratocchi et al., 2014; Gray et al., 2013; Kinkel, 2012; Kinkel, 2014; Martinez-Mora & Meri-
no, 2014; Tate et al., 2014; Van den Bossche et al., 2014).

Moreover, while both de-internationalization and divestment refer to the case in
which wholly dependent organizational units are partially or completely withdrawn from
the market, backshoring may include actions both outsourced to foreign suppliers and
insourced within the subsidiaries. Research on de-internationalization does not also
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indicate a transfer of production processes to the company's home country, which is
a fundamental condition of backshoring. In summary, it seems that backshoring, despite
having some common characteristics with the other two concepts, is characterized by
a larger range of other reasons, motives and distinct decision-making processes, and
thus, it may constitute an individual concept. This is consistent with the opinion of
Fratocchi et. al. (2015) who argue that concept of backshoring has some specific charac-
teristics suggesting a separate conceptualization in the international business literature.
Simultaneously, it does not correspond to the structure of equity of divestment pro-
posed by UNCTAD (2013, p. 27), in which backshoring is considered as one of the forms
of divestments.

CONCLUSIONS

The paper has focused on the processes of de-internationalization, divestments and
backshoring, to present a multi-dimensional comparative analysis of motives, govern-
ance structure of relocated activities and the level of the company's voluntariness in the
context of these three processes. Based on the literature studies, it can be concluded
that both de-internationalization and backshoring are the next steps of internationaliza-
tion which aim mainly for the optimization of company's operations. Reduction in the
level of internationalization can in fact accelerate the overall development of the com-
pany and consequently result in stronger international involvement in long term (Turcan,
2011). Despite some similarities between these phenomena, the concept of de-
internationalization (and divestments as a part of it) cannot, however, serve as an expla-
nation of backshoring activities, because of the different scope and motives of enterpris-
es and the level of voluntariness of relocation of manufacturing processes to home coun-
tries.

Limitations of the article are related to the still insufficient amount of empirical re-
search on de-internationalization and backshoring, and despite some attempts in recent
years to develop a holistic model of internationalization of enterprises the works on
a concept, which would cover all current processes in international business are still rare.
Future research should focus on the comparison of the motives and circumstances of
both the initial relocation and, subsequently, backshoring / de-internationalization of
production processes. In particular, these internal conditions, which make companies
more susceptible to these processes should be taken into account. This could enable to
define in detail the decision-making process in the context of a long-term strategy of
internationalization. Besides, future studies should include analysis of dependencies
between motives of companies' relocations (using categorisation such as Table 1.) and
companies’ characteristics like e.g. size of the company, the industry it operates in, gov-
ernance mode and the specificity of home/host country. Little is also known about the
impact of the decisions to backshore/de-internationalise, on the overall financial per-
formance of the company — what are the real costs and profits. Research in this area will
be a huge challenge for the scientists because of the necessity of a deep analysis of the
broad network of dependencies in complicated paths of location decisions.

In the current economic reality, managers are forced to make strategic decisions on
the effective management of portfolios of foreign operations, and therefore companies
constantly adjust their structure, resources and strategies to rapidly changing conditions
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within the company and in its external environment. Hence the interest in this subject
seems to be extremely important from the point of view of business practice, especially
in the context of, among others, volatile international markets, rising wage costs in China
and political pressures associated with the trend of re-industrialisation.
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