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ABSTRACT 
The rise of cryptocurrencies (e.g. Bitcoin, Litecoin, Ethereum, etc.) and Initial Coin Offerings 
(ICOs), which are initiatives for the funding of new business ventures around the world have 
led to a rising interest in this particular subject from practical, legal, economic, financial and 
entrepreneurial perspectives. However, due to the radical innovativeness of these particular 
innovations, there is much that has not been uncovered by the existing studies. In this regard, 
the purpose of this research is to examine the reason why ICO projects locate in one country 
over another. Since, a majority of the technological aspect of the ICOs is online, it would be 
interesting to know the extent to which location factors, and which factors, play a role in 
affecting or improving the market conditions and either facilitating or inhibiting the progress 
of ICO-based firms. Therefore, the theoretical background will be leveraged, along with 
primary findings collected using qualitative research-based semi-structured interviews for 
highlighting the location-based factors, which motivate or prevent entrepreneurs and 
businesses from setting up their operations in a particular geographical location. Data 
collected from 13 interviewees will be analyzed in the light of the existing theories on firm 
locations in order to examine the level of adherence of ICO-based firms to location factors 
specified for traditional firms. The findings from this research will have considerable 
implications for researchers, entrepreneurs and policy-makers in the future, which can 
potentially enable them to provide certain policy and regulation-based initiatives that can 
facilitate the setting-up and development of ICO-based businesses and startups . 
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1 CHAPTER 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.1 CORE PROBLEM AND ITS BACKGROUND:  
One of the main issues for new business ventures, is to secure initial capital to get the 

project off the ground. Traditionally startup companies have been told to start with the 3Fs, 
fools, friends and family (Kotha, 2012). The 3Fs usually only work for limited amount of 
financing needs, and thus only work for limited kind of projects, or limited milestones of 
larger projects. As the capital requirement increases, different actors get involved, increasing 
the complexity and requirements to the startups, to achieve financing. A new phenomenon 
has emerged for raising relatively larger amount of money, at an earlier stage of the firm, 
which is crowdfunding. Best known examples are Kickstarter or crowd-lending platforms. 
Recent years, however, have seen a new type of crowdfunding method, being the token sale 
approach, also known as an “Initial Coin Offering” (ICO). The ICO term will be reviewed in 
detail in the literature review section. The ICO phenomenon has exploded in popularity, 
shown by Illustration 1 graph by CB Insights. 

 

Illustration 1: CB Insights VC fudning VS ICO funding growth 

This has allowed mere ideas of a project, to raise significant amount of money, at 
unprecedented levels. The sale of cryptographically secure tokens on a decentralized 
network, poses new challenges for businesses, investors and regulators alike, as existing 
financial regulations were written, in some cases more than 80 years ago, of which there were 
no internet. This “wild west” environment, encourages on in the short term a “gold rush” by 
firms and investors, but also raises concerns of what the future regulatory rules might mean 
for this field in the long term. Stories has emerged of companies being set up for the sole 
purpose of scamming investors out of their money, like Bitconnect, with governments issuing 
cease and desist letters to end such activities. The most extreme measure against ICO’s by a 
government, is by the Chinese government outright banning ICO activity all together. The 
tricky part for governments here, is the decentralized nature of blockchain projects, as 
government institutions cannot simply confiscate a single computer or server, to bring down a 
network or service, as the network runs on multiple machines, hosted by individuals all over 



the world. One of the real consequences of banning ICO activity, is that entrepreneurs who 
wish to pursue a startup project, might be forced to locate their project in another country. 
One major question arises for these teams, and that is, what country should they locate to, and 
why? This question, however is not only limited to teams operating in countries that ban ICO 
activity but is equally of interest to any project running anywhere in the world. Little 
knowledge and information on this is out there, only sporadic maps of where ICOs are 
located (ico-map.io). No data exist out there on why ICOs chose one country over another.  

1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The main problem is that there is no information about why ICO projects chose one 

country over another country. This master thesis looks at the influencing factors of where a 
firm decide to set up their legal entity in relation to launching and conducting an ICO. The 
paper will interview ICO projects to gain information on the factors influencing their choice 
of country. The factors will be analyzed in perspective to existing location theory factors, too 
see if the factors of ICO projects share similarities. There are little to no literature on this 
topic today, which poses both a problem and an opportunity. The problem is that there is little 
prior work to base this research on. The opportunity lies in being able to provide a foundation 
for future research to start out from in this field.  

1.3 POSSIBLE CAUSES OF THE PROBLEM 
The reason that this problem exist, could be attributed to the fact that this is a novel 

field that has just emerged, and to the authors knowledge, no researchers have investigated 
this question before. On the other hand, it might be that this problem is only a temporary 
problem until regulators around the world have settled on the policies regulating ICOs, and 
thus could be not so interesting of a question to answer.  

1.4 OBJECTIVE 
The objective for this master thesis is to identify the factors that influence the choice of 

location for conducting an initial coin offering.  

1.5 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
The main research question is:  

RQ: What factors influence the decision on the country location for conducting an initial coin 
offering? 

To help answer the main research question, sub research questions are defined 

1. What is an initial coin offering? 
2. How can choice of country location be defined for an initial coin offering-based firm? 
3. What are the different similarities and variations in location factors for ICO-based firms 

and the different location factors specified in some of the mainstream traditional 
theoretical foundations, such as the Information Age Location Factors? 



1.6 SCIENTIFIC MOTIVATION 
Cryptocurrencies, blockchain technologies and ICOs are a new phenomenon in the world 

of business and global enterprises, which means that at present, this research area is being 
explored and there is considerable potential for exploration of the different associated aspects. 
These innovation technologies have the potential to revolutionize the existing business 
activities on a global scale (Tapscott and Tapscott, 2017). Therefore, this research will attempt 
to embark on the examination of the different factors that affect the specification of location 
for ICO firms. A considerable body of literature has been covering the regulatory issues in 
relation to ICO investments. However, very little information regarding the location 
specification of ICO firms has been examined in the current literature on the topic. Therefore, 
this study will explore the various factors that determine the decision related to location for 
either setting up new business operations or relocation of existing firm-related activities from 
one location to another. The findings from this research will provide contextual insight into the 
existing location theories, which have highlighted the different location factors for traditional 
firms. Meanwhile, this research will provide a comparison and contrast of the different location 
factors between ICO-related firms (as mentioned in the primary data and its subsequent 
analyses) and traditional firms, as highlighted by the different mainstream location-based 
theories. Therefore, this research will have considerable academic and practical implications, 
which will enable further exploration of this research area as well as provide valuable 
information to multinational firms and entrepreneurs setting up or relocating their business 
ventures from one location to another. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2 CHAPTER 2: INITIAL COIN OFFERING LITERATURE 
REVIEW 
This chapter will examine some of the most important relevant literature sources, which 

can allow an examination of the various aspects of crowdfunding and its impact on the 
existing financing options available for the firms, along with the various benefits and 
potential issues and challenges that the startups as well as small and medium firms have to 
face in the way of gaining financial resources for their firms. Before the various important 
aspects of the literature are assessed in a systematic fashion, there is a need for properly 
examining the process of conducting a thorough and valid literature review. In this regard, the 
framework for conducting literature review as expounded by Webster and Watson (2002) will 
be followed, which will guide the different stages, ranging from data collection to data 
collation and quantification of relevant literature in view of the different secondary topics and 
sub-themes of focus, apart from the primary theme, which focuses on crowdfunding.  

This chapter will examine some of the most important relevant literature sources, which can 
allow an examination of the various aspects of ICOs. Before the various important aspects of 
the literature are assessed in a systematic fashion, there is a need for properly examining the 
process of conducting a thorough and valid literature review. In this regard, the framework 
for conducting literature review as expounded by Webster and Watson (2002) will be 
followed, which will guide the different stages, ranging from data collection to data collation 
and quantification of relevant literature in view of the different secondary topics and sub-
themes of focus, apart from the primary theme, which focuses on ICOs. 

2.1 LITERATURE REVIEW FRAMEWORK 
In this chapter, the Webster and Watson (2002) framework for conducting literature 

review will be followed. In this section, before each of the different stages of the framework 
are highlighted in separate sub-sections, emphasis will be towards brief examination of the 
framework being used to guide the discussion regarding relevant literature. The usage of 
appropriate methodology for collecting and analyzing literature is essential for the validity of 
the overall research being conducted, ranging from the type of data being collected, to the 
data analysis methods being utilized and the actual findings being acquired. According to 
Hart (1999), literature review can be defined as “the use of ideas in the literature to justify the 
particular approach to the topic, the selection of methods, and demonstration that this 
research contributes something new” (p. 1). Meanwhile, Webster and Watson (2002) contend 
that an effective literature review is one which “creates a firm foundation for advancing 
knowledge... facilitates theory development, closes areas where a plethora of research exists 
and uncovers areas where research is needed” (p. 13). Therefore, it can be clearly seen that 
literature review is much more than simple summarization of the past researches. As, ideally, 
an effective literature review is developed in such a manner that it analyzes and synthesizes 
existing literature, highlighting the novelty aspect and original contributions of the actual 
research being conducted, thereby laying the foundation for the topic and the associated 
research methodology being followed for the primary research to be conducted. The 
proceeding sections of the discussion will highlight the different steps taken from searching 



to evaluating and analyzing information from the different research papers collected and 
reviewed for the purpose of conducting literature review. 

2.1.1 Selection criteria 
This section will provide a guideline regarding the criteria for searching and selecting 

the different researches from some of the most widely used and trusted sources for searching 
and selecting relevant research-related information. It can be seen from the table given below, 
that in total, four different types of search engines have been used, which include Web of 
Science, CBS Libsearch, Science Direct, Oxford Academic Journals, Google Scholar, Wiley 
Online Library, SpringerLink, Scopus and Taylor & Francis Online. Apart from Google 
Scholar, Web of Science, CBS Libsearch, Scopus and Science Direct, which is a general 
purpose in nature, as it is used to search all forms of information, while the other four search 
engines, namely Oxford Academic Journals, SpringerLink, Taylor & Francis Online and 
Wiley Online Library were specifically designed for searching and extraction of relevant 
literature published by the respective publication houses. Due to the usage of different search 
engines, rich and diverse set of researches could be collated and examined. Despite the 
narrow focus of the original research, attempt was made to ensure that all of the relevant 
databases from the different search engines were searched for any related research published.  

Search Engine Settings Databases 
Science Direct Title, Abstract, 

Keyword 
All 

Web of Science Keyword  All  

Scopus Keyword  All  

Wiley Online 
Library 

Keyword  All  

SpringerLink Keyword All  

Taylor and Francis  Keyword, Title All  

Libsearch CBS Keyword, Title All 

Google Scholar “Exact Phrase 
Keywords” in title, 
without citations 
and patents 

All  

Oxford Journals Keyword All  

Table 1: Selection criteria for the different search engines used in this study 
The papers and relevant research reports obtained from searching on Google Scholar resulted 
in acquiring publically-available and open-access research papers. Meanwhile, in order to 
gain access to research papers from Wiley Online Library, Libsearch CBS, Taylor & Francis 
Online and SpringerLink, institutional access was deemed mandatory. Consequently, 
institutional access was obtained through CBS login, in order to gain access to some of the 
most up-to-date and high-quality research conducted on the relevant topics, which could 
allow an accurate examination and synthesis of important findings related to the topic of 



Initial Coin Offerings (ICOs). In order to keep the research simple and conclusive in nature, 
title and keywords were used to search for relevant papers written on the topic of and ICOs.  

2.1.2 Keywords 
In order to keep the search results simple, a number of different variants of the actual topic 
was used, namely ‘Initial Coin Offering’ and ‘Initial Coin Offerings’. It was decided to not 
include the ICO keyword, as there were too many other irrelevant results. The author did try 
out other keywords such as token sale, blockchain token, crowdfunding etc. Crowdfunding is 
related, but too broad for the topic of ICOs.  

In order to keep the search results relevant, two different variants of the actual topic was used, namely 
'initial coin offering' and 'initial coin offerings'. The “ICO” term was not used, as it provided too many 
unrelated search results, primarily from Biology and Chemistry, as well as references to the UK 
Information Commisioner’s Office (The ICO). Other keywords such as “token sale”, “blockchain 
token”, and “crowdfunding” was tested, but either gave too little, in the case of Crowdfunding, too 
much not directly related. Since, the topic of ICOs is relatively new and emerging in nature, the overall 
amount of literature on the topic is limited and there is considerable potential for future researches in 
this regard. However, within the past two years, crowdfunding has received a considerable amount of 
attention from researchers in various fields of study. Meanwhile, the resulted obtained were manually 
searched and evaluated in order to obtain relevant and most important papers in the literature review. 
For the case of Google Scholar search engine, references to papers that did not have working links or 
references to papers that were not accessible, even with institutional access rights, were discarded. 
 

2.1.3 Query 
Since, different types of search engines were being used concurrently in order to 

obtain the most relevant research, each of the search engine required different type of search-
related queries to ensure that the most relevant and important papers could be acquired. At 
the same time, different search-related filters were also used, so that some of the non-
important search resulted could be sifted out and only the most relevant information could be 
searched from each of the search engines. For the case of Google search engines, the query 
included the file extension corresponding to PDF files, so that only the original sources 
containing PDF files with the required keyword within the title of the document. For the case 
of scholarly article databases, such as Wiley Online Library, SpringerLink, Google Scholar, 
Libsearch CBS, Oxford Journals, Web of Science, Scopus and Taylor & Francis Online, only 
the keywords highlighted in the previous section were used to search for relevant research 
articles in each of the different search engines. In order to restrict the scope of the search 
items, different filters were used. For the case of Wiley Online Library, Web of Science and 
Scopus, filter was applied so that only the journal publications could be reviewed, while 
reference works and book chapters were omitted, as most of them were not freely available. 
Meanwhile, for the case of SpringerLink, conference papers and chapters were excluded from 
the search results, while the overall emphasis was towards restricting the origination of 
research articles from the primary research domains such as Business and Management, 
Economics, and Social Sciences. When searching for relevant articles from Taylor & Francis 
Online, filters were implemented, which ensured that only open-access research papers could 
be reviewed, while omitting all restricted information. For all of the scholarly search engines, 
filters were also applied to ensure that all of the searched papers were published after the year 
2010.   



Search Engines Filters 
Google Scholar  Keywords 

Taylor & Francis Online  Open-access content   
Wiley Online Library Only Journal Papers 

Web of Science  Only Journal Papers 
Scopus Only Journal Papers 

Libsearch CBS  
Oxford Journals  

SpringerLink Exclude preview-only content, 
Include only Journal articles 

Table 2: Filters applied to the different search engines 

2.1.4 Literature search results 
In this sub-section, the qualitative account of the literature searched, and reviewed 

will be outlined. Table 3 highlights the detailed information regarding the information 
searched and included within the literature review for this particular study. The benefit of 
using scholarly article database is that the overall validity and credibility of the search results 
and research papers can be guaranteed to a high degree. While, with the help of filters, the 
overall number of papers acquired was significantly reduced and some of the most relevant 
papers from the recent past were acquired. The foremost priority was given to research papers 
published in the past three years. If there was significant overlap between the topic being 
investigated and the overall theme of the search articles, then the older research papers were 
also included, so long as the date of publication was after 2010. It can be seen from table 3 
that the total number of papers acquired from the search were 55. In the proceeding section of 
the discussion, efforts will be made to include only these 55 research papers for literature 
review and examination.   

Search 
Engines 

Goog
le 

Spring
erLink 

Wiley Taylor & 
Francis 

Scopus CBS Web of 
Science 

Science 
Direct 

Initial Results 5,500 2,244 92 57 1,500 2,132 1,120 243 
Applying 
Filters 

3,492 1,911 57 35 1,224 1,887 700 150 

Selected Papers 23 11 0 0 6 14 0 1 
Total Papers        55 

Table 3: The details of the literature search using the different types of search engines 
 

2.1.5 Concept matrix 
In order to retain the relevance and quality of the information being included in the 

literature review, only the most important findings from the research were included, which 
can be viewed in terms of the overall number of research papers included in this literature 
review. In accordance with the framework highlighted by Webster and Watson (2002), 
concept matrix can be developed, while reading and evaluating each and every paper, which 
can allow the development of major themes and concepts from the existing literature for each 
of the different paper included in the literature review. As a result of this exercise, at the end 
of the preliminary examination of the literature, some of the most important concepts will 
emerge, while the proceeding discussion on the literature can attempt to focus on these 
aspects to highlight existing gaps and recommend the proper course of action for the primary 



research being conducted. After a brief review of the overall literature retrieved from the 
various information sources, the overall concepts were divided into the following sections, 
which are given in the following concept matrix: 

 Regulation Risks Investment Fraud Market Technology Economics Business 

1         

2         

3         

4         

5         

6         

7         

8         

9         

10         

11         

12         

13         

14         

15         

16         

17         

18         

19         

20         

21         

22         

23         

24         

25         

26         

27         

28         



29         

30         

31         

32         

33         

34         

35         

36         

37         

38         

39         

40         

41         

42         

43         

44         

45         

46         

47         

48         

49         

50         

51         

52         

53         

54         

55         

Total 25 14 24 3 3 21 8 5 

Table 4: Literature review concept matrix  
The findings will be reviewed in 2.3 



2.2 INITIAL COIN OFFERINGS: AN INTRODUCTION 
The blockchain technology has taken the financial and business world by storm and 

there is slowly developing a body of literature, which is attempting to examine the various 
aspects of a completely new research area. Some of the earliest token sales of Initial Coin 
Offerings (ICOs, also termed as crowd sale or token sale) can be traced back to July 2013 
with the sale of 3700 Ethereum crypto-currency-based bitcoins for a total worth $2.3 million 
(Chohan, 2017). The rising interest in this field is being fueled by the large-scale investment 
and rising value of cryptocurrencies (e.g. Bitcoin, Ethereum, Litecoin, etc.); it has been 
estimated that within the first three quarters of 2017, the level of investment in bitcoin 
cryptocurrencies amount to $2 billion worth in comparison with 350 million investment 
through venture capital funding for blockchain firms (Nolan et al., 2018). With more than 
100,000 retailers and 12 million cryptocurrency-based trading accounts around the world, the 
global capitalization of the different cryptocurrencies surpassed $73 billion in 2017 (Mai et 
al., 2018). However, one of the first question in this regard is: what does the term “Initial 
Coin Offering” mean? According to the Blockchain Review (2017): 

           “An Initial Coin Offering is a new kind of fundraising method made available by the 
development of Blockchain technology and cryptographic tokens. Through ICOs, 
organizations distribute their platform’s native digital tokens in exchange for cryptocurrency 
(such as ether (ETH) or bitcoin (BTC)) to obtain public capital to fund their product 
development or business operations “(Blockchain Review, 2017, p. 8 - 9) 

A seminal work on cryptocurrencies and the development of an electronic payment 
system (e.g. ICO) was proposed by Satoshi Nakamoto (2008), which resulted in the 
emergence of different cryptocurrencies in the ensuing years (cited in Mai et al., 2018). It has 
been estimated that at present, there are more than 450 different cryptocurrencies being 
operated with varying levels of liquidity (Wei, 2018). Initial Coin Offering can be considered 
as an alternate mode of investment being used by various early-stage firms by pre-selling a 
specific type of cryptocurrency or token, which can enable investors to utilize the specific 
product or service after the successful development of that particular product or service (Li 
and Mann, 2018a). Bitcoin is a form of cryptocurrencies (also termed as tokens, coins and 
digital currencies), which can be exchanged online to engage in business transactions or 
investment using digital signatures and cryptographic hashing techniques for ensure 
authenticity and minimize online fraud (Wang and Vergne, 2017). However, it is worth 
noting that Bitcoin was never distributed through an ICO, as it is mined through proof of 
work algorithms, utilizing the computing power from computers. According to some analysts, 
bitcoin is “more than money and more than protocol. It’s a model and platform for true 
crowdfunding- open, distributed and liquid all the way” (cited in Zalan, 2018, p. 23). Out of 
the different cryptocurrencies, the majority of the existing literature on cryptocurrencies 
focuses on bitcoins (Selgin, 2015; Baeck and Elbeck, 2015; Urquhart, 2016; Van Vliet, 
2018). Most ICOs today are created  based on the Ethereum blockchain, as an ERC20 token. 
The ease of issuing these tokens, can be argued to have enabled the proliferation of the ICO 
phenomenon that is seen today.  Another relevant term in this regard is the blockchain, which 
can be termed as a distributed ledger system (Zalan, 2018). The blockchain technology can 



allow the transfer of digital assets (e.g. cryptocurrencies) anywhere around the globe in a 
cost-effective, highly trusted and pseudonymous manner (Narayanan et al., 2016). 

Despite all the interest in cryptocurrencies, blockchain technology and ICOs, there are 
various concerns and challenges associated with these new technological innovations, which 
are being currently investigated in order to better understand the short- and long-term 
implications of ICOs and cryptocurrencies. One of the major concern highlighted by the 
literature is the low-level of regulations and investor protection mechanisms associated with 
cryptocurrency-based crowdfunding initiatives (Stemler, 2013; Agarwal et al., 2014; Hornuf 
and Schwienhacher, 2017). At the same time, there are legal barriers and lack of acceptance 
of different types of cryptocurrencies as securities under US law, which expose the different 
investors to various risks in terms of the liquidity of their cryptocurrency-based assets, 
resulting in general lack of trust amongst the investors’ community (Tapscott and Tapscott, 
2017). Meanwhile, from the viewpoint of regular banking institutions, there is a lack of 
uncertainty regarding the cash flow and credit-worthiness of cryptocurrencies, which in 
comparison with the traditional funding, can be considered as a disadvantage or limitation of 
the cryptocurrencies-based initiatives and ICOs (Venegas, 2017). It is widely believed that 
the price volatility of the cryptocurrencies, in particular the bitcoins, is more than seven times 
higher than gold and 18 times greater than the US dollar (Williams, 2014). The widespread 
variations in the regulations between different countries further exacerbate the volatility in 
pricing of the cryptocurrencies (Ponsford, 2015). Unlike traditional forms of currencies, one 
of the major factors affecting the value of cryptocurrencies is the level of confidence of the 
investors in the particular cryptocurrencies, which ultimately dictates the demand within the 
global market (Dowd, 2014). Consequently, many sources classify cryptocurrencies as 
bubble gathering market, which is expected to collapse with significant level of fluctuation 
and unprecedented losses to investors in the future (Swartz, 2014; Cheah and Fry, 2015; Fry 
and Cheah, 2016). Some of the factors, which can potentially lead to such crashes in the 
cryptocurrency market (specifically the bitcoin market) include imposition of stricter 
government regulations, lack of confidence following changes in investment returns specified 
by the software developing communities, creation of more reliable alternate cryptocurrencies, 
to name a few potential causes (Grinberg, 2011). Since, cryptocurrencies and ICOs are 
relatively recent phenomenon, there is a need for further research in order to explore the 
various potential benefits and challenges, along with efforts to improve the overall reliability 
and acceptance of cryptocurrencies and ICOs within the global investors’ communities. 

2.3 INITIAL COIN OFFERINGS: THE RELEVANCE OF AN ICOS LOCATION 
 With the basics of ICOs being covered in the previous section, this section will shed 
light on the most discussed and studied issue for ICO literature to date, given by the concept 
matrix findings of section 2.1.5. With twenty-five sources, the regulatory issues occupy the 
first place for scholarly debate, followed by investment with twenty four and technology with 
twenty one. This section will focus on the two main concepts, regulatory issues and 
investment, to explore the contemporary issues that ICOs are facing, of which the relevant 
papers will be reviewed. 



2.3.1 Contemporary regulatory and investment related ICO challenges 
The Economist covered the ICO of Telegram, one of the largest token sales to date, 

above a billion dollar raised from their first token sale. The highlight of the publication is the 
fact that the token sale has been highly successful, but it is not without issues. A key obstacle 
is that Telegram seeks to ambitiously solve blockchain  issues long abandoned by other 
projects and researchers, for their still in development technology. However, the Economist 
argues that it faces an even larger challenge, and that is dealing with regulatory challenges. 
Because Telegram is a Russian company, under the jurisdiction of Russia, the privacy 
optimized messenger application is under attack by governments accusing it to facilitate 
terrorist activities. This is just one, of many regulatory attacks, crackdowns and measures 
against ICOs all around the world (The Economist, 2018a). The key point of the publication 
is that raising money is the easy part but dealing with regulation in a country can be a 
challenge, for various reasons. Crowdfunding literature like “economics of crowdfunding”  
briefly mention initial coin offering in  a single paragraph (Cumming, D. & Hornuf, L., 
2018). - That is to say that it is related but need more research before it can be concluded that 
crowdfunding literature can be used for ICO specific projects.J. Vincent Eagan have prepared 
three ICO cases on Storj, Bancor and SAFT that describe the circumstances around ICO 
specific projects and highlight the regulatory challenges that ICO projects face. For the Storj 
case, the following quote explains the key issue to learn about: “The primary issue is whether 
this token is a security and thus subject to federal and state laws on the issuance of 
securities”(Eagen, J. V., 2018b). Similar issue, but different context is given in the Bancor 
case: “Funds from the Bancor token offering went to the Bprotocol Foundation located in 
Switzerland. The Security and Exchange Commission (SEC) released guidance on initial coin 
offerings in July 2017. The central issue in this case is whether the Bancor token is a security 
under the 2017 SEC guidance. “(Eagan, J. V. , 2018a). However, while the notion of 
understanding the challenges surrounding the case, and information about where the ICO is 
located is given, it does not provide an answer to why the country was chosen, or the factors 
involved in the decision. W. Kaal cover the regulatory concerns, stating that governments are 
motivated by several risk factors for retail investors, primarily concerned about lack of 
investor rights or protection. Lack of transparency in the ICO market can be an issue for 
investors, as well as lack of mandatory disclosure regulations for ICOs.  On the one hand, 
retail investors love the wild west of an unregulated market, but the negative consequences of 
an unregulated expose investors to possibility of high degree of manipulation, scams and 
outright fraud. National governments communicate an interest in protecting its citizens and 
creating fair and transparent rules for all. If retail investors feel cheated, they might go and 
complain to national agencies. The top 25 ICO countries for projects launched in 2017 is US, 
20%, UK, 10%, Russia 10%, Switzerland, 8%, Singapore 6% and Lithuania with 3%. US and 
Switzerland managed to raise the highest dollar value (Kaal, W. A. 2018). A lot of relevant 
information is provided on where ICOs are located, and what governments do to regulate, but 
no information is given as to why an ICO choose one country over another. A paper by R. 
Robinson mentions that national regulatory enforcement ability is limited, and that 
governments cannot regulate a global phenomenon. What they can do, however, is to regulate 
activities going on locally. while this publication do address the global aspect of the ICO 
phenomenon, it also does indicator the options to affect activities on local ground (Robinson, 
R. 2017). if a company is registered in a not so crypto friendly country, real actions can be 



taken against the firm, freezing the bank account, fine the company, issue a cease and desist 
letter, or sue the firm. while a lot of researchers seek to explain the contemporary issues, 
explain the ICO economics and provide guidance to regulatory frameworks, there are a few 
researchers seeking to develop applied theory that can be used by firms, to help guide their 
strategic decisions. One such paper is the Born Global on Blockchain paper by Tatiana Zalan, 
who encourages scholars in the field of International Business to research into the impact of 
blockchain technology on traditional IB theory. “Blockchain is decentralized and 
theoretically borderless – it literally “lives” on the internet; and BG blockchain start-ups seem 
to have little regard for national boundaries – a start-up may be registered in Switzerland; 
have initial funding from the USA; have listings on European, Chinese, Japanese and USA 
exchanges; have a core team based in Europe; have first customers in Asia; and have 
investors, advisers and developers from all over the world. Such global footprint is likely to 
be a partial reflection of the digital goods economics requiring a reconceptualization of BGs 
and their strategies in the digital economy.” (Zalan, T., 2018). The fact that tokens, and even 
firms are now decentralized, poses new questions to location theory, as not only can the team 
be decentralized, but the company and product can be anywhere, and nowhere.  

 

2.4 FIRM LOCATION: ASSOCIATED THEORIES AND EMPIRICAL EVIDENCES 
 

In order to In order to understand firm location for ICO firms, it is essential to shed 
light on the different firm-based theories, which are designed for evaluate the importance of a 
multitude of different location-based factors that affect the overall working and performance 
of the firms in the short- and long-term duration. However, this section of the literature 
review chapter will be divided into two main parts, where one part will expound on the 
different firm-location-based theories and the different factors outlined by each of the 
theories. In the second sub-section, the primary focus will be towards linking the theories 
with empirical evidence in the shape of various primary-level researches conducted at 
different geographical location for examining a specific sub-set of firms belonging to 
industry. Consequently, the theoretical as well as practical aspect of the research will 
highlight the different factors that affect the firms’ decision for selection of a location as their 
businesses’ primary headquarter. 

2.4.1 Firms’ Location-based Theories 
In this section, the different theories that shed light on the factors affecting firms’ 

decision-making for the selection of the appropriate location for the setting up of their 
business operations in a particular geographical region. A considerable amount of emphasis 
has been laid in relevant literature for the examination of firm-level decisions towards 
initiating (for newly starting businesses), expanding, or re-locating (for firms either 
expanding their reach to broader audiences or outsourcing their business-level processes) all 
or part of their business operations to specific geographical locations around the world. This 
topic is of significance to the business research, as distance and firm location affects a variety 
of different internal and external functions and processes of firms, which include 
performance, value creation, level of foreign direct investment (FDI), competitive advantage, 



knowledge creation and dissemination, level of adherence to regional regulations, to name a 
few factors (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977; Kostova, 1999; Xu and Shenker, 2002; Tihanyi et 
al., 2005; Huett et al., 2014; Matysiak et al., 2018).  In view of the firms and their decisions 
for location selection, the concept of distance has been examined from a variety of different 
perspectives, which include institutional (Kostova, 1996, 1997; Kostova and Roth, 2002), 
geographical (Eden and Miller, 2004), cultural (Tihanyi et al., 2005; Shenker et al., 2008; 
Buegelsdijk and Mudambi, 2013; Quer et al., 2017), linguistic (Dow and Karanaratna, 2006) 
and multiple combination of the previously mentioned perspectives (Beugelsdijk et al., 2017). 
Table 4 highlights the different theories that have been uncovered, along with some of the 
factors from the relevant theoretical perspectives that affect the selection of location for 
business operations. When examining the theoretical perspectives from an upper-abstraction 
level, all of the location-based theories can be classified into two categories as follows: (i) 
theories focusing on the economic aspects and motivations of firms (e.g. Kindleberger, 1969; 
Vernon, 1966; Buckley and Casson, 1976; Hymer, 1976; Dunning, 1980), which are based on 
pursuit of seeking efficiency, knowledge, profitability, long-term sustainability, and 
competitive advantage, and (ii) behavior-based theories (e.g. Penrose, 1959; Cyert and 
March, 1963; Johanson and Vahlne, 1977, 1990, 2009; Barkema and Drogendijk, 2007), 
which view relocation or expansion as interconnected events that shape decision-making in 
the context of previous successful and unsuccessful ventures, which are based on the 
individual-level and collective-level organizational learning and evolution of the firms 
(Buckley et al., 2007; Kim and Aguilera, 2016; Buegelsdijk et al., 2018). However, there is a 
wide berth of discontinuation between the behaviorist perspectives at one end of the spectrum 
and economies-based approaches on the other end (Martin, 1981) In the proceeding section of 
the discussion, some of the different theories outlined in table 4 will be briefly discussed 
along with its implications towards associating various factors affecting the selection of any 
particular location. 

Theories Context Concepts Location Factors 

Internalization Theory/ 
TCE (Di Mauro, 2018) 

Location for global 
expansion or setting 
up businesses 

Network 

Entrepreneurship 

FDI, R&D 

Location-bound resources, 
Costs, Knowledge, 
Institutions, Regulations 

Agency Theory (Nell, 
2017) 

Location for firm 
headquarters 

Information 
asymmetry, 
Heterogeneity 

Resource flow, knowledge, 
decision-making 

Dynamic Capabilities 
Approach (Matysiak, 
2018) 

Location for global 
expansion or setting 
up businesses  

RBV, Dominant 
Logic Formation 

 

Competitive advantage, 
CSAs, FSAs, location-
bound FSAs 

Knowledge Spillover 
Theory (Funk, 2014) 

Location for high-
growth firms 

Entrepreneurship 

Employment 

Networks 

Neoclassical, 

Institutional and 
Behavioral factors 



Resource-based View 
(Matysiak, 2018) 

Location for setting 
up or expanding 
operations 

Network 

Entrepreneurship 

FDI, R&D 

Location-bound extrinsic 
and intrinsic resources 

Industrial Location Choice 
Theories (Capello, 2011) 

Location for setting 
up Industry/Market 

Demand/Supply, 
Market, Land 

Demand and supply, land 
cost, city density 

Neoclassical/Keynesian 
Regional Growth Theories 
(Capello, 2011) 

Location for 
regional growth of 
cities and towns 

Employment 

Individual well-
being, prosperity 

Demand of goods, 
employment, capital 
formation, competition  

Local Development and 
Growth Theories (Capello, 
2011) 

Location for MNCs 
growth and regional 
development 

Competition 

Innovation 

Endogenous 
growth model 
Innovation 

Exogenous and 
endogenous elements of 
local contexts 

Investment Development 
Path (Galan, 2007) 

Location for FDI Production, 
Investment, 

Emerging Markets 

Market Factors, Strategic 
assets, Natural resources 

Utility Maximization 
Theory (Kolymiris, 2015) 

Location for 
Entrepreneurial 
firms 

Entrepreneurship, 
SMEs 

Innovation 

Income, wealth, 
employment, costs, 
knowledge, Institution 
location 

Agglomeration Theory 
(Carlino, 2015) 

Location for 
regional clustering 
of firms 

Network, R&D 

Entrepreneurship 

Innovation, Capital 
Resources, Economic 
activity, Policies 

Table 5: Theoretical Perspectives highlighting the different factors affecting firms' decision 
related to location specification 

With respect to the operational migration of the business activities of firms (e.g. 
offshoring, outsourcing and backshoring), a wide-range of theoretical perspectives have been 
utilized in order to examine the motivations and impact of firms’ decisions towards relocation 
and selection of particular location for setting up their operations. Some of the most widely 
documented theories in this regard include Resource-based View (RBV) (Wernerfelt, 1984; 
Barney, 1991), Internalization perspective (Johnson and Vahlne, 1977; Johanson and 
Wiedersheim-Paul, 1975; Buckley and Casson, 1976), Dynamic Capabilities (Teece et al. 
1997; Teece, 2007), Dunning’s (1980, 1988) Eclectic Paradigm, Transaction Cost 
Economics (TCE) (Williamson, 1975), Contingency Theory (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; 
Pennings, 1992) and Resource Dependency Theory (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978), to name a 
few. In view of the diverging and often-conflicting theories on firm location choice, Arauzo-
Carod et al. (2010) highlighted three basic firm-level factors for the location specification, 
which include factors highlighted in the neo-classical theories (e.g. agglomeration, quality of 
human capital, transport-related and other civil infrastructure), institutional factors (e.g. 
taxes, and other business regulations), and behavior-based entrepreneurial factors (e.g. age, 
prior experience, and skillset). It is important to understand that all of the different theories 



have been developed and evolved, not in isolation, rather in collusion and direct collaboration 
with one another; such that one theory is used to affirm and strengthen the claims of another 
and so on.  

In view of the Internalization (also referred to as the Transaction Cost Economics 
(TCE)) perspective, the overall evolution of firms is examined over time (Lamb and Liesch, 
2002). Originally, the Internalization Theory was built on the premise of examining the 
functioning and expansion of MNEs and their regional and global expansion patterns and 
modes of entries (Coase, 1937; Buckley and Casson, 1976; Williamson, 1975). Over time, 
this particular theory has developed links with economy and strategy through merger with 
TCE and RBV theories of multinational firms (Casson, 2013). While, Verbeke and Kano 
(2012) proposed an alternate with regards to innovation management processes. Similarly, 
Narula and Verheke (2015) contend that the contemporary Internalization Theory has been 
able to acquire and anticipate RBV-based concepts and resource recombination in view of the 
dynamic capabilities approach. At present, the internalization theory is being used for the 
analysis of non-location-based firm specific advantages (FSAs, which include economic 
integration, technological innovation and knowledge, economies of scale), country-specific 
advantages (CSAs, namely natural resources, access to skilled workforce, cultural, political 
and regulatory environment) as well as location-specific cross-border transactions and FSAs 
(e.g. brand resources, marketing, and infrastructure) (Rugman and Verbeke, 2004; Buckley 
and Casson, 2009; Banalieva and Dhanarak, 2013; Matysiak et al., 2018). For the case of firm 
internalization, a host of existing reviews and studies have examined the various aspects of 
the decision for firms to traverse geographical boundaries (Tihanyi et al., 2005; Magnusson et 
al., 2008; Morschett et al., 2010; Buegelsdijk et al., 2018). The overall process of 
internalization has been broken down into various stages, which include pre-investment 
(location choice, entry mode choices, establishment mode, and size of investment) and post-
investment (business integration, delegation and requisition of control, monitoring and 
evaluation of results) stages (Dunning and Lundan, 2008; Rugman and Verbeke, 2009; 
Madsen, 2009; Sarala and Vaara, 2010; Slangen, 2011).  

The resource-based view (RBV) of the international firms primarily highlights the 
internal perspective in terms of the overall resources of the firms and the firms’ capabilities 
towards converting these resources into competitive advantages and performance-related 
improvement (Wernerfelt, 1984; Peteraf, 1993; Barney, 1991, 1996; Peteraf and Barney, 
2003; Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010). Since, the individual firms are equipped with a unique and 
imperfect set of capabilities (officially defined as “the ability of the firm to combine 
efficiently a number of resources to engage in productive activity and attain a certain 
objective” outlined in Dutta, 2005, p. 278) and resources (termed as “productive factors that 
a firm uses to achieve its business objectives” highlighted by Dutta, 1999, p. 550) 
(Wernerfelt, 1995), for these resources and capabilities to be leveraged towards enhancing 
competitive advantage for firms, they should be rare and valuable in nature (Barney, 1991, 
Newbert, 2007). Consequently, such firms are able to leverage their competitive advantage 
towards providing products and services at superior quality with reduced costs and improved 
economies of scale (Peteraf and Barney, 2003; Newbert, 2008; Arend and Levesque, 2010). 
Based on RBV, it has been postulated that it is most feasible for firms to utilize the locally-
available resources and other advantages for enhancing their profitability (Geringer et al., 



2000; Georzen and Beamish, 2003; Hitt et al., 1997). In the event of internationalization, 
firms have been advised by various location-based theories to prefer and choose countries 
with a low-level of cultural variation from their home countries (Johnason and Vahlne, 1977). 
One of the criticism of RBV is that it primarily focuses on the organizational dimensions, 
while neglecting the country-specific and firm-country interaction-based dynamics (Rugman, 
1981; Dunning, 1998; Pantzalis, 2001). In contrast to the RBV theory, the theories based on 
Organizational Learning propose that in order to increase their profitability, firms should 
leverage various location-specific benefits by continuous investment from one country to 
another and constant search for the exploration and exploitation of resources in different 
countries (Contractor et al., 2003; Lu and Beamish, 2004). Dunning’s (1977, 2004) Eclectic 
Paradigm, which is a combination of various theoretical perspectives to present a singular 
holistic framework for viewing firms international activities (Gluckler, 2006). According to 
this framework, in order to compensate for the foreignness of the products and services being 
offered by the firm to the consumers in different markets, it has to leverage several firm-
specific advantages (Buckley et al., 1992, 2004). Consequently, some of the factors, which 
the firms evaluate before entering a particular foreign market include ownership-based 
(specific resources and capabilities, which allow the firms to acquire competitive advantage 
in relation to its foreign competitors) location-specific (attractiveness of the market, analysis 
of fit between market characteristics, consumers’ demands and firms’ product and service 
strategies), and internalization-based (economies of scale, and firm-level benefits pertaining 
to retention of tangible and intangible assets) advantages (Donning, 1988). 

The theoretical approach pertaining to Dynamic Capabilities can be considered as an 
evolution of RBV, since the focus is shifted from acquisition and utilization of rare and 
valuable resources and capabilities towards integrating dynamism towards the recombination 
of various resources and capabilities, which are rare and valuable in nature (Matysiak et al., 
2018). This particular theoretical perspective traces its roots to the Schumpeterian (1961) 
viewpoint, which posited that over a period of time, all firm-related resources and capabilities 
are rendered obsolete (Teece et al., 1997; Barreto, 2010). While, the inculcation of properties 
pertaining to dynamism is essential for firms; the term ‘dynamism’ is defined as a manner in 
which “resource base is changed in a dynamic environment by the use of dynamic 
capabilities” (Ambrosini and Bownman, 2009, p. 34) and dynamic capabilities that are 
defined as “higher-level competences that determine the firm’s ability to integrate, build and 
reconfigure internal and external resources/competences to address, and possibly shape, 
rapidly changing business environments” (Teece, 2012, p. 1395).  With the help of 
acquisition of dynamic capabilities, firms can transform from problem-solving approach to 
induce change towards repeatedly and reliably performing specific activities towards 
evolution of firm-specific resources and capabilities, which are rare and valuable in nature 
(Winter, 2003; Helfat et al., 2007; Helfat and Winter, 2011). In order to effectively 
understand the manner in which firms effectively leverage dynamic capabilities, various 
studies have proposed decomposition of the various processes into sensing (assessing and 
evaluating various threats and opportunities), seizing (investing in various opportunities in 
order to leverage competitive advantages) and transforming (conducting change management 
in order to perform reconfiguration of existing core and complementary resources, 
capabilities and operations on a continuous basis) firm-specific resources and capabilities 



(Barreto, 2010; Teece, 2009, 2014; Helfat and Martin, 2015; Matysiak et al., 2018). In the 
proceeding section of the discussion, some of the studies highlighting the empirical evidences 
with regards to the identification of location for the firms and associated activities. 

2.4.2 Empirical Evidences for Factors affecting Firm Locations 
The previous section has shed light on the various theoretical perspectives for location 

specification of firms. It is important to understand that the desire to change the location of 
firms’ headquarters can arise out of a number of different reasons (offshoring, outsourcing 
and inshoring) in varying contexts (development of new business, relocation of existing firm 
activities or expansion into different geographical territories). However, not all studies make 
use of theoretical conceptualization for substantiating their findings, due to the lack of 
existing theoretical underpinning for a phenomenon under investigation. The importance of 
firms’ headquarters has been stressed in the prior literature (O’Donnell, 2000; Rugman and 
Verbeke, 2003; Collis et al., 2007; Egelhoff, 2010), in view of its considerable role in 
influencing firms’ performance, profitability, innovation, intra- and inter-firm coordination, 
to name a few (Martin and Eisenhardt, 2010; Mudambi, 2011; Parmigiani and Holloway, 
2011; Nell and Ambos, 2013; Zhou, 2014). A number of different definitions of headquarters 
have emerged in the past. The activity-based definition view headquarter as a collection of 
administrative, supervisory, collaborative and entrepreneurial activities (Foss, 1997; 
Birkinshaw et al., 2006; Zhou, 2014). Meanwhile, a ‘parenting’ view on the headquarters also 
taken into account the various hierarchical structures in place between the central headquarter 
and its different subsidiaries for coordination and communication for different inter-firm 
processes and activities (Goold and Campbell, 2002; Mahnke et al., 2012; Zhou, 2014; 
Hoenen and Kostova, 2014). Another strand of literature views headquarters as a 
differentiated network consisting of various subsidiary units with important resources and 
capabilities, playing their roles in their respective markets and contributing to fulfilling the 
overall objectives of the firm as a whole (Nohria and Ghoshal, 1997; Birkinshaw, 2000; 
Ambos et al., 2010; Mudambi, 2011; Narula, 2014). Similarly, a systems’ perspective for 
headquarters has been highlighted by Nell et al. (2017), which combines the overall level of 
activities, inter-relationship between different subsidiaries and geographical location-based 
factors as a ‘headquarter system’. In order to further explore the disaggregated model of 
headquarters was analyzed in the context of various theories, which include Agency Theory, 
Institutional Theory, RBV, Theory of Information Processing, Contingency Theory, 
Attention-based viewpoint, Dynamic Capabilities viewpoint (Nell et al., 2017). Some of the 
primary motivations for firms to develop a decentralized headquarter and associated activities 
include the need for unbundling their different activities in the value chains, managing 
complexities in firm-level processes, size and scope, need for acquisition of resources (e.g. 
manpower, skills, knowledge, finances, investment, customers), regulatory considerations, 
economic factors and organizational factors (Forgsen et al., 1995; Laamanen et al., 2012; 
Menz et al., 2015; Baaij et al., 2015; Birkinshaw et al., 2017).  

Author Context Location Factors Effect 

Turunen 
(2017) 

Internationalization of 
Finnish SMEs 

Network, Entrepreneurial 
capabilities, and resources  

Successful 
internationalization 



Kim 
(2015) 

Geographic diversification 
of Korean SMEs 

Strategic Factor Markets Firm Profitability 

Buckley 
(2018) 

Outwards investments by 
emerging firms 

Investment strategies, Market 
imperfections, Networks and 
domestic institutions 

Firm Performance 

Galan 
(2007) 

Location decision for 
Spanish MNEs 

Cost factors, Market factors, 
Technology, Legal factors, 
Cultural factors  

FDI and strategic asset 
development 

Funk 
(2014) 

US nanotech firms Collaborative Networks, 
Innovation, Proximity to 
Industrial partners  

Firm Performance 

Birkinshaw 
(2017) 

Boundary spanning 
activities of Softcorp Inc. 

Decentralization, Lucrative 
Market, Managing Value Chain 
Activities 

Spearhead, Reconcile, 
Facilitate and Lubricate 

Weismann 
(2017) 

Di Mauro 
(2018) 

 

Offshoring Skilled Labor, Quality 
Improvement, Knowledge, 
Customer Demands, Lower Cost   

Firm Performance  

Backshoring Lack of planning, Competitive 
strategy, Inadequate location 
knowledge 

Firm Performance 

Li (2016) Location patterns high 
growth firms in US 

Banks, Education, Competition, 
Natural Resources, Consumers 

Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship 

Kolympiris 
(2015) 

Location choice of US 
biotech firms  

Proximity to Knowledge and 
Financial Assets, Entrepreneurial 
Factors  

Firm location decision 

Kimelberg 
(2012) 

Location selection for 
medical device firms in the 
US 

Cost-based, Skilled labor, 
Knowledge, Infrastructure 

Firm location decision 

Larsson 
(2017) 

Location choice of 
graduate entrepreneurs 

Entrepreneurial and Location 
factors 

Firm location decision 

Table 6: Empirical Evidence with regards to Location-based factors for firms 

Another important methods for firms to relocate their headquarters include offshoring 
and backshoring (some of the other related phenomena include re-shoring, near-shoring, 
back-reshoring and near-reshoring), which have been investigated by literature in the past 
(Contractor et al., 2010; Kinkel, 2012; Ellram et al., 2013; Bals et al., 2016; Fratocchi et al., 
2016; Wiesmann et al., 2017; Di Mauro et al., 2018). For the case of offshoring, some of the 
motivations outlined in the relevant literature include cost and productivity (Kinkel and 
Malocka, 2009; Gylling et al., 2015), quality improvements (Arjbjorn and Lüthje, 2012; 
Persaud and Floyd, 2013; Slepniov et al., 2013) new product development (Mohiuddin and 
Su, 2013), customer demand for relocation (Kinkel, 2012; Ellram et al., 2013; Nassimbeni et 
al., 2014) and availability of skilled labor (Mykhaylenko et al., 2015). However, there have 
been recurring reports in the literature regarding lack of adequate oversight in the calculation 
of risk and benefit by firms, along with diminishing global returns and benefits brought on by 



offshoring initiatives (Grossman and Rossi-Hansberg, 2008; Brown, 2010; Finley and 
Maurer, 2013; Eriksson and Svensson, 2016). Consequently, many firms have resorted to 
reshoring or back-shoring of their business initiatives back to their home countries or to 
geographically close proximity (Bals et al., 2016; Foerstl et al., 2016). However, back-
shoring of firms’ activities cannot be viewed simply as a failure of offshoring initiatives 
(Kinkel, 2012; Ellram et al., 2013; Tate et al., 2014). In this regard, some of the motivations 
outlined in the literature for back-shoring as a response to the re-evaluation of firms’ 
competitive strategy or as a deliberate strategy in response to various internal firm-level and 
external market-level factors, innovation, lack of effective location planning, and inadequate 
knowledge regarding the location (Grandinetti and Tabacco, 2015; Huq et al., 2016; 
Robinson and Hsieh, 2016; Wiesmann et al., 2017; Di Mauro et al., 2018). In order to explain 
and substantiate their findings related to offshoring and backshoring, some researches have 
not made use of any theoretical background, while others have utilized theoretical 
foundations, which include Internalization Theory, Dunning’s Eclectic Paradigm, Dynamic 
Capabilities, RBV, TCE and Contingency Theory (Kinkel and Maloca, 2009; Casson, 2013; 
Bals et al., 2016; Weismann et al., 2017; Di Mauro et al. 2018).  

In contrast to well-established multinational firms, a host of studies are investigating 
the factors motivating newly-established firms with high growth potential, also termed as 
‘gazelles’ (Motoyana and Danley, 2012; Bos and Stam, 2014; Coad et al., 2014; Li et al., 
2016). It has already been established in the relevant literature that the location-based factors 
affecting the newly-established firms are very different from those affecting existing 
multinational firms and their relocation decisions (Audretsch et al., 2012; Kolympiris and 
Kalaitzandonakes, 2013; Garcia, 2014; Goetz and Rupasingha, 2014). In this regard, Li et al. 
(2016) studied high growth firms in the US, which are indexed in INC5000 in order to 
highlight factors affecting their choices for selection of regional county location, while 
utilizing the theoretical lens of Knowledge Spillover Theory. Some of the factors for 
selection of county location in US include natural amenities, lower-level of competition, 
more banks per capita, higher educational attainment, and larger establishment size (Li et al., 
2016). Kolympiris et al. (2015) examined the location-based factors that affect the academic 
entrepreneurs in their pursuit towards establishment of high-technology bio-pharmaceutical 
firms in the context of Utility Maximization Theory. It was revealed that some of the most 
important location-specific factors for academic entrepreneurs include geographical 
proximity to the sources of technical knowledge (e.g. medical institutions) and venture capital 
firms as well as entrepreneurial factors (e.g. age, gender, experience) (Kolympiris et al., 
2015). Similarly, Larsson et al. (2017) highlighted the location-specific factors for academic 
entrepreneurs, which include various personal factors (e.g. age, education, employment 
status) and location-based factors (e.g. level of entrepreneurial opportunities, residential 
prices, location of residence, educational institution and parents).  

Another research specified the different location-specific factors affecting information 
and communication technology firms; some of these factors include agglomeration, 
transportation, knowledge, innovation, labor, capital, resource, market and ICT-related 
factors (Zhouying and Weidong, 2013). While, Kim et al. (2015) highlighted some of the 
strategic factors underlying the attempts by newly-developed firms towards geographical 
diversification. For the case of Korean MNEs and their geographical diversification, the 



impact of strategic factor markets has been explored; where the term is defined “as a resource 
market at which the output of the factors of production nor the strategic resources necessary 
to implement a product market strategy- such as the labor market, capital market and the 
market for natural resources- are acquired by the MNEs” (Kim et al., 2015, p. 518). It was 
revealed that geographical diversification into host countries with limited resources resulted 
in profitability, while diversification attempts into resource-rich regions had an uncertain 
response on the firm profitability (Kim et al., 2015). For the case of emerging multinational 
firms, Buckley (2018) utilized the theoretical underpinning of Internalization Theory to 
examine the expansion of firms into new territories using a host of different factors, namely 
domestic market imperfections, international corporate networks, investment strategies, and 
domestic regulatory institutions. Another study conducted by Kimelberg and Nicoll (2012) 
identified some of the factors for the location selection for medical device firms in the US. In 
this respect, some of the most frequently mentioned and high-priority factors for selection of 
location include availability of knowledge labor, onsite parking, crime rate, overall costs, 
infrastructural facilities, and various other environmental factors (Kimelberg and Nicoll, 
2012). Research conducted by Schotter and Beamish (2013) examined the issue of location 
selection by proposing a hassle factor-based method, which include economic (business 
facilitating, level of financial resources, sales, FDI intensity, FDI potential), country-specific 
(transportation, hygiene situation, hotel standards, internet access, climate, language) and 
personal (safety risk, airfare, total layover time, vaccinations) factors. In view of the 
importance of geography and location, Funk (2014) highlighted the impact of location using 
Knowledge Spillover Theory by taking into account the effects of geographical proximity to 
industrial peers, development in network structures for collaboration and innovation on the 
overall performance of nanotechnology firms in US. 

2.4.3 Conclusion 
This chapter sheds light on the different important aspects of the literature, ranging from 

the introduction related to cryptocurrencies and ICOs to some of the most important theories 
specifying the different location factors for firms setting up or relocating their headquarters 
and business activities from one geographical location to another. Before the literature could 
be examined in sufficient detail, the methodology for literature search was highlighted, which 
outlined the different steps and strategies employed in order to search, collect and analyze the 
literature on the topic of ICO-based firms. The literature framework highlighted by Webster 
and Watson (2002) has been utilized in order to search for and examine the relevant literature 
related to ICO firms. After the different aspects of existing studies pertaining to ICO were 
elaborated, the different location-based theories were also highlighted, along with the various 
location-based factors specified by each of these theories. The findings of this chapter will 
better inform the proceeding steps of the research, related to primary data collection, analysis 
and synthesis in the light of the findings obtained from the literature review. 

 



3 CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
This chapter will give an extensive overview of the details regarding the research 

methodology employed within this research and the basic rationale for the decision-making 
process that went into this research. Firstly, the main purpose of the research will be 
provided, followed by the choice of research method proposed by the researcher, sample 
selection decision, data collection and its analysis and the different ways in which researcher 
has ensured that this research can be considered reliable, objective and valid, while 
conforming to the basic ethical guidelines provided by renowned scholars in the field of 
research methodology.   

3.1  RESEARCH PURPOSE 
In this sub-section, the primary purpose for undertaking this research endeavor will be 

highlighted. Previous chapter has outlined the relatively nascent nature of the research area 
pertaining to Initial Coin Offerings (ICOs) in general and the importance of selection of 
geographical location for setting up operations in particular. The main purpose of this 
research is to stress the importance of geographical location in the overall planning and 
decision-making of the firms engaging in ICO initiatives and their motivation towards setting 
up their regional or global headquarter. With regards to the selection of the location for ICO-
related firms, a number of different factors will be examined with the help of secondary and 
primary data sources. Polit and Beck (2006) divided the qualitative process into two major 
parts, namely conceptualization, planning and conducting the study, where planning is sub-
divided into problem identification, literature review, designing study and addressing ethical 
issues. Whereas, conducting the study includes data collection, analysis and dissemination of 
findings (Polit and Beck, 2006). In order to gather valuable insights, it is essential for 
researchers to acquire data from multiple secondary and primary sources. Therefore, the 
proceeding sub-sections of the chapter will explore some of the salient features pertaining to 
qualitative research methodology, which include identifying the type of qualitative research 
being employed, sampling method for obtaining primary data, the choice of a particular data 
collection method and in conclusion, some of the essential precautions undertaken in order to 
prevent the various validity and ethical concerns from undermining the overall data 
collection, analysis and synthesis processes. 

3.2 QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
The realm of qualitative research contains many different methods and methodologies 

that can be adopted based on the various requirements of the particular research. Therefore, it 
is important to highlight the qualitative research method being employed from within the 
numerous different paradigms, as it provides an established and well-developed research, 
rather than the developing or proposing novel research constructs with no prior empirical 
foundation (Maxwell, 2008). Various sources identify different kinds of widely used research 
methodologies. According to Hancock (1998), some of the common research designs include 
phenomenology, grounded theory, case study, and survey. Based on the review of qualitative 
research literature, three most widely used methods include ethnography, grounded theory 
and phenomenology (Polit and Beck, 2006; Parahoo, 2006; Clisset, 2008). Within the realm 



of qualitative research, some of the different widely utilized research methodologies include 
case study, grounded theory, ethnography, phenomenology, narrative, evaluation research, 
feminism and hermeneutics (Petty et al., 2012). 

Based on the examination of relevant literature, the selection of methodology for this 
particular research is case study-based qualitative research method, as it offers a great degree 
of richness and detail of information, which other types of methodologies are not suitable for 
tackling particular types of research problems (Hancock, 1998). With regards to the efficacy 
of case study research methodology, following is the insight of one of the researcher: 

“Particular well suited to new research areas or research areas for which existing theory 
seems inadequate. This type of work is highly complementary to incremental theory building 

from normal science research. The former is useful in early stages of research on a topic 
when a fresh perspective is needed, whilst the latter is useful in later stages of knowledge” 

(Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 548-549) 

For this research area pertaining to ICO and the inter-relationship between ICO-based 
firms and their choice of firm location can be considered as a relatively-new research area, 
due to which, case study design can provide an effective research method for exploring this 
relatively new phenomenon and its impact on firms’ decision-making. The main purpose of 
case study-based research methodology is to understand the specific distinctive features of 
any case, where case can be any person, institution, program, policy, process or a system 
(Simons, 2009). There are many different kinds of case studies, which include explanatory, 
exploratory, descriptive, single, multiple (Yin, 2009), intrinsic, instrumental, collective 
(Stake, 1995), theory-led, theory generated, evaluation, ethnographic (Simons, 2009), theory 
seeking or theory testing case studies (Bassey, 1999). For the purpose of this research, either 
collective or multiple case studies can be used with satisfactory results. However, multiple 
case studies will be used in this research, as more than one case will be explored and the 
similarities and differences between different cases are adequately highlighted by using 
multiple case study approach (Yin, 2009). 

3.3 SAMPLING METHOD 
Sampling is an integral part of any research, as it requires identification of appropriate 

participants, who can best inform the study about the information required for the research. 
Some of the key considerations for sampling include appropriateness and adequacy of the 
qualitative research (Fossey et al. 2002). Maxwell (2008) states that whenever researchers are 
facing the choice between different observations, people and information sources, they are 
inevitably dealing with a sampling decision, even if the qualitative sampling is based on a 
single case study. Based on insights by Fossey et al. (2002), within qualitative research, it is 
essential to focus towards the acquisition of sufficient depth of information, which enables to 
fully describe the phenomenon being studied, rather than focusing on the gathering of 
information from a large group of participants. When considering qualitative research 
methodology, one of the most widely accepted and used sampling methods is called 
purposeful or purposive sampling (Fossey et al. 2002; Maxwell 2008; Baxter & Jack 2008). 
For the context of this research, purposeful or purposive sampling has been selected as it 
enhances researcher’s ability to capture heterogeneity within a population, even with a very 



limited sample size, while preventing random and accidental variances from affecting the 
data collected through the research and effectively outline variations and divergences within 
the data obtained, especially in the case of multiple case studies (Maxwell, 2008). A one-page 
introduction was made for the sampling purpose, in appendix 3. 

3.4 DATA COLLECTION 
Data collection requires researchers to have direct interaction with the participant, while 

the number of interviewees is kept small because the information collected from every 

individual contains intricate details and in-depth information, which requires considerable time 

in data collection and analysis phase of the research (Hancock, 1998). Many of the studied 

sources have identified same set of widely implemented data collection methods such as 

individual interviews, focus groups, observations and documentary analysis (Hancock, 1998; 

Robson, 2011; Petty et al., 2012). The most appropriate method of data collection in this 

particular research context would be to use semi-structured interviews with research 

participants, as it provides detailed and thorough information regarding the topic being 

investigated while keeping the focus directly on the topic of discussion (Petty et al., 2012). For 

the development of the interview guide, focus was emphasized on the main location-specific 

factors that were highlighted in the study conducted by Zhouying and Weidong (2013). The 

following criteria was used to select participants for this research: 

• The interviewees should be professionally affiliated with and work for blockchain 
based firms, which are involved in selling blockchain-based tokens or coins. 

• The interviewees should belong to the middle or upper managerial positions within 
the companies, having extensive experience within their respective professions. 

• Should be reachable through blockchain conferences or online means of 
communication, such as Telegram, Facebook, Email or Discord. 

3.5 DATA ANALYSIS 
Data analysis within qualitative research has been considered a time consuming and 

tedious process and unlike the quantitative research, there is no specific software that can 
completely assist in analyzing the data and quantifying the results (Petty et al., 2012). Data 
analysis deals with “examining, categorizing, tabulating, testing or otherwise recombining 
both quantitative and qualitative evidence to address the initial propositions of a study” (Yin, 
2003, p. 109). Interestingly, many of the sources have identified data collection and analysis 
as activities which should be carried out simultaneously, as both are closely related and 
inseparable from each other (Maxwell, 2008; Baxter and Jack, 2008; Merriam, 2009; Suter, 
2012). Some of the commonly used techniques include grounded theory, thematic analysis, 
ethnographical, phenomenological and narrative methodologies (Jack, 2006). Meanwhile, 
Yin (2009) proposes five different data analysis techniques, such as pattern matching, linking 



data to propositions, time-series analysis, cross-case synthesis, logic model and explanation 
building. Pattern matching will be employed in this case to collect and analyze information 
from individual interviews, while cross-case synthesis will be used for cross-analysis of the 
insights from various interviews to bring to light similarities and differences between 
different interviews. According to Yin (2009), some of the strategies for the analysis of case 
studies include reliance on theoretical propositions, thinking about conflicting explanations 
and developing case description. 

In order to perform qualitative data analysis in this research, coding analysis technique 
will be employed in order to categorize and tabulate the data acquired from the respondents’ 
interviews. In this regard, the qualitative content analysis proposed by Mayring (2003) has 
also gained considerable prominence as an established and well-reputed guideline for the 
analysis of large-scale qualitative data. According to Saldana (2013), two different cycles of 
coding analysis should be performed, along with pre- and post-coding analyses in order to 
thoroughly break down information from qualitative interviews to thoroughly-coded, 
meaningful insights. The author utilizes Nvivo 12.0.28 version for windows. Due to the 
different ways that the interviews was conducted, some of the transcripts were relatively easy 
to transcribe using Descript software tool, which relies on API access to Google cloud 
services, for the speech to text service. In other cases, the coding data relied on recordings 
that required manual transcription, and other notes were from interviews done in person that 
was either recorded (with a lot of background noise), or notes were written from memory 
after the interview. Some transcription have been cleaned up a little bit, to exclude “um, 
mhm, hm” from the transcript, as participants has shown interest in receiving the paper 
afterwards. For this reason, a bit extra effort was put into those interviews. Some words and 
sentences might have been altered slightly, to better facilitate it being used for quotes, as 
written language and spoken language flows differently. But it should not change the 
meaning of the point being made. For coding analysis either a word, a sentence or a phrase 
was selected for the code, depending on the context, in order to capture the concept that they 
address in the answer. One concept might be coded multiple times, if it refers to two key 



variables for analysis. 

 

Illustration 2: Nvivo pre-coding in progress 

The initial coding had the location factors given by the study conducted by Zhouying and 
Weidong (2013), but as each case was analyzed, additional new concepts was coded in for 
the initial “pre-coding” process mentioned above, to explore all the relevant different factors 
relating to location factors. This allowed a post coding analysis in the end, to develop new 
core constructs of multiple variables, that was picked up by codes many times.  

3.6 VALIDITY AND ETHICAL CONCERNS 
It is very important for the researchers to understand and minimize various threats 

reducing the validity of their study and undermining their effort to conduct fair and 
uncorrupted research. One of the major criticisms on quantitative research is regarding 
validity and the influence of the researchers’ subjectivity and personal bias on their study 
(Adler and Adler, 1994). Different researchers have come up with their own exhaustive lists 
of practices, which can ensure that researchers’ influence on their own research’s validity and 
authenticity can be adequately contained and minimized. Maxwell (2008) highlights two 
personal traits within a researcher that reduce validity, which include bias and reactivity. A 
researcher’s bias distorts the way data analysis and results are interpreted and portrayed by 
the researcher and despite the inability of preconceived notions and ideas to be eliminated 
completely, but it is best for researchers to understand its influence on the study’s results and 
handle it appropriately (Maxwell, 2008).  

Another threat to validity is reactivity, which is the unavoidable influence of researcher 
on the study and its participants, especially in interviews, where the interviewer controls the 
flow, steering it in any direction at their own will (Maxwell, 2008). Following are some of 
the evaluating criteria for ensuring adequate level of validity of primary findings: 



• Observation should be carried out for a longer time period, 
• Using both qualitative and quantitative data,  
• Use of Triangulation methodology (acquiring data from various sources and 

environments using different methods) 
• Use of numerous participant observers reducing erroneous data reported from 

observations (Borg and Gall, 1989). 

Maxwell (2008) has provided a set of practices, which can increase research’s validity. 
Some of them include triangulation, identifying discrepancies in data and long-term 
involvement within a particular setting, which not only produces large volume of “rich” 
research data (p. 244), but also help in refuting premature theories and relationships 
(Maxwell, 2008). Therefore, if the above mentioned practices are adopted, researchers can 
ensure that their research is considerably valid and the hard work exerted in collecting and 
analyzing primary data can resulted in fruition. 

Lastly, the author bias will be disclosed in relation to past background, experiences and 
intent. The author hold a bachelor of science degree in International Business from 
Copenhagen Business School, so this might influence an affinity and higher degree of interest 
to this literature and field in general. The author also have past experiences with 
crowdfunding activities, and consulting other companies related to crowdfunding marketing. 
This is both a primary driver and motivation for this study, but it is also a bias that might 
influence the validity of the findings, even if not done on purpose. Last, the intent of the 
author is to answer a question that can be useful and applicable immediately after publication, 
and for the thesis to serve as a basis for furthering the authors career. These three bias factors 
might also influence the validity of the paper, especially in terms of conducting the 
interviews and the coding process, hence full transparency in transcript material and coding 
process is shared.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4 CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 
In this chapter, the primary data collected from the different interviewees will be 

analyzed in order to highlight various important insights, which allow a deeper understanding 
of the various factors that affect the location specification for ICO-related firms from around 
the world.  Firstly, the data regarding the different interviewees will be presented, along with 
the initial insights of the Nvivo coding strategies in order to highlight the preliminary insights 
from the data. Afterwards, each of the 13 different cases will be explored individually, 
followed by a cross-case exploration, which can identify the various similarities and 
divergences in the findings from the 13 interviewees and the location factors highlighted in a 
collective fashion. 

4.1 PRELIMINARY DATA PRESENTATION 
 

In this section, some of the important professional information regarding the different 
interviewees will be presented. It can be seen from table 6 that out of the total 13 
interviewees, 2 are from China, 2 are from Switzerland, 4 are from Singapore, and 1 each 
from Malaysia, Denmark, Belize, Cayman Islands, and Kenya. Out of the 13 respondents, 4 
are founders or co-founders of their own businesses, while 3 are marketing managers in their 
respective firms, two are advisors and analysts, 2 identified themselves as business 
developers and one respondent as Chief Information Officer and Chief Operations Officer 
each.    

Interviewees Title ICO firm City Country 

1 Chief Marketing Officer Aryze Copenhagen Denmark 

2 Analyst Bankorus Beijing China 

3 Business Development Belfrics Kuala Lumpur Malaysia 

4 Chief Marketing Officer BigBitcoin Singapore Singapore 

5 Chief Operations Officer Bitsoko Nairobi Kenya 

6 Co-Founder Blockpass Hong Kong China 

7 Chief Information Officer CGOX Singapore Singapore 

8 Founder and CEO Datecoin Belmopan Belize 

9 Founder InsChain Singapore Singapore 

10 Advisor ICO advisor Zurich Switzerland 

11 Marketing Specialist Signals Networks Georgetown Cayman Islands 

12 Founder and CEO VRALART Zug Switzerland 

13 Business Developer Wolrdwifi Singapore Singapore 

Table 7: Professional information regarding the different interviewees 



With regards to highlighting different factors in individual interviews, the Nvivo 
coding technique was used for coding and analysis of each interview transcript. Based on that 
coding technique, the analysis of interview transcripts individually and collectively lead to 
the synthesis of information regarding different factors and the frequency of mention in 
different interviews. This information has been highlighted in table 7, which highlights the 
different location-based factors at the left-hand side column, while the second column 
mention the number of separate mentions for the different factors in the individual interviews. 
Similarly, the third column of the table highlights the overall frequency for each of the 
different factors. It can be seen from table 8 that regulation and taxation are some of the most 
important factors, which dictate the selection of location for ICO-based firms. Since, there are 
very few countries with proper regulations in order to promote and legalize the usage of 
cryptocurrencies for conducting investment in different business sectors. In this regard, other 
than the ICO firm Bankorus operating in China, all other firms are attempting to establish 
their businesses in locations where cryptocurrencies and investment-related to ICO are 
legalized. While, other Chinese firms like Bigbitcoin and InsChain, Singapore seem to be the 
most attractive country due to their more favorable regulatory policies and cultural 
similarities.  

Cost of setting up and doing business is another important variable, of which taxation 
is a key component. Specifically on the tax issue, some teams seek to optimize their 
profitability by establishing their firms in locations with tax-exemptions and regulations 
facilitating ICO-related businesses. Other interviewees stressed on the importance of 
certainty in relation to taxation laws and regulations. the cost factor also depends whether the 
team is native in the country or whether they are seen as foreign investor. Depending on local 
laws, it can be considered as either positive or negative characteristic. Therefore, hiring legal 
counsel is also calculated within the overall cost of setting up ICO-related business. Another 
important factor impacting the selection of location for setting up ICO-related businesses is 
home country factor, which means that most of the entrepreneurs prefer to operate out of their 
actual country of residence. For example, Kenyan entrepreneurs prefer to set up their 
businesses in Kenya, while Singaporean individuals prefer Singapore over other countries. 
The third most important factor based on the Nvivo coding analysis was the market 
environment, which was mentioned separately by 6 out of 13 participants for a total of ten 
separate times in the different interviews. While, some of the other factors highlighted in 
descending order of frequency and importance include presence of skilled labour, 
agglomeration (clustering of relevant industry and firms in the geographical proximity), 
branding (), globalization (considering the global business situation in a collective fashion, 
where regional differences and variations are less prominent in comparison with the global 
demands and market situation), infrastructure and resources. While, the importance of 
transportation was highlighted in the research (Zhouying and Weidong, 2013) selected for 
designing the interview guide, but no supporting evidence could be elucidated from the 
primary findings related to ICO firms. 

Location Factors Mentions in individual 
interviews 

Total mentions in all 
interviews 



Regulation and 
taxation 

12 67 

Home country 6 14 

Market 6 10 

Labor skills 5 12 

Agglomeration 5 9 

Branding 4 9 

Globalization 3 9 

Innovation & Tacit 
Knowledge 

3 5 

Infrastructure 1 1 

Resources 1 1 

Transport  0 0 

Table 8: Location factors and the frequency of citation of each factor in different interviews 

Table 9 provides greater insight into the different location-based factors highlighted 
by the different interviewees. It can be seen that, apart from one interviewee, all of the other 
respondents mention regulation and taxation as key factors shaping the decision for location 
specification. It can be further seen that majority of the respondents mention this factor 
multiple times during the course of their interviews. When comparing the frequency of 
mention of this factor (n = 84 for regulation and taxation-related factors) against all of the 
other factors combined (n = 67 for the remaining factors); this can stress on the importance of 
regulatory aspects, costs and taxation on ICO-related businesses, which essentially have a 
greater influence on the decision than all of the other factors discussed. Other than this factor, 
home country and market-related factors have also been given adequate attention by the 
different respondents. The details regarding the frequency of mention of the different factors 
by the different interviewees has been highlighted in table 8, which is given below: 

 Location factors mentioned by different interviewees 



Regulation Home Market Labor Agglomeration Branding Globalization Innovation 

1 9 7 2   3 1   2 

2   1 2           

3 5   2 2     6 1 

4 1     3   3     

5 12 2 2 5 3     2 

6 2       1   1   

7 3 2             

8 5   1           

9 1       1       

10 21     1   2     

11 4           2   

12 3 1   1 1 2     

13 1 1 1           

Total 85 14 10 12 9 8 9 5 

Table 9: Detailed insight into the different factors mentioned by the interviewees 

4.2 WITHIN-CASE ANALYSIS 
In this section, the individual preferences and opinions of the different interviewees will 

be discussed. There are a total of 13 different interviews conducted, which will result in the 
development of 13 different cases highlighting the different location factors discussed by 
each interviewee, along with specific contextual insights revealed by the different 
respondents. The purpose of this sub-section is to discuss the factors highlighted by each of 
the respondents in an individual capacity. While, the proceeding section will attempt to 
correlate the findings from different respondents in order to highlight the similarities and 
variations. In the within-case analysis, the specific individual-level and firm-level details will 
emerge, along with their inter-relation with the larger context of the geography, market 



conditions and other business-related factors, which are specific for a particular case. While, 
the cross-case analyses will focus on the larger emerging perspectives in relation the different 
factors that have emerged from within the different cases in diverging locations and firms. 

4.2.1 Case 1 - Aryze 

As can be seen from the table, the firm is located in Denmark, while the team is 
geographically diverse in nature.  

“we want to do it from Denmark, primarily because our network is based here. It's close to 
home. we know the country very well, we know how people think and also the fact that you 
know, At this time even for such a young company, we're very involved with with the 
agencies and you know, the deciders in this regulative ecosystem and I think for for such a 
young company to have such a pull, it's astonishing. – Carl Jenster, Aryze 

They have highlighted that despite the high costs of conducting business in Denmark, 
the founders are satisfied with the manner in which the overall situation related to ICOs are 
progressing in the country. One of the most important factor for the selection of country in 
their opinion is the network effect, such that they have an in-depth insight of the market 
situation, along with cooperation and collaboration with local players in the market. While, 
some of the other positive location factors highlighted include high level of government 
support for ICO regulation development, branding effect (global reputation of Denmark as 
the source of high-tech, high-quality products and services), agglomeration, and Copenhagen 
as the innovation and entrepreneurial hub in the region. Another potential choice of location 
was Switzerland, only if the overall costs and taxes in Denmark render their business 
unsustainable in the future.  

 

Queries Rationale 

Location Denmark 

Team composition Diverse 

Location Factors Copenhagen: Regional hub 

Denmark: Branding effect 

Government support 

Regulatory development 

Agglomeration 

Market insight 



Most important reason for 
choosing Denmark? 

Network 

Other preferred location Switzerland 

Potential reason for relocation? High operational, taxes and regulation 
costs 

Table 10: Summary of findings for Case 1 

4.2.2 Case 2 - Bankorus 

Bankorus is a Chinese firm, belonging to Micai, that seem to run their wealth 
management ICO project in China, despite the lack of adequate regulations for the protection 
and development of ICO-related businesses in China.  

“Yes, head office is in Beijing, where CEO and president is located. In China, it is 
Beijing, but also have people in Shanghai doing Micai related work” Jay, Bankorus (Micai) 

Table 10 highlights the summary of primary findings from this particular case. One of 
the primary reasons for continuing business in China is that firstly, most of the employees are 
Chinese, and the firm is well-established in China, with considerable business network and 
local partners. The firms plans to expand their business operations across Asia and other parts 
of the globe, which has been cited as the only reason for relocation. This shows that Bankorus 
is a well-established firm, which, despite regulatory barriers in China, continues to conduct 
their business and plans to launch their operations outwards to other favorable and lucrative 
markets around the world. The company continues to prefer China over other countries due to 
the home country and cultural factor, as all or most of the employees of the firm are also 
Chinese, which makes it easier for them to work out of China. Their plans to expand to other 
countries in the region are also based on the relative cultural similarities between China and 
their potential future markets in Japan and Korea. 

  

Queries Rationale 

Location China 

Team composition Primarily Chinese 

Location Factors Firm established in China 

Most important reason for 
choosing China? 

Culture, Home Country Effect 

Other preferred location Japan, Korea 



Potential reason for relocation? Global Business Expansion 

 Table 11: Summary of findings for Case 2 

4.2.3 Case 3 - Belfrics 

The case for firm termed as Belfrics is located in Malaysia. However, the team is 
decentralized, multi-cultural and geographically diverse in nature. With regards to the 
primary motivation, the single most important factor, which was highlighted in this case was 
related to the favorability of the government attitude and regulations, such that the firms 
dealing in ICOs are provided adequate legal protection as well as technological guidance and 
effective framework, which can enable them to evolve within the market with the necessary 
technological tools and innovation. Due to globalization, location does not have any relation 
with the presence or lack of skilled labor, as remote working opportunities provide these 
firms with the skilled workforce, irrespective of their geographical locations.Another 
important factor that varies from location to location is the level of taxation levied on ICO-
based businesses on the profitability and sale of cryptocurrencies. Similarly, the overall 
operational costs also vary based on the choice of location for setting up operation for ICO-
based firms, which can affect the overall selection of location as well. 

Queries Rationale 

Location Malaysia 

Team composition Geographically diverse 

Location Factors Regulations and policies 

Taxation 

Operational Costs 

Most important reason for 
choosing Malaysia? 

Regulations 

Other preferred location USA, South Korea, Singapore 

Potential reason for relocation? ICO-friendly Regulations 

Table 12: Summary of findings for Case 3 

4.2.4 Case 4 - Bigbitcoin 

The ICO-based firm within this case is based on Singapore, while the majority of the 
team is composed of Chinese individuals, which makes inter-team communication and 
collaboration easier, along with the communication with the local market audiences.  



Therefore, some of the most important factors for the selection of Singapore as the prime 
location for the starting up of an ICO-based firm is the cultural similarity and level of 
facilitation provided by the local regulations. While, some of the most important factor, 
according to this case, is the branding effect, which increases the reliability of the firm and 
their operations based on their geographical location. Another potentially lucrative location 
that could be considered for their business operations was Switzerland, as it has a positive 
global reputation, which can be easily leveraged by the ICO-based firms.    

Queries Rationale 

Location Singapore 

Team composition Majority Chinese 

Location Factors 
  

Cultural factors 

Regulations 

Most important reason for 
choosing Singapore? 

Branding effect 

Other preferred location Switzerland 

Potential reason for relocation? Branding effect 

Table 13: Summary of findings for Case 4 

4.2.5 Case 5 - Bitsoko 

The firm in this case is based out of Kenya, while employing all Kenyan nationals, 
who are geographically located and working in Kenya. Due to the regional approach towards 
developing products and services, they have been facing a number of different challenges, 
which have resulted in the culmination of different location-specific factors that are essential 
for the successful operation of ICO-based firms. Although, having a local approach, the 
findings highlighted have global implications in terms of selecting location for setting up 
ICO-based businesses.  Some of the different location-specific factors include market-related 
factors (local and global demands and specifications of consumers), regulations, branding 
effect, innovation, entrepreneurship, and level of support offered by the government towards 
facilitating ICO-based firms. For the case of Kenya, unlike China and other countries, they 
have not prohibited the usage of cryptocurrencies, which has allowed entrepreneurs to 
experiment with various solutions to tackle the different location problems being faced in 
Kenya. Although, a particular preferred location has not been specified, but the choice for 



relocation will be based on the regulations and government-level support offered by the 
regional government for facilitating the growth of ICO-based firms. 

Queries Rationale 

Location Kenya 

Team composition All Kenyans 

Location Factors Market factors 

Regulations 

Supportive Government 

Branding effect 

Innovation 

Skilled Labor 

Most important reason for 
choosing Kenya? 

Home country effect 

Other preferred location Not specified 

Potential reason for relocation? Government regulations and policies 

Table 14: Summary of findings for Case 5 

4.2.6  Case 6 - Blockpass 

This case present Blockpass, an ICO-based firm located in China with a diversified 
and decentralized, but planning to relocate to much more suitable and lucrative destination, 
which is London, UK. This firm has vast international network with multinational firms in 
the different parts of the world. In China, they have been facing considerable challenges with 
respect to lack of Government support and limitations in terms of conducting business, 
specifically for ICO-based firms. In contrast to that, UK is a much more favorable 
geographical location, as it has the agglomeration effect, which means that firms related to 
blockchain industry are clustered in London, allowing the firm in this case to benefit from 
networking, knowledge sharing as well as knowledge spillover, leading to innovation within 
the ICO-based firm. However, no particular reason has been given for selection of Hong 
Kong, China as the point of origination of the firm in the first place, especially when there are 



various other locations around the world with much more suitable regulatory and market 
conditions. 

Queries Rationale 

Location China 

Team composition Geographically Diverse 

Location Factors Agglomeration 

Regulations and Government 
Support 

Network 

Most important reason for 
choosing China? 

Not specified 

Other preferred location UK 

Potential reason for relocation? Central hub for Fintech and 
blockchain industry 

Table 15: Summary of findings for case 6 

4.2.7 Case 7 - CGOX 

The case of CGOX only refer to two main concepts, namely regulation and home 
factors. The friendly policies by the Singaporean government allow CGOX to be situated in 
their home country. The Singaporean government have friendly policies, and seek to become 
a hub for blockchain projects, including those issuing tokens for sale. Because of the network 
of the management of the project, they have relations with government investment funds and 
relevant legislative authorities. These are strong factors for locating in their home countries. 
On the other hand, taxation is not seen as low, with 8% VAT levied on their digital tokens, 
but it is not a significant factor for CGOX. While not stating it directly, they do seem to think 
that market is less of a factor, as they promote and sell their offering all over the world. From 
a labor factor perspective, most of the team is from their home country, and it seems that they 
have not had issues with access to talent. It might be because Singapore is a highly developed 
country, with world class universities, high brand equity, high levels of innovation and 
functions as a hub already for blockchain projects. So while those factors have not been 
talked about, it seems embedded in the country, which might explain why it is not mentioned. 



If the project is to move away from the home country, it could be that they considered these 
factors more.    

Queries Rationale 

Location Singapore 

Team composition Singaporeans 

Location Factors Regulation: 
Friendly ICO policies 

Home country 

Main reason for location Home 

Potential reason for 
relocation? 

Negative Regulatory changes 

Table 16: Summary of findings for Case 7 

4.2.8 Case 8 - Datecoin 

In the case of Datecoin, as regulation was mentioned 5 times, it should be seen from 
the angle that the owners of the company have many years of experience with multinational 
firms and how to reduce tax liabilities.  

“But for token sale, it is belize, a country in caribiean island, like canary island, and kits. All 
good companies, making good money, gambling etc, all located on this island. Scotland for 
main business, belize for ICO, for foundation. Operations in Russia? no, only management 
and control in Russia. Legally, company will be located in Switzerland.” - Nikita, Datecoin 

A tax haven was chosen because Datecoin wants to profit optimize. The team did 
mention differences in markets, but only that Asia seemed more digitally savvy than in the 
west, based on cryptocurrency wallet usage.  The team is distributed across the world, 
through various legal entities, each with its own purpose and function.  

Queries Rationale 

Location Belize 

Team composition International 



Location Factors Regulation: 
Low tax  

Government policies 

Market factors 

Main reason for choosing 
Belize? 

Profit optimization 

Potential reason for relocation? Negative Regulatory changes 

Table 17: Summary of findings for Case 8 

4.2.9 Case 9 - InsChain 

InsChain is a non profit organization registered in Singapore. The team is from Hong 
Kong, China, with international insurance background. Since, the firm is located in 
Singapore, having a majority Chinese team provided a cultural advantage, which facilitated 
the access to local market segments as well as development of trust with the targeted 
consumers.  Another important reason was the Government support in Singapore in terms of 
facilitating the development and growth of the local ICO-based firms. Being a central hub for 
innovation and entrepreneurship within the region, Singapore provided the clustering effect 
for the ICO-related firms, which facilitated the transfer of technology and innovation between 
the different ICO firms. One of the most important reason for the relocation of the firm, 
according to this case is the presence of a lucrative market or the degradation of the existing 
legal and regulatory framework in Singapore, which could force the firm to look for better 
markets elsewhere. 

Queries Rationale 

Location Singapore 

Team composition Chinese 

Location Factors Regulation: 
Friendly ICO policies 

Agglomeration:  

Main reason for location Regulation 



Potential reason for relocation? Negative Regulatory changes 

Table 18: Summary of findings for Case 9 

4.2.10 Case 10 - ICO advisor 

The interview with this ICO advisor show that he strongly believes that Switzerland is 
one of the best countries for ICO-based firms, in view of its regulatory framework, which 
facilitates the development of relevant regulations to promote and support the local ICO-
based industries. The local government has ensured that effective policies and regulatory 
framework is developed, which can restore and retain the trust and interest of investors 
towards conducting their transactions and businesses using cryptocurrencies and ICOs. 
Strong support for Blockchain projects and ICOs, but, only for high quality projects, which 
can attract Swiss lawyers, banks and accountants to collaborate with them in the formulation 
of the legal regulatory framework. However, there are significantly high costs associated with 
setting up and sustaining ICO-related business in Switzerland,, which can make it challenging 
for startups with limited funding to operate in this market. As, there is a general perception 
around the world in relation to Switzerland and the firms located there, the branding effect is 
one of the strong motivators, according to firm in this case, which forces ICO-related firms to 
choose Switzerland for setting up their business operations.   

Queries Rationale 

Location Switzerland 

Team composition International 

Location Factors Regulation 

Branding 

Labor 

Main reason for location Branding 

Potential reason for relocation? Negative Regulatory Changes 

Table 19: Summary of findings for Case 10 

4.2.11 Case 11 - Signal Networks 

The primary reason for the choice of Cayman Island seemed to be regulatory and 
taxation reasons. For this case, the fact that Miguel was not part in the initial decision of 
where to locate the ICO project, and that many ICO location decision questions could not be 



answered, seem to show the importance of conducting the interviews with the C-level 
executives who participated in the initial choice of country. Nevertheless, arguments were 
made for the notion that country location for ICOs are not important, as all customers are 
being marketed online and globally. The fact that the company is decentralized, also support 
this notion that the legal entity for the ICO is merely to be located in a country with friendly 
regulations and low taxation, with all other operations running from other locations or 
entities. 

Queries Rationale 

Location Cayman Islands 

Team composition Czechs 

Location Factors Regulation: 
Friendly ICO policies 

Global  

Main reason for location Regulation 

Potential reason for 
relocation? 

Negative Regulatory changes 

Table 20: Summary of findings for Case 11 

4.2.12 Case 12 - VRAllArt 

VRAllArt is a Serbian firm, which has been located in Switzerland because of 
friendly ICO-based policies that are open to people from all over the world, but more 
importantly, because the incorporation process is so stringent, that would qualify only quality 
projects, it has a stellar reputation. This reputation helps the projects that are established in 
this country, to gain some of the brand effect from the country. Other Positive factors include 
the close proximity to Serbia, of which the respondent is from, and that Switzerland has the 
talent they need to incorporate in Switzerland, in this case KPMG to do their auditing. For 
blockchain development, they keep this in Serbia, where most of the operation team and 
development is done. Switzerland is also a central market for their key customers, who are 
interested in art, so they might increase their marketing and business development in the 
country, to get more customers.     

Queries Rationale 

Location Switzerland 



Team composition Serbian 

Location Factors Regulation 

Home 

Labor 

Agglomeration 

Branding 

Main reason for location Branding 

Potential reason for relocation? Negative Regulatory changes 

Table 21: Summary of findings for Case 12 

4.2.13 Case 13 - WorldWifi 

WorldWifi is mainly a Russian team, but with their main office in Singapore. The 
main reason is the regulatory framework of Singapore being better than the Russian. The 
market factor mentioned here, is that the clients are from all over the world, so the country of 
their main headquarter, does not have any relation to their market. So it has little to no effect. 
The main team is located in Russia, so the primary reason for the headquarter in Singapore, is 
to assist the ICO process.  

Queries Rationale 

Location Singapore 

Team composition Russian 

Location Factors Regulation: 

Home 

Market 

Main reason for location Regulation 

Potential reason for 
relocation? 

Negative Regulatory changes 

Table 22: Summary of findings for Case 13 



4.3 CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS 
In this section, the cross-case analyses of the 13 separate cases will be highlighted. 

Analysis across the cases will provide a deeper understanding of the location factors in 
relation to ICO projects. The two primary focuses of this section are to at one end, establish 
points of correlation between the different cases in terms of their same point of origin, i.e. 
their geographical location. While, different groups of cases will be examined for within 
group similarities and cross-group divergences. Consequently, the effect of locations on the 
selection of different location-based factors will be examined in a better manner. In order to 
examine the various similarities and divergences between the different cases, there is a need 
to divide the different cases into groups based on the point of origin and proximity to one 
another. For example, the 13 cases have been classified into three groups, such that cases 
belonging to countries from Europe are grouped together (cases from interviewees 1, 10 and 
12), while other cases from countries in Asia (cases from interviewees 2-4, 6, 7, 9 and 13) are 
also grouped collectively in another group. While, those cases, which did not fit in with these 
two groups were highlighted in the third group (cases from interviewees 5, 8, and 11).  

Group Interviewees Country 

1 1 Denmark 

10 Switzerland 

12 Switzerland 

2 2 China 

6 China 

3 Malaysia 

4 Singapore 

7 Singapore 

9 Singapore 

13 Singapore 

3 5 Kenya 

8 Belize 



11 Cayman Islands 

 Table 23: Classification of different cases into three groups 

4.3.1 Similarities in Findings 

For 12 out of 13 cases, the issues and importance of regulations and taxes was 
highlighted. Apart from that, for group 1, the other factors, which were mentioned by more 
than one cases include branding, home and agglomeration. This shows that the countries in 
Europe were prone to the development of clustering effect within their major cities, leading 
to innovation and entrepreneurship. While, the overall positive reputation of the different 
European countries led to the branding effect, which was effectively leveraged by different 
ICO-based firms. Similarly, for the case of group 2, which is based on the firms located in 
Asia, some of the different location-based factors highlighted by more than one case include 
regulation, home, market, branding, labor, globalization and agglomeration. The reason for 
such diversity in different factors, is because 7 out of the 13 interviewees belonged to firms 
located in Asia. For the third group, which is consisting of firms located in different 
geographical locations around the globe, some of the different common factors include 
regulation and market factors. When examining similarities in cases within group 1 and 2, a 
number of different common factors have emerged, which include regulation, home country 
factor, branding effect and Agglomeration. This shows that irrespective of the location, ICO-
based firms in Europe and Asia both attempt to leverage clustering effect (preferring 
locations with similar firms in order to facilitate knowledge transfer and spillover from one 
firm to another) and branding effect (utilizing the reputation associated with particular 
location to provide credibility to their business operations) in order to improve their overall 
business prospects and sustainability of their business operations. Meanwhile, the home 
country effect is the personal inclination of entrepreneurs to stay rooted close to their home 
countries, where they have cultural similarity, established network and business relations. 
When examining group 2 and group 3, some of the similar location factors include regulation 
and market-related factors. Similarly, when examining similarities between location factors 
for group 1 and 3, regulation-related factors are the only similarities highlighted. 

Group Interviewee Country Individual Case Factors Group Factors 

1 1 Denmark Regulation, Home, Branding, Market, 
Agglomeration, Innovation 

Regulation 
Home 
Branding 
Agglomeration 
 

10 Switzerland Regulation, Branding, Labor 

12 Switzerland Regulation, Home, Agglomeration 



2 2 China Home, Market Regulation 
Home 
Market 
Branding 
Globalization 
Agglomeration 
Labor 
 

6 China Regulation, Agglomeration 
Globalization 

3 Malaysia Regulation, Market, Innovation, Globalization 
Labor 

4 Singapore Regulation, Branding, Labor 

7 Singapore Regulation, Home 

9 Singapore Regulation 
Agglomeration 

13 Singapore Regulation, Home, Market, Branding, Labor 

3 5 Kenya Regulation, Home, Market, Agglomeration, 
Innovation 
Labor 

Regulation 
Market 
 

8 Belize Regulation, Market 

11 Cayman 
Islands 

Regulation, Globalization 

 Table 23: Highlighting similarities and divergences between the different groups  

In the table 23, given above, the factors written in bold for the fourth column are the 
common location factors highlighted from the individual cases on a group-level, which are 
then highlighted in the fifth column. The factors that are highlighted in bold fonts within the 
fifth column are the location factors, which have been highlighted in more than one group of 
cases. For example, regulation and market-related factors are common between group 2 and 
3, while regulation, home country effect, branding effect and agglomeration are factors 
common between group 1 and 2. 

The most striking finding from the interviews, is that nearly across the board, all 
respondents discussed regulatory factors. At the core, the basic variable for this concept is the 
question whether it is legal or not for the ICO to conduct their ICO in the the country they are 
considering. While a team might decide to do it anyway, as with the case of Bankorus, that is 
not an action shared with the other teams. A hidden third answer, is that it might not be 
established yet, whether it is legal or not, since this is such a novel phenomenon, that 



regulatory bodies have yet to update legislation for sale of decentralized tokens, which some 
argue is a whole new asset class on its own. The other question relating to regulation, is how 
these tokens are to be taxed, if at all. When looking at each individual case, four of the cases 
specify regulatory factors as the main reason for locating in that country, which makes it a 
rather significant similarity. The home factor also had four cases stating it to be the most 
significant factor, making it on par with the regulatory factor. Thirdly, Branding as a factor 
was mentioned by 3 cases, qualifying it as a significant factor shared among multiple teams. 
One case seemed to mainly be driven by profit optimization reasons, which to some extent 
could be argued to fall in under regulatory factors. Another case did not specify their primary 
reason.  

4.3.2 Divergences in Findings 

Divergences allow an appreciation of the different aspects of location, which were 
mentioned by a few cases, but not gained adequate traction to be included as one of the 
common factors at either the group level or at the collective level across all of the cases 
within the different groups. Within group divergences allow us to appreciate the different 
factors that were highlighted by particular case, but not gained support from other cases from 
the same group. Table 23 is the primary focus for examining the similarities and divergences 
in findings within the group and between the different groups. For column 4 in table 23, the 
factors highlighted using italic font are the ones, which can be considered as points of 
divergence between the different cases belonging to the same group. For the case of group 1, 
where the cases belong to different European countries. Although, a number of 
commonalities emerged from different cases, but some of the divergences within the group 1 
include market factors, innovation and skilled labor. This shows that although, not as 
frequently cited as the other factors, they should not be completely ignored, just because 
sufficient number of cases were unable to highlight these factors. For the group 2, some of 
the different factors in this regard, include innovation. This shows that a wide number of 
factors in group 2 were highlighted by more than one cases from that group and although, 
innovation is an important factor in general for ICO-based firms, but only a handful of firms 
were able to cite this factor from the different groups. For the third group, some of the 
divergences in factors within the group include globalization, home country factor, 
agglomeration, innovation and labor-related factors,  

When examining cross-group divergences between group 1 and 2, some of the factors include 
globalization and labor-related factors. It can be seen that the globalization and labor-related 
factors have been mentioned by different sources, which means that although, it is important 
factor for location specification, but it is possible that it is not as important as other factors 
mentioned. Similarly, a minority of firms from different groups cited globalization, which 
means that local factors are trumped by global factors in market and business related to ICO-
based firms. When examining cross-group divergences between group 2 and 3, a number of 
different factors emerge, which were mentioned by different cases in group 2, but were not 
widely supported by cases in group 3. Some of these factors include home country effect, 
branding effect, globalization, agglomeration and labor-related factors. This can show that 
these different factors are more important for firms in Asia, but not that important for firms 
located in other countries, such as Cayman Island and Belize.  Similarly, for the divergences 



between group 1 and 3, some of the different location-based factors highlighted include 
market factors (this particular factor was favored by cases in group 3, but not supported by 
cases in group 1), home country factor, branding and agglomeration. This shows that various 
factors for ICO firm location in Europe were not supported by firms presented in group 3. 
While, only one factor from group 3 did not find adequate support from cases in group 1. 

 

A major divergence in findings from the interviews, is how different teams think about 
the role of the country for which they locate in order to do their ICO. Some respondents 
spend a lot of time researching the best location for their ICO, while others care more about 
speed to market, and put less consideration to this question, and some, might even 
unknowingly, or knowingly, be conducting an illegal token sale. A key difference among the 
teams, is whether the ICO country is considered “on the paper”, as a mere legal formality in 
order to be legally protected against lawsuits, from both investors and government a like. 
This has two variables, one being a pure legal consideration, with the other being regulatory 
costs, such as setting up the company and the running costs, including taxation and account 
or legal consulting fees. The teams that go for “on the paper” solutions, care mainly about 
regulation factors, and in some cases, the reputation of the country. Little to no consideration 
is given to other factors, such as infrastructure, labor skills, innovation level, market or 
agglomeration. This is explained by the fact that they often have their team located in another 
country, and sometimes in different companies, linked in various ways to the ICO. On the 
other hand, there are teams that locate in a country not just for “on the paper”, but which the 
primary activities of the ICO is carried out. These projects also care about regulation at a 
basic level, but do care about the other location factors such as labor, agglomeration, 
branding and market. In contrast to “on paper” companies, one find more teams internally 
caring about being close to regulators, and possibly working together with them to benefit 
themselves, and the society of which they are embedded in. These companies can be broken 
into two variables, one is brand focused, seeking to establish their firm in a prestigious 
location, together with other prestigious and successful firms. The other is more home 
focused, seeking to be in, or close to the native home country of the founders or the team. At 
the end of the day, a key finding from the divergences, is that different country factors are 
valued differently, even perceived opposite, depending on the internal teams management 
profile. The data support the notion of three key internal team profiles. first, the profit 
optimization profile. Projects with this utility preference, seek to value different factors from 
a pure profit optimization point of view. Second, the brand optimization profile. Projects with 
this utility preference care highly about customer perception of the team and the country 
location. The respondent from BigBitcoin explained, that this is because it is a new field, and 
investors do not know what other factors to evaluate a team on, but the more traditional 
metrics, such as country location. Third, the home optimization projects. Projects with this 
utility, seek to value their native home country higher than other countries, and might even 
actively try to find reasons to justify the native home country, despite it not being the 
“optimal” location, when viewed through a different utility factor. The three profiles heavily 
influences the decision making when choosing a country, but does not fully account for the 
final decision. Other factors also influence directly or indirectly, to some extent, depending 
on the utility profile of the team.  



4.4 CONCLUSION 
In order to conclude this chapter, table 24 highlights some of the major findings from 

the data analysis, which has resulted in the formation of factors based on their relevance for 
ICO-based firms. The relevance has been highlighted based on the frequency of mention of 
different factors by cases for firms working in different location. This means that despite 
variations in the location of the ICO-based firms, there are some factors that are critical for 
the functioning of these firms, while there are other factors, that have not been supported by 
different cases. This shows that these factors are important for ICO firms in particular 
location, while not that important for other ICO-based firms operating in different locations. 
It can be seen that irrespective of location, some of the most important factors highlighted by 
the different cases include regulation, costs, taxation, home country effect and branding 
effect. While, various other factors are location-specific in nature, due to which, insufficient 
support could be gathered from the primary data and its subsequent analysis. Some of these 
factors include skilled labor, agglomeration, market-related factors, globalization and 
innovation. There is also one factor, which has not gained evidence from the primary 
findings, but was mentioned in the literature, namely the transportation factor. Divergences 
from the respondents, seem to stem from the differences in management profiles and their 
utility optimization preference. Some managers seek to profit optimize by looking to at 
offshore financial centers, like Cayman Island, Belize or similar tax havens. Some managers 
seek to optimize for branding and prestige, such as locating in Switzerland. Lastly, some seek 
to value the possibility of doing it in one's own home country highly.  

 

Relevance High Intermediate Low None 

Location  
Factors 

Regulation 
Taxation 

Home Country 
Branding 

Skilled Labor 
Agglomeration 

  

Market 
Globalization 

Innovation 
Resources 

Transport 

Table 24: Different location-based factors highlighted in terms of their relevance for ICO firms 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5 CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
This section will discuss the findings from the primary research and secondary research 

in order to conclusively provide answers to the research questions posed at the beginning of 
this research. Initially, in order to consolidate evidences from the different secondary and 
primary findings, the first two subsections will re-emphasize on the various factors 
highlighted by the secondary as well as primary findings. Afterwards, the location-based 
factors highlighted by the different sources (i.e. primary and secondary) will be evaluated and 
analyzed in order to synthesize on the findings. These findings emerging from literature and 
primary findings will be consolidated in order to effectively answer the research questions 
posed at the beginning of this research. 

5.1 CROSS-EXAMINATION OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY FINDINGS 
Before examining the different evidences accumulated from the primary and secondary 

data sources, it is essential to review the findings obtained from each of the source 
independently of one another. It can be seen from table 25 that different location-based 
factors have been highlighted; where some of the factors are present in one source, while not 
in the other and vice versa. In order to highlight the  importance of these findings, there will 
be a need to examining the correlation and deviations in the findings between the two data 
sources and the evidences collected from each of these sources in terms of its importance and 
relevance for the present context. 

 
Factors Location Theories Primary Findings Relevance 

Institutional Factors X X High 

Cost Factors X X High 

Market Factors X X Low 

Legal Factor X X High 

Cultural Factors X 
  

Skilled Labor X X Intermediate 

Agglomeration X X Intermediate 

Natural Resources X X Low 



Knowledge X 
 

None 

Entrepreneurial Factors X   None 

Decentralization X   None 

Network X X Low 

Branding   X High 

Home Country   X High 

Globalization   X Low 

Strategic Factors X 
  

Technology X     

Innovation   X Low 

Table 25: Findings from the primary and secondary data sources and their relevant to this 
particular context 

5.1.1 Similarities in Findings 
There are various similarities between the two data sources and the evidence 

collected. It can be seen from table 25 that a number of factors have gained credibility from 
both data sources. Some of these factors include agglomeration, network, institutional factors, 
cost factors, legal factors, and skilled labor. For the case of primary findings, the overall 
issues related to taxation, regulation, institutions and costs have been highlighted collectively. 
The level of interest or lack thereof showed by the local government impacts the manner in 
which the regulations are shaped and developed for the promotion and development of ICO-
related firms in the region. While, there are also evidences, as in the case of China, where 
such activities are not facilitated and in that particular location, most of the emerging firms as 
well as established ones, try their best to locate their businesses elsewhere; a geographical 
location, which can provide favorable business climate and regulatory protection for ICO-
based firms as well as investors willing to put their money into relevant startups and 
associated businesses. The cost-related factors can be regulatory as well as non-regulatory in 
nature, which include overall operational costs, along with electricity costs, infrastructure 
development, human resource development and level of taxation levied on the income or 
various business activities of the ICO-related firms. While, for the case of literature findings, 
each of these factors have been separately identified by the different sources, due to the 



contextual variations in terms of the type of business being discussed, the location in which 
the business operates, the market conditions, etc. 

Another point highlighted in both sources of evidence is the skilled labor. However, 
the level of emphasis on the skilled labor in the primary findings varies from case to case, as 
some of the cases have highlighted that skilled labor is not location-dependent, as they have 
developed a decentralized team with individual contributors spread in different parts of the 
world. In this regard, interviewee from case 6 mentions that “we are quite distributed, a 
distributed team”. Therefore, the importance of location for skilled labor might not be as 
detrimental for ICO-based firms as it is for traditional brick-and-mortar firms, which rely on 
physical presence of their employees within the office buildings. In order to stress the 
globalized nature of the skilled labor, interviewee from case 5 iterated that “... it does not 
matter where I am from, its just an online sort of program, which encourages any developer 
to come in and contribute their skills”. In this regard, for ICO-based forms, many of the cases 
have relied on external freelance resources as well as permanent members of their team, who 
are located in different parts of the world. Basically, the geodiversity of the skilled labor 
workforce is essential for the growth and development of ICO-based firms, as it allows them 
to target different markets and evaluate their products and services in different markets 
simultaneously. In this manner, respondent from case 4 highlighted that: “we will like to be 
an international team”. 

The concept of agglomeration, which has theoretical foundation in the Agglomeration 
Theory has been validated by the findings from primary data. A large number of cases have 
favored location, as they have been considered as “central hub” within the region, which 
attracts investment, skilled labor, and various opportunities that facilitate the growth of 
startup and established firms. While, at the same time, these central hubs have a positive 
global reputation, which the ICO-based firms in these cases attempt to leverage in order to 
develop a positive “… brand perception, the feeling of trustworthiness” (Interviewee from 
Case 4) for their businesses and associated products and services. For locations, which are 
popular and considered as central hubs, despite increasing costs of operations and regulations, 
ICO-based firms prefer to relocate their businesses to such locations in order to gain the 
greater rewards and benefits associated with such locations.  

5.1.2 Divergences in Findings 
It is important to consider the differences between the primary and secondary data 

sources. One of the first and foremost point to consider in this respect is that at one end, the 
secondary findings have been highlighted for traditional firms, while on the other end, the 
primary findings have been analyzed and examined in relation to the ICO-related firms. 
Therefore, one of the main purpose of this research is to examine the extent to which the 
ICO-based firms conform to the location-based theories that have been developed for 
traditional firms. It can be seen from table 25 that some of the factors that have been 
highlighted in one source, but unable to find adequate support from the other include the 
following: (i) knowledge, (ii) entrepreneurial factors,  (iii) innovation, (iv) technological 
factors, (v) market decentralization, and (vi) strategic factors. Out of the various points 
highlighted above, some of these factors were presented in the primary findings, but not in 
secondary sources, while others were highlighted in secondary literature, but could not be 



validated in the primary findings. In this regard, market decentralization, strategic factors 
(firms-level strategies for competitive advantage), entrepreneurial factors (age, years of 
experiences, professional affiliations, etc.), cultural factors and knowledge. For the case of 
market decentralization, this was beyond the scope of the current research, as this factor 
specifically relates to the nature and characteristics of regional markets, which were not 
highlighted by the primary findings. Similarly, the individual characteristics of the 
entrepreneurs and business professionals were not highlighted in this research. Meanwhile, 
the strategies of the different ICO-based firms were revealed and discussed, but it is difficult 
to map the findings of primary research related to strategic implications to the findings of 
secondary research discussing different strategic factors for competitive advantage in 
traditional firms. Although, some cultural factors have been discussed in the primary 
findings, but at the point, it is difficult to gather valuable insights by mapping cultural factors 
discussed in literature to the factors related to culture discussed in the primary findings. 
Further research into the cultural aspects of ICO-related businesses might shed further light 
into this particular aspect towards specification of location. 

Some of the other location factors, which were discussed in the primary findings, but 
not highlighted in the literature findings include home country effect, branding effect, 
globalization and innovation. These are some of the most important and relevant findings 
from the primary data obtained and analyzed in this research. Although, home country effect 
can be labelled as a cultural factors, but it is difficult to ascertain in this particular research, 
the nature of this effect; whether it can be mapped to personal entrepreneurial level or at the 
cultural-level  There are various factors, which were repeatedly highlighted in sufficient 
details in the different sources of literature. However, these factors were not adequately 
stressed by the primary findings, which show that there might be significant deviations in the 
business needs and requirements of ICO-based firms for the selection of location for setting 
up or relocation of their business operations. Some of these factors include transportation, 
resources, and skilled labor. This shows that for the case of ICO-based firms, the local-level 
resources, infrastructure and presence of skilled labor do not pose significant impediment, as 
they can rely on global human resources in order to fulfill their technical and non-technical 
skill requirements. 

5.2 DISCUSSION REGARDING RESEARCH QEUSTION 1 
RQ: What is an initial coin offering? As defined in the literature section, it is a new 

kind of fundraising method that new ventures can utilize to raise money for a new technology 
or business venture, by issuing and selling tokens or coins. This is generally an accepted view 
confirmed by the primary findings. however, it is not just money, it is also a method of 
building a community around a new project, which can help guide the development with 
contribution of code or ideas. From a scientific perspective, ICO is an emerging field, with 
the findings from the literature review showing that the earliest papers were published in 
2017. Due to its novelty, it is no wonder that the main topic of scientific publications focus 
on the issues of regulation in relation to investments. This correlates perfectly with the 
primary findings from the data analysis, which makes it clear that this is one of the main 
considerations ICO projects care about when considering where to locate their ICO. This 



seem to be addressed by the firms by locating in countries that have optimal regulations, or in 
a country with a highly perceived brand of high stringent regulatory frameworks in support of 
cryptocurrencies or eyeing an opportunity in assisting a firm's native home country in 
developing these policies. Where existing literature explain that this is a relevant issue and 
provide high level quantitative information relating to ICO activity globally, little to no 
information exist on how firms seek to solve the issue through choice of country for their 
ICO. 

5.3 DISCUSSION REGARDING RESEARCH QUESTION 2 
RQ: How can choice of country location be defined for an initial coin offering-based 

firm? When discussing the location-based factors relevant for ICO projects, most the 
traditional theories seem highly inapplicable for these kind of new ventures, as they were 
focusing on either manufacturing firms relying on resources (Nell, 2017) or cost of land 
(Capello, 2011), or market specific factors (Galan, 2007). While some of the relatively more 
modern theories have emerged, focusing on knowledge and institutions (Kolympiris et al., 
2015), there seem to be little similarity of factors in this regard. But then again, one need to 
compare apples to apples, so existing theory should be divided up into those that try to 
explain the internal managements utility preferences and ambitions in one, and then pure 
external location factors for the firm second. In this light, some of the research does seem to 
be more applicable, especially the strand of literature that views headquarters as a 
differentiated network consisting of various subsidiary units with important resources and 
capabilities, playing their respective markets, functions and contributing to fulfilling the 
overall objective of the firm (Nohria and Ghoshal, 1997; Birkinshaw, 2000; Ambos et al., 
2010; Mudambi, 2011; Narula, 2014) This can literature can be useful for the projects that 
want to choose the country location for the purpose of “having it on paper”, for that specific 
purpose, while keeping their development activities in a different country. Thus, optimizing 
functions of the firm, in the most optimal country for each function to be carried out. This can 
also be argued to be supported by the RBV theory, of which in relation to the dynamic 
capabilities reviewed in chapter 2, although there are no real resources for ICOs, the way they 
describe it. Ultimately, if the internal team factors are not identified, then how can a team 
evaluate the different location factors? 

5.4 DISCUSSION REGARDING RESEARCH QUESTION 3 
RQ: What are the different similarities and variations in location factors for ICO-based 

firms and the different location factors specified in some of the mainstream traditional 
theoretical foundations (e.g. Information Age Location Factors,)? 

The location factors derived from the primary findings seem to most resemble that of IT 
companies, which was also the initial intuition by the researcher, however, there are 
significant differences in the factors, and the highlights of this papers findings compared to 
those of the Information age location theory factors. This in part, can be explained by the 
lower degree of reliance on location specific factors, such as servers operating from a fixed 
location. This in turn, also makes the firm less prone to DDOS attacks, as a side gain. 



Essentially, an ICO just need a laptop and a person or team to operate, from anywhere in the 
world. The only thing that ties the people or team to a country, is the reliance on existing 
institutions that allow the project to operate. This includes bank accounts, the ability to 
exchange FIAT currencies to cryptocurrencies, purchase of domain registration, which is 
regulated by governments. Last, at the individual level, people do reside in one geographic 
location, and will need access to food, shelter and other necessities. This of course shared by 
all other teams. So, arguably due to the higher degree of decentralization of blockchain based 
projects doing ICOs, less location dependent factors matter, and other factors more subjective 
comes into play, such as brand perception, close to home and similar notions. This notion is 
in support of the arguments presented in the Born on Blockchain paper. However, as one of 
the respondents noted about a decentralized team. 

“No central point of failure, but also no central point of responsibility.”(Respondent 6) 

5.5 CONCLUSION 
This chapter has discussed the different findings from the literature and primary data 

collected and analyzed in the previous chapter. Firstly, the different findings have been 
highlighted, followed by the cross-analysis of those findings to examine the correlations and 
variations between the findings from primary and secondary research. To effectively discuss 
the findings from both sources, the three different research questions posed at the initial 
stages of this research were discussed and effectively answered. The theories provided 
information regarding location factors for traditional firms, while the primary findings 
specifically highlighted location-based factors, which were considered important for the ICO-
based firms. However, the emphasis was given towards highlighting the unique findings from 
the primary research in order to address the main objectives that could aid in answering the 
research questions, while also allowing a better understanding of the ways in which ICO-
based firms. 

6 CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION 
This is the last chapter of this research, which will attempt to highlight the main findings 

of the research in an orderly fashion, ranging from the identification of the main issues and 
problems in chapter 1, along with the different research questions, which could shed better 
light into the associated phenomenon. Following chapter 2, the emphasis was towards 
highlighting relevant literature related to ICO as well as various location-based theories 
developed for traditional firms. The purpose and findings from each of the chapters in this 
research will be highlighted and summarized in chapter 6. The answers to the three research 
questions will be discussed, which will lead to the culmination of this research, followed by 
discussion regarding limitations and potential implications as well as avenues for future 
research that can be extrapolated from the findings highlighted in this research 



6.1 REVIEW OF PREVIOUS CHAPTERS 
The first chapter introduce the core problem of ICO financing for firms and governments, 
with the main research question of “What factors influence the decision on the country 
location for conducting an initial coin offering?”. 

The second chapter reviews ICO related literature, which reveals a key challenge of dealing 
with national regulations for ICO investments which are global in reach. This highlights the 
importance of the country location of an ICO, as the regulations of these countries have the 
highest influence on what a firm is allowed to do, or not allowed to do. In extension of that, 
traditional location factor literature is reviewed.  

The third chapter establish the grounds for why a qualitative methodology was deemed the 
best fit for answering the research question, using a semi-structured interview method to 
collect data from managers or executives involved in ICO projects.The fourth chapter 
analyses the thirteen interview cases, both within-case analysis and cross-case analysis, 
looking at similarities and divergences. The fifth chapter analyses the location factors from 
primary findings and theoretical foundations individually, to then be cross examined. Then 
the implications for the three research questions are discussed.   

6.2 ANSWER TO RESEARCH AIMS 
In this section, concluding answers to the research questions will be stated briefly.  

6.2.1 Research Question 1 

RQ1: What is an initial coin offering?  

Answer: An ICO is a fundraising mechanism for early funding for new business ventures, based 
on the sale of blockchain tokens or coins, that can provide additional benefits than merely 
money, such as community and network effects. The token sale is in initiated in a country, to 
which the sales agreement will be valid, and rules and regulations to this agreement between 
seller and buyer, are governed by the country of the seller or where the sale happens. Projects 
can limit buyers from participating the ICO, if thee country that the buyer is resident in, have 
made it illegal. On the other hand, ICOs can be seen as an opportunity or a threat to a country’s 
citizens by governments, depending and influenced by how the country regulate ICO related 
activities. 

6.2.2 Research Question 2 

RQ2: How can choice of country location be defined for an initial coin offering-based 
firm? 

Answer: In order to adequately highlight the research question posed above, there is a need to 
recap all of the different factors discussed in the previous chapters using a conceptual model 
of different internal and external factors and the manner in which they influence the decisions 
of firms with respect to selection of location for either setting up their business operations or 
relocating existing business from one location to another. One of the most important factor 
pertains to the profile and characteristics of the ICO-based firm. While, the other factors deal 



with the strategic positioning of the ICO-based firms in terms prioritizing the different firm-
level goals, which include profit maximization, maximum exposure and branding of the firm, 
and selection of location to prefer location providing cultural similarity or home country factor, 
which allows entrepreneurs to set up their businesses at their home countries or in locations 
that are culturally similar and geographically close to their home countries. 

 

Illustration 2: defining internal utility factors, and purpose of firm. 

Second, the consideration of whether the team seek to set up a legal entity for their ICO for 
purely “On paper” reasons, or whether it is to serve as the real hub for company activities. Only 
once internal factors have been defined, can the ICO team evaluate and choose the country 
based on country specific factors. 

6.2.3 Research Question 3 

RQ3: What are the different similarities and variations in location factors for ICO-
based firms and the different location factors specified in some of the mainstream 
traditional theoretical foundations (e.g. Information Age Location Factors,)? 

Answer: There are various similarities and variations between the ICO-based firms and 
the theories highlighted for traditional firms. Some of these similarities include regulatory 
considerations, cost factors, institutional factors, labor skills, agglomeration. While, there are 
also various location-specific factors, which are unique to ICO-based firms, while these 



factors were not mentioned in the theories discussing the location-based factors for traditional 
firms. Some of these factors include branding effect and home country effect. However, 
many location specific factors from the theories did not find adequate support for ICO-based 
firms and the choice of location for such firms. Some of these factors include resources, 
infrastructure, innovation level, and transportation-related factors.   

6.3 RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS 
In the pursuit of answering the research questions, new knowledge to understand ICO 

project location determinants are uncovered, both in terms of identifying them and 
understanding the underlying independent variables that can affect the dependent variable, 
being the country chosen. The contributions of this research have multiple implications for 
the various stakeholders associated with the ICO-related firms, which include researchers 
exploring the various aspects of cryptocurrencies, ICOs, and associated businesses around the 
world. Researchers can take the findings from this research in order to provide a further an 
in-depth examination of the location factors and the manner in which different factors affect 
the ICO-based firms in the short and long-term. Another potential implication of the 
contributions related to the different location factors are primarily related to the 
entrepreneurs, who are willing to develop their businesses, while the choice of location is 
challenging for them. This research and its findings can allow them to weigh the different 
factors in order to make an informed and wise decision regarding the selection of particular 
location for either setting up or relocating their businesses from one place to another. 

6.4 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
The study is of limited by the number of ICO projects interviewed. while qualitative 

literature does support a few numbers of respondents, the best case is obviously to interview 
as many as possible, to get the most accurate data set. With more time and resources, future 
research could work to expand the data set. The study itself is exploratory in nature, further 
research could look at factors found in this study more in depth, such as identifying more 
internal team profiles that can influence the value of external factors for choosing an ICO 
country. As this research tried to find as diverse a group of ICO projects as possible, in order 
to find more general findings, other studies could look at the behavior of people locating in a 
specific country or look at the behavior of specific nationals for their choice. A replicate 
study could also be conducted, in order to check for differences in results, to see if author 
biases might influence the results, or if the results depend on getting lucky with who agrees to 
be interviewed. As one of the challenges is to find executive management individuals 
engaged in ICO projects, maybe there is a difference between those who agree to spend their 
time answering questions, to those who are busy “doing”.  

6.5 CONCLUSION 
In conclusion, for firms and individuals considering doing an ICO fundraising 

campaign, first the utility preferences must be identified internally in the team, as this guides 

the kind of countries that are more relevant than others. Depending on the profile, then the 



question of a “on paper” country location must be decided on. Then, filter out the companies 

that deem the project illegal, and then the remaining location factors, influenced by the utility 

preference, will leave one or a group of countries left as likely destinations for country 

location. The remaining location factors are rather ICO specific, as they include a different 

set of location factors from traditional theories, due to the nature of ICO companies and 

projects, being less location dependent for operations and activities. 
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8.2 APPENDIX 2: INTERVIEW GUIDE 
Interview Guide 

1). Which country is your ICO project located in? 

2). What factors made you choose that country, and not other countries? 

     a. Please elaborate as much as possible. 

3). What other countries did you consider? 

     a. What made them attractive? 

4). How much research did you do before choosing to have the ICO in that country? 

     a. What kind of research did you do, and how? Please elaborate 

5). What country is the majority of your team from? 

6). In your industry, do you know which country other projects choose to locate in? 

     a. If yes, what country? 

b. Why do you think they choose that country? 

7). Do you think that the choice of your ICO country have any branding or marketing effect? 

8). Did the choice of country for the ICO provide any benefits in terms of taxation? 

9). Does regulation and government play a role in the choice of country? 

     a. If yes, what? Please elaborate  

     b. To which extend does the question of being a securities or a utility token apply to your   

project? Please elaborate 

10). Does the country of your ICO have special knowledge that can help you innovate? 

11). Do you plan to hire people in the country of the ICO? 

      a. If so, what kind of people? Engineers? Business people? Or..? 

12). Does the country of choice for the ICO help with market access? 

      a. Could be faster market entry, a bigger market or.. ? 

13). How many countries are you active in today, and what countries are they? 

      a. What role does each country play for your organization? 

14). Is the ICO a foundation, a company or..? can you elaborate on the choice of company 



formation? 

15). What do you think is the biggest challenge or issue in deciding on a country for your 

blockchain project? 

16). Is there anything else you would like to say?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



8.3 APPENDIX 3: ONE PAGE INTRODUCTION 

 

 



8.4 APPENDIX 4: INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTIONS 
The Interview transcripts are listed in alphabetical order from the ICO name. Location, setting 

and time of interview is given. 

Team 1: Carl Jenster, Aryze @ GoToMeeting online software meeting tool, 4th of May 2018 

Michael:  Hello. 

Carl:  Hello. Can you hear me?  

Michael:  Yeah, I hear you, nice to meet you.  

Carl:  Nice to meet you too. 

Michael:  Are you Danish?  

Carl:  Yeah. 

Michael:  Okay, but do you mind if we speak English? 

Carl:  Not at all. 

Michael:  Because I'm using Google, speech-to-text for transcription for the interview. 

So that would make it easier since it doesn't understand Danish. 

Carl:  Fair enough. 

Michael:  All right. Well, first of all, thank you for uh agreeing to spend some time 

answering my questions.  

Carl:  No problem. 

Michael:  Your colleague said you were dealing with marketing. Is that correct?  

Carl:  Yeah. I'm am the CMO of Aryze marketing director, so I handle all the 

marketing of  our company on an upper strategy level, but also I do a bunch of day-to-

day activities.  

Michael:  Interesting, cool.  So I actually had a conversation with your advisor before 

about a different thing, but that was about location and he was saying that Switzerland 

was the best place to locate an ICO and when I look in your company you want to do it in 

Denmark. How come? 



Carl:  Well, um, Jeppe is probably right [00:02:00] when he says that is one of the 

best countries to do it from. He's got a lot of experience with the crypto currency and 

ICO law. He's probably right but we did it from Denmark because well for a number of 

reasons we in a like ideology sense.  

  Most of us are Danish guys, and we're building E-Kroner and for us it just you 

know, it feels better to do it from Denmark when you're launching like such a Danish 

product, you know, but also one of the reasons why we chose Denmark is because the 

timing was perfect, really. 

  We're in the middle of doing all these workshops together with the 

[00:03:00] Erhvervsministeriet  you know with some of these working groups that are 

set up by various agencies to develop proper framework for ICOs.  

  We're heavily contributing to the development of regulations. So for us, it's 

also the sense of you know convenience. We're helping to shape rules and regulations 

on ICOs while we're in the middle of it but I'd say-- 

Michael:  The government is very supportive in this endeavor? 

Carl:  Yeah, I mean, they're very open and it seems like every week we have 

another really important meeting where you know, headways made. 

So yeah, I think for sure the government is being supportive. They want to develop this 

kind of framework because it's [00:04:00] clear to them that that this is needed, if this is 

needed, if you're going to be a country that prides itself on driving Innovation. I think 

they're there they're definitely supportive. 

Michael:  And do you think that they want to do that because some might be skeptical 

about whether they want an ICO, whether they want to rent their country as an ICO 

friendly place or whether they want ICO to go somewhere else. 

Carl:  I struggled to I struggled to understand why they would want to do that 

because you know, you have all these ICOs that raise money from abroad. If you're in 

Denmark that money is going to go back into the economy, right? So that's essentially 

like you have this Global platform on which [00:05:00] you can be raising. 



   And you know for startup, that’s amazing that so early on you can 

get that kind of capital without having to give up essentially ownership of your company 

like in the form of equity. 

Michael:  Do you think that the government would be equally supportive if the project 

wasn't as established as you are or not as legit as your project. 

Carl:  But that's the thing. This is kind of ICO Frameworks and regulations. They're 

meant to sort of guide startups like ours into a sort of compliant setting. One of the 

reasons well, I suppose you could say we are as legit as we are because we're trying to 

structure it so that we're basically seeing in the eyes of uh [00:06:00] government and 

indeed people all over the world that we're doing this institutional Pearl grade ICO to 

prove that. 

That you know, it can be done in a very legal way and we think that ICOs are excellent 

for startups, absolutely phenomenal way of raising money. 

Michael:  Yeah. The taxation is not an issue. Yeah? 

Carl:   So in Denmark taxation is always on our mind, I would say attack is a 

concern for us simply because we don't know where we stand in terms of Taxation Lake 

and by that, I mean like Taxation and paying on our token itself or indeed on our E-

Kroner.  

  It's a [00:07:00] little iffy, but we're working. You know, we're working 

closely with the Finanstilsynet, We're sort of you know, where one of their cases for a 

crypto currency and ICO companies. Yes, so yeah taxes, uh taxes a concern. 

Michael:  What level would make you choose not to locate in Denmark? 

Carl:  I think I think if it was decided by the tax authorities that we have to pay VAT 

(moms) on our Aryze tokens or our E-kroner that we create like if it's seen as like, I 

don't know a product or [00:08:00] so, if there was VAT on those aspects, I think that 

would at least kill our business model in Denmark and we would have to go abroad. 

Michael:  What country would you go to instead, if not Denmark?  



Carl:  Well, we've talked about Switzerland. Switzerland is attractive for ICOs 

because they're not under EU regulation. It's a more attractive Place. 

Michael:  You saying regulations is a major factor in this? 

Carl:  Well, one of the issues that we faced is specifically on EU regulations for 

[00:09:00] marketing of financial products, so in the event that our ICO is deemed.  An 

investment especially at this level when we're doing a private token sale where we're 

pushing for our token to be classified as a utility because we feel that in our  business 

model in our ecosystem that the token has a definite utility like it's used for paying 

transactions.  

  But if financial authorities deem it as an investment which you know, it could 

happen based on some wording, one of the rules that they have for small-scale crowd 

funding such as ours is you can't market the product to more than 150 people meaning 

that we can't [00:10:00] send our white paper out to more than 150 people which from 

a marketing perspective that's a real struggle.  

Michael:  I mean even for me I didn't request it because I would fear wasting your just 

let if a me that could go to another person who could invest more than I could so on that 

level it could also  

Carl:  Very considerate. 

Michael:  Sure, can I ask you, where is the majority of your team from?  

Carl:  I would say we're all a bit mixed. I'm myself I'm half American half Danish 

but Morten our CFO is Danish. Jack is Armenian, but you know he grew up in Denmark. 

Rasmus is also Danish and then you [inaudible 00:11:00] know, we have a mixed team 

of Bulgarian. We have American. We have Pakistani, so maybe 50 to 60 percent of our 

team is Danish. Okay, so that's pretty International.  

Michael:  The main reason I ask is more in terms of Hope familiar you are with the 

country chose, which is Denmark and it seems you're already familiar with Denmark 



already, right? Um, and in your industry, do you know what other country similar 

projects like yours choose to locate in? 

Carl:   Have you heard of the company called Revolute?  

Michael:  I might have heard about it, but I'm not too sure of what it where they're 

located. 

Carl:   So Revolute is one of the companies that we kind of compares ourselves to, 

specifically they [inaudible 00:12:00] do payments cards where there are no transaction 

fees involved and they can also on-board crypto currency into their system and they are 

I believe mixed in Lithuania and UK.   

  I know that they have a huge office in London but I think their development 

team core is in Lithuania. Who else? Lala World, if you've heard them. They are I believe 

based in India.  

  There's also Scriptorium and I think they're based in America. That's pretty 

spread [inaudible 00:13:00] around the world. It is  very spread but you know, there's 

another thing like our industry. It's not just you know payments app, it's not just crypto 

currency, it's not just payment networks. It's a bit of everything. 

   So where the other people in the industry is based. It's a mixed spread I'd say 

but you know, India, UK, Singapore, Lithuania, Ukraine. Yeah, it's kind of mixed.  

Michael:  So if you were thinking of  locating in a place with that had some kind of 

cluster effect with you think more of locating with other tripta currency companies or 

with payment companies. If you had to define [inaudible 00:14:00] what kind of types 

you would prefer to be located next to? 

Carl:   I think crypto currency companies just for the fact that. You know if they if 

they're working with block chains and they stumble upon some technology that’s you 

know cutting and cutting Edge. It’d be great if we could be the first to know about it.  



  Maybe that would have impact on our business model and architect called 

itself. I wouldn't think that we want to be, you know, located near payments networks 

because traditionally payments networks are let's say old-fashioned. They don't um— 

Michael:  Like PayPal?  

Carl:  Yeah PayPal and visa, maybe these guys are very set in their [00:15:00] ways. 

I can imagine that. 

Michael:  Do you think Denmark as a country or as a city contributes to this Innovative 

block chain sphere.  

Carl:  Could you ask that again, please?  

Michael:  So let's say Denmark has some Innovative stuff going on in terms of block 

chain. Would you find that to be more country level or like City level? Like what would it 

be Copenhagen? That would be the city for block chain, or would it be Denmark as a 

whole that influences most on what's going on? 

Carl:   Yeah, so that could be argued on two levels Denmark as a country. You know, 

they're regulative forces working to you know, Define clearly how they see I and how 

they should be [00:16:00] regulated which is good. It's like it's nice to know that the 

government is doing something about it and the various agencies.  

  But I would say Copenhagen in itself is a hub for entrepreneurship and 

Innovation, simply because there's everything, everything is happening in Copenhagen 

although big syntax are launching from here.  

  There is some activity like for example in all groups. But I would for sure say 

that Copenhagen is the Hub and will be the hub for the foreseeable future.  

Michael:  And when you do the ICO in Denmark, that would be through your company, 

or would it be a foundation or--? Have you thought of how it would be done through? 



Carl:   Through our company. [Inaudible 00:17:00] However, there have been 

considerations on if we do it from Switzerland that it be run through a foundation but I 

can't say more on the matter.  

Michael:  I mean you’re still in the process of deciding where to locate it right now, 

right?  

Carl:  We're set on Denmark, we're set on them but they're you know, there are 

factors and forces at play that may change our minds and cause us to reconsider.  

Michael: Such as tax? 

Carl:  For example,  

Michael:  Right and I mean the main reason. For Denmark seems to be a lot of different 

reasons for why Denmark is a good place to locate but it seems that the main reason is 

because uh, [inaudible 00:18:00] you all have affiliation to Denmark and you like them, 

is that correct understood or other? Major reasons--- 

Carl:  It's partly. We want to do it from Denmark primarily because our network is 

based here. It's close to home, we know the country very well, we know how people 

think and also the fact that you know at this time even for such a young company, we're 

very involved with the agencies and you know, the deciders in this regulative ecosystem 

and I think for such a young company to have so much pole. It's astonishing. 

Michael:  [00:19:00] Yeah, so but then it's the best choice from a pure profit 

optimization point of view? 

Carl: Yeah, it's not optimal but what we're doing here. It's not just about money. You 

know, we're participating in building something that’s really going to be impactful in the 

future. Setting Denmark up as you know, the place where regulation ICO's is more 

comprehensive that also, you know, we're doing something for Innovation as a whole in 

Denmark.  

Michael:  So you're creating benefits to Denmark with your activity [inaudible 

00:20:00] in an involvement in this regard? 



Carl:  Yeah, I mean it's not entirely philanthropy what we're doing. I mean we're 

building a business but we also take certain pride in the fact that you know, we're 

playing with the Heavy Hitters. We're participating and contributing into some on quite 

a high level. 

Michael:  So do you think it helps you like the sending the Danish brand helps you in 

anyway? If you do it in Denmark with that have any branding or marketing effect? 

Carl:  Yes, I would say so, you know, when the rest of the world kind of thinks of 

the Nordics and Denmark there thinking okay Innovation quality [inaudible 00:21:00] 

high standards and I think something like this coming out from a small country like 

Denmark it certainly has an effect. 

   Yeah, I think outwardly people would look at Denmark and they 

think okay. That's a country where you know quality products are coming from with the 

country of Lego. All these other amazing companies that come out from Denmark, so 

yeah it how The Branding effect. 

Michael:  Was the decision of choosing Denmark. Was it like a quick? Yeah, let's do it in 

Denmark because why not or was it like a longer process the way do a lot of research 

involved? 

Carl:   I would say a mix of both, so when Molten joined our team he [inaudible 

00:22:00] had already done like a year or two worth of work on research for and how it 

could be done. And you know at first he was very skeptical saying would never be able 

to happen in Denmark, but you know with his research, he started shaping this ICO.  

  Institutional grade, I see model and you know, I think that's part of what 

what's influencing the regulation agencies, but you know at the same time Jack and I we 

started the company and we were thinking like, okay it was Let's do an ICO ---- we need 

to raise some money and then Morten told us how we could do it more specifically but I 

think yeah from the beginning we kind of just have our hearts set on Denmark.  

Michael:  I like that. [00:23:00] As a Dane 



Carl:   Yeah. 

Michael:  Cool, I think I got most of my questions done anything you would like to add 

or share? 

Carl:  Maybe I can send you a link just as a follow-up. I just wrote this article 

yesterday about ICOs and crypto currency and Denmark and increased regulation. 

Michael:  That would be great.  

Carl:  Maybe Jody can send you the link. I feel like he's in touch with you. Yeah, I 

can just poke on a delay. So you made an article and I can ask for the article you wrote. I 

just I sent the link in this [inaudible 00:24:00] GoToMeeting platform. 

Michael: Alright. Yeah, I think that's all for me, got to go back to work. Hi. I appreciate 

that and I mean, let me know when the you find a way of going Beyond 150 people 

when the white paper, I'd like to check it out.  

Carl:  Yeah. It's as I said one of our big struggles, so for example, we couldn't put our 

whitepaper up on the website because that’s the clear violation of the regulations 

because with the internet, uh, you can't control how many people come and visit your 

website so already the potential for breaking the law breaking the regulation is there so 

we can't do that. 

So our method of doing that was that we send out a newsletter to these people who 

subscribe on our website and then they [inaudible 00:25:00] can request the white 

paper which allows us to be a little more selective, but you know, you know, hopefully 

for the for the public ICO we can do something a little more impactful. 

Michael:  Right.  

Michael:  I'm here in China and there was uh, I was at I see all event and they're 

allowed to promote their block chain project, but not the ICO part. But it was like a 

Mecca of ICO, everybody was talking about invest in this and what they were doing 

there. Everybody was running an idea. But then at one of the events the police raided 

the place and everybody lost their investment. 



  They paid a lot of money to get go there and then they lost their Investment.  

Carl: Wow. Okay, I grew up in Shanghai. So yeah, that doesn't uh, that doesn't surprise 

me cool.  

Michael:  Alright, I won't take much of your time. I really [inaudible 00:26:00] 

appreciate you taking the time out and uh, when I have done you can get a copy of it if it 

can help you in any way. 

Carl:  Yeah, I'd like to read that to be nice and yeah don’t hesitate to ask if you have 

any more questions right? Thank you very much. Have a good day! 

Team 2: Jay Majumdar, Bankorus @ Finfo Global is organizing 4th annual Blockchain Finance 

& Fin-Tech China Event in Shanghai, 16th March, 2018. 

[introduction] 

Jay: Bankorus.com, but micai is the chinese name of the firm. sitting in Beijing, China. I 

Am an analyst,  

Michael: What does an analyst do? 

Jay: Keep updated with all going on, partners, investors interested in blockchain or 

crowdequity.  

Michael: Sounds like a business developer.  

Jay: Yea. Also doing marketing. Looking for opportunities. Startups can change 

directions, doing a bit of everything.  

Michael: So going out, get data, and based on data from the market, update the product 

offerings?  

Jay: Yea.  

Michael: I am doing the master thesis on location decision factors, for why a company 

locate where they do. Would like to learn more about you and your project. Is this 100% 

micai initiated project? 



Jay: Yes, the team from Micai is doing this for Bankorus. Same people involved, just this 

name more international. 

Michael: You are mainly in Beijing? 

Jay: Yes, head office is in Beijing, where CEO and president is located. In China, it is 

Beijing, but also have people in Shanghai doing Micai related work.  

Michael: Why locate in China?  

Jay: Because the team and Micai firm is already here.  

Jay: Main market is Asia first, after successful use cases in Asia, looking to expand to the 

west. Then, will need collaboration with partners.  

Michael: What country first?  

Jay: Whole continent 

Michael: Any specific countries first? 

Jay: We focus on international markets, as we are already in China, managing wealth for 

many clients here already. So providing services for them. So in China and Asia, already 

have it established. In Japan and Korea are primary targets. Then, Russia, and Africa 

later.  

[more talk about their product] 

Jay: Sorry, have a flight, need to go.  

Team 3: “Gabriele”, Belfrics @ GoToMeeting online software meeting tool, 29th of April 2018 

Michael:  Hello. 

Gabriele:  Hello. 

Michael:  Kindly introduce yourself because it's for a master’s thesis, seeking to 
understand about ICOs. Introduce yourself and your foundation and your role. 

Gabriele:  I think you might not be having the right information about us because we 
are not a foundation. 



Michael:  Yeah, you are a company. 

Gabriele:  Yeah, we are a company, a technology company that develops blockchain 
solutions for institutions like government, banks, KYC solutions, so it's to make the 
process of onboarding clients as soon as possible. 

Michael:  Okay, your name, the company name? 

Gabriele:  The Company I work for is Belfrics. Do you really need the name for the 
questionnaire? 

Michael:  No, it's okay. I'll start with the questions. Which country is your ICO 
project located in? 

Gabriele:  Now, maybe I might want to give a little background on ICOs. Normally 
ICOs are not country specific. ICO is called an initial coin offering which in traditional or 
conventional businesses is called Initial public offering. I hope you're familiar with that. 

Michael:  Yeah. 

Gabriele:  So IPO, for the blockchain we talk about ICO, initial coin offering. ICO 
could not be located in one particular country because it's done virtually on the internet 
and people from different countries can be able to buy specific number of coins on a 
particular blockchain virtually online, using cryptocurrency like Bitcoin or Ethereum. 
There's a host of cryptocurrencies, like over 1,400 crypto currencies that people can use 
to buy into an ICO. So that makes it borderless. 

Michael:  Okay, but your company is currently located where? 

Gabriele:  The headquarters is Malaysia. 

Michael:  What factors made you chose that country, Malaysia and no other 
country? 

Gabriele:  Let me give like a general view, I might not be the right person to respond 
that question but since I’m in the space I can give you a general view or a general 
position of why people chose to put ICOs or companies in different countries.  

It could be that country could be friendly in terms of the policies they have set, so it 
would be the country that has forward looking policies in terms of ICOs and the 
blockchain technology. That's one of the reasons why one would make a decision to 
register companies at those countries, especially countries in Asia that is Singapore, 
Malaysia or South Korea. 

Michael: Okay, so what makes them attractive according to you is the regulation? 

Gabriele:  The regulations [inaudible 00:03:38] but then apart from the regulations 
we're also looking at the talent pool, those one with good talent but when it comes to 
crypto blockchain projects people can work virtually. You can have a decentralized team 
of developers who are working to develop such solutions so I won’t say that talent pool 



is one of the reasons but I would say more about the regulations, the regulations are 
friendly. 

Michael:  So how much research did you do before choosing to have the ICO? Did 
you launch the ICO in Kenya or in Malaysia? 

Gabriele:  Now, an ICO sometimes you call them token generation events, so you 
don't really need to launch it like specifically in the market, you can launch it virtually in 
the market just on a platform and people can be able to access it from anywhere in the 
world, so you cannot possibly pinpoint which country you're going to launch in but in 
terms of access you can restrict access from certain countries that do not allow their 
citizen to participate in an ICO.  

So you can have a form that people pin and provide information saying that they are not 
citizens of a particular country so that in the event that they participate in the ICO and 
they come from such countries, in the event of a legal battle or a legal challenge then 
you can be able to provide information showing that whoever participated in the ICO 
clearly indicated that the is not from that country. So that is one of the things that ICOs 
do. 

Michael:  Alright, so how much research did you do before choosing to have your 
ICO? 

Gabriele:  When you're doing research normally to do an ICO in a particular country, 
because I see what kind of research did you do and how? The kind of research you do 
number one is you're looking at the problem you want to solve. Is that problem going to 
be solved, how are you going to solve that problem using the blockchain technology? 
Then you develop a white paper which is a research paper and it could be both a 
research and a business plan.  

So research in terms of resolution, the problem that exists and the solutions you're 
bringing and the business plan in terms of when do you want to launch the ICO, how 
much money are you looking to raise through the ICO and what will be the roadmap of 
the ICO moving forward. So you do research in all those issues but the most importantly 
when you're launching the ICO, also do research in the legal framework in different 
countries.  

So you can launch an ICO on the web that you're giving people from 249 countries 
access then you need to ensure that people from these 249 countries, none of the 
countries really restricts their citizens from participating in a particular ICO. So that's 
one of the thing you do then you also look at the type of token you want to release in the 
market. You want to look at it, is it a security, is it a utility token or is it just a 
cryptocurrency.  

So you also look into that and that has to do with [inaudible 00:07:01] but if it's a 
security then there's a different way of approaching it, there's a different way of earning 
an ICO if the token you're launching in the market is a security but cryptocurrency and 



token, you currently know like tight legal framework on token or just a normal 
cryptocurrency. 

Michael:  What countries is the majority of your team from? 

Gabriele:  Decentralized, not particular countries. Decentralized like ten countries. 

Michael:  Could you mention them? 

Gabriele:  Kenya, Singapore, Malaysia, Tanzania, Nigeria, India. How many are those? 

Michael:  I didn't even count, it’s okay. 

Gabriele:  Okay.  

Michael:  In your industry do you know which country other projects chose to 
locate in, people who are doing the same thing? 

Gabriele:  Most of the companies, Singapore and I think South Korea, US as well 
because US currently has a friendly environment for crypto, some states in the US. You 
know US has states and states have different regulation. Some ICO chose the US. In the 
US there is this state of I think it's Wyoming, Wyoming had a friendly regulation in 
terms of if you want to launch an ICO.  

So it's friendly but they recognize it as a security so whatever ICO someone is launching 
in the market, they recognize it as a security. So whatever ICO someone is launching in 
the market, they recognize it as security in some of the states in the US. So someone 
needs to look at how they can be able to navigate that fine land between security and 
the utility token just like general crypto. 

Michael:  Do you think your choice of your ICO country has any branding or 
marketing effect? 

Gabriele:  No, it doesn't have because when you're bringing it to the market, the 
target audience doesn't look at it in terms of country of origin. Actually there's no 
specific country that you can pinpoint and say that it originated from country x and two 
there's little someone can do on the blockchain to change what person x holds in terms 
of the token from that particular blockchain because it's a blockchain that is open 
sourced, it's decentralized, people can see what is happening and anyone who is holding 
tokens on a particular platform there are rules.  

We call them consensus rules, anyone holding tokens can make the divisions on that 
particular blockchain using the tokens they are holding. So if 51% percent of people 
decide with the amount of tokens you're holding, we can use our tokens to vote for a 
particular issue, they can do that. So it's decentralized and people can make their own 
decisions without being able to influence each other because whoever is holding these 
tokens, they are unknown to each other and it's difficult for them to be able to 
coordinate amongst themselves and [inaudible 00:10:48].  



So it makes it as transparent as possible so when the person decides to vote out a 
particular issue and all of them agree to that then it means that they made personal 
decisions and choices which have been informed by themselves to be able to do that. So 
we might not see what we see happen locally in Kenya. 

Michael:  Okay, did the choice of the country of the ICO provide any benefits in 
terms of taxation? 

Gabriele:  This one depends, you might want to look at it in terms of the company 
and you might want to look at it in terms of the users of the product. So if you look at in 
terms of the users of the tokens, and to give you an example as per the US.  

In the US anyone holding crypto currencies- if he chooses to hold and not to liquidate 
then he won't pay tax on it but as soon as he liquidates then that is income earned 
because when you're liquidating you are getting returns in form of fiat currency that is 
US dollars and you have to report all income you're earning in the fourth aggression.  

So when there is the interface of crypto to fiat then someone needs to make that 
declaration and to pay the tax. That's in the US but there are countries that do not 
actually recognize crypto and so whatever you're earning from crypto why should you 
pay tax. I mean that's a question that I just want to leave it out there, why would you 
want to pay on it in a country that does not recognize? Because if it doesn't recognize 
then it also doesn't recognize that income.  

Michael:  Does regulation and government play a role in the choice of that country? 

Gabriele:  Yes, regulation in government plays a bit of a role. I don't know how much  
you know about blockchain crypto but I might want to point you certain scenarios like 
we saw some countries changing policies like creating policies in disfavor for crypto and 
so companies that had headquarters in such countries had to move from these countries 
to other countries. 

Michael:  Could you mention like which one, maybe one? 

Gabriele:  Yeah, I could mention China. You might want to do a quick search in 
Google. Like in China it is about December last year. Between Septembers to December 
last year we had companies exiting from China to South Korea. So we had people who 
do cryptocurrency mining, actually they support the infrastructure in terms of 
confirming transactions.  

So without miners blockchain infrastructure would not be sustainable because you 
cannot then process transactions. So they had to shift from China to South Korea and 
sometimes even the cost of running a business in a particular country could be high 
than running a business in another country.  

So you look at the cost of electricity, why many miners will go to China and set up 
businesses as much as they come from the US or other countries, it's because the cost of 
electricity in China is low and mining power consuming, so they set up shop in China to 
facilitate that, to enjoy low cost of production or cost of doing business. 



Michael:  To which extent does the question of being a securities or a utility token 
apply to your project? 

Gabriele:  I didn't know this question was here, I think I responded to it but I can 
still respond it. So to which extent does the question of being a securities token or a 
utility token---Now, a utility token is a token that can be used within a particular 
ecosystem.  

So if you have a blockchain and you have a token on top of a blockchain and on our 
blockchain there is service that we are providing then people will use a token, a native 
token on that blockchain to access those services.  

I'll give you an example of e-citizen, have you ever transacted on e-citizen. So e-citizen is 
not a blockchains but it just an online platform but I'm just going to give you an 
example. So you need to use a particular currency of that particular blockchain. So for 
example our blockchain is called Belirium, so we need to use Belirium token to make 
transactions in that particular blockchain within that ecosystem.  

By doing so, by you just making a transaction you do not own a percentage of the 
Belfrics organization, you don't own it, any percentage of Belfrics. So it's not a security 
but in the case of the security you must have a security if you hold 10,000 tokens of a 
certain system then you own a certain percentage of that organization and incase of the 
revenue that that organization receives then you can be earning a share of the profit 
depending on how much you're holding in terms of share. So those are the differences 
between utility token and security. 

Michael:  Alright, thank you. Does the country of your ICO have special knowledge 
that can help you innovate? 

Gabriele:  I think most of the countries do not have special knowledge in this space 
and therefore they can contribute less to innovation in terms of special knowledge but 
they can contribute much in terms of creating an enabling environment for the 
development of cryptocurrencies, blockchain technologies. 

Michael:  Do you plan to hire people in the country of your ICO? 

Gabriele:  Yes, people in different countries have been- [inaudible 00:17:51] 
including the countries that you conduct the ICO. 

Michael:  What careers do you hire people? 

Gabriele:  Mostly the engineers like I see here blockchain engineers. We call them 
blockchain developers and of course there is legal and people who can be able to- like 
PRs to be able to respond to news items that come out from countries that do not have 
good policies on blockchain and crypto. 

Michael:  Does the country of your choice for the ICO help with market access? 



Gabriele:  No, not really. I don't think they help, [inaudible 00:18:46] find ways of 
accessing the market. 

Michael:  So would it be a faster market entry or a bigger market? 

Gabriele:  I'll put it as a faster market entry not a bigger market. 

Michael:  How many countries are you active in today? You said Malaysia, Singapore 
and Kenya. 

Gabriele:  I think I mentioned about six countries. 

Michael:  Yeah. What role does each country play for your organization? 

Gabriele:  I think for a crypto to be successful you need [inaudible 00:19:31] just like 
any other business, the more the countries you are in the more you can be able to access 
more people, that is the market and when more people use your product and services 
that helps with the organization bottom line. 

Michael:  You answered this, is the ICO a foundation, a company? Can you elaborate 
the choice of your company formation? 

Gabriele:  It's a company because we're operating on product and service so it's the 
[inaudible 00:20:04]. 

Michael:  What do you think is the biggest challenge or issue in deciding on a 
country for your blockchain project? 

Gabriele:  The biggest challenge is [inaudible 00:20:19] the country number one the 
biggest challenge is talent pool because by the time you're trying to make the decision 
to where you want your project to be based you number one do not know the human 
capital in that particular country that might be interested in your project and if you're 
moving your project from your country of origin to another country so you're coming in 
as a foreign investor there are increased costs of doing business and then you're 
[inaudible 00:20:57], you're bringing people down to come do the development of the 
project then it increases the cost of services. 

Michael:  Is there anything else you would like to say? 

Gabriele:  I think I've said much of the things as we started the conversation. I think 
that sort of summarized what ICO and blockchain technology is all about. 

Michael:  Thank you very much. 

Gabriele:  Okay, you're welcome. 

Team 4: Ricky Dall, BigBitcoin @ GoToMeeting online software meeting tool, 26th of April 

2018 

[00:00:00]  



Michael:  Hello.  

Michael:  Let me just pull up the document. Thank you for agreeing to do the 
interview. Okay.  So you are Ricky from BigBitcoin.  

Ricky:  Yes.  

Michael:  So what countries is the Ico project located in? 

Ricky: Singapore. 

Michael:  Yeah. Okay, fair enough. [00:01:00] So okay, that's interesting. Why is it in 
Singapore?  

Ricky:  Because supposedly being a Chinese team is just easy for the community. 
And for the top management is just closer communication with who are in the team. 

Michael: Okay, so you have a team there in Singapore, can you elaborate on what 
what you do?  

Ricky:  The team has been doing development of the coin.   

Michael: Okay. [00:02:00]So the next question is, what other countries did you 
consider?  

Ricky:  So we considered Switzerland.  

Michael: Why Switzerland? 

Ricky:  Because it is a better brand. 

Michael:: Okay, um fair enough so isn’t Switzerland expensive to go to, does that 
factor in at all? 

Ricky:  Yea yea, It is probably the most expensive but I mean, what can you do it 
is not that you can open [00:03:00] it in other countries, it influence the credibility of 
your project.  

Michael: Okay, um fair enough. So what country is the majority of your team from?  

Ricky:  Most of us are from China. 

Michael: So you would consider your team as being Chinese?  

Ricky:  Yes, Chinese. 

Michael: Can you elaborate a little bit more on the brand and marketing affect that 
you talked about? 

Ricky:  Now we're just uh, trying to promote the coin now for some activities for 
some PR, trying to [00:04:00] promote in China through communities.  

Michael: Do you feel being located in Singapore, does it have any good or negative 
effect on the Branding you are doing? 



Ricky:  But of course yes, Singapore is a popular location in Asia. So makes us look 
more reliable.  

Michael: You think if you did it from China people would be thinking less of your 
product? 

Ricky:  I thinks so, and also anyway you cannot do it in China 

Michael: Because of regulations? So even if you wanted to you could not? 

Ricky:  Yeah. Yes. 

Michael: Okay and any consideration in terms of tax, [00:05:00] and regulations? 

Ricky:  Of course, location in singapore and switzerland, in terms of taxation and 
regulations are more open to this kind of project.  

Michael: Yeah, but that you could say that are cheaper places to go than Singapore 
or Switzerland.  

Ricky:  We didn't chose them because they were cheaper, but because they are 
better.  

Michael: From a profit optimization point of view, does it make sense to do it in 
Singapore Switzerland makes sense?  

Ricky:  For [00:06:00] sure. 

Michael: So even though the tax is higher but due to the brand value, it provides 
better benefits over time? 

Ricky:  Yes, I think so. 

Michael: And, regulation you said China is banned and Singapore and Switzerland 
have not banned it, but how do they how do you think that they see regulation In this 
industry?  

Ricky:  Would be good getting more and more open.  

Michael: So they're positive compared to the Chinese.  

Ricky:  Ah for sure. 

Michael: Okay. Do you plan on [00:07:00] hiring more people in addition to the 
developers for the project? Do you plan on hiring other people in Singapore?  

Ricky:  Of course. We keep the developing team now we will like to be more of an 
international team. And because of for the promotion and the marketing of the project. 

Michael: Would you hire them in Singapore? 

Ricky:  Yes.  

Michael: Okay. I mean Singaporean people or International people? 



Ricky:  International people. 

Michael: Fair enough. So you are active in Singapore and [00:08:00] China right 
now? 

Ricky:  Now we are active in Singapore and China yes. For sure we would like to 
have more cooperation with another country.  

Michael: Okay. So to wrap up the the most important factor for choosing the 
country that you are in now, what is that? 

Ricky:  The Brand perception,  the feeling of trustworthiness..  

Michael: Okay,  why is brand an important factor for your project?  

Ricky:  Yes, because I mean most of the people they they don't understand 
[00:09:00] much about this topic and then there is a few factors to look at that that 
everybody can understand, so one like the country where the team is based on, i think is 
kind of factor that everybody can understand to look at, so important to get it right.  

Michael: So for the stakeholders to evaluate projects, they go back to more 
traditional, Metrics of evaluating a project, because it's so new that they wouldn't know 
what else to look at? 

Ricky:  For the general marketing, yes. 

Michael: Yes. Okay fair enough. Thank you for the interview. 

Team 5: Frank Ndeya, Bitsoko @ GoToMeeting online software meeting tool, 23rd of April 

2018 

Michael:  My name is Michael and I'm doing a thesis about ICOs. I'll ask questions 
and then you'll answer back, alright. 

Frank:   Okay. 

Michael:  Which country is your ICO project located in? 

Frank:  In Kenya. 

Michael:  What factors made you chose that country and no other countries? 

Frank: First of all Kenya is my Native country and also where our company is 
based and therefore the product was targeting businesses that are based and registered 
in Kenya. 

Michael:  What other countries did you consider launching? 

Frank: We had not considered other countries because this was going to be the 
first one and we were doing it slightly differently so we wanted to first test in with 
Kenya and see how it goes before considering doing it in any other place. 



Michael:  How much research did you do before choosing to have the ICO in your 
country? 

Frank:  We've done about over nine months of research and the project scope has 
been changing, I had been changing prior to the actual ICO and the changes were also 
influenced by the happenings globally on the block chain and also influenced by things 
like regulation, government policy. So during that nine month period we had to change 
quite a lot of things but we did extensive research on the scope of the whole project for 
about nine months. 

Michael:  Okay, the next question is what kind of research did you’d do and how? 
Please elaborate. 

Frank:  The very first thing was to understand the concept behind an ICO, by 
definition [inaudible 00:02:25] and how does it compare to anything similar that is 
happening as a fundraising model in business generally like the IPO.  

We also sought to understand generally businesses fundraise locally. We got to 
understand the means or the option that small businesses particularly and startups 
have which are for examples loans for banks, RVC funding or interim investors and 
there's also some government incentives for example the youth enterprise development 
fund. Then we got to understand how these have impacted on influencing or 
encouraging startups and small businesses to grow to start and to expand and then 
from our research the concept of an ICO could prove maybe a better model and also 
futuristic model of investing because it widens the pool of investors and it also makes it 
easier for how funds are collected.  

Also part of our research is to understand how government- considering that this is a 
really new model and there's never been really legislation in as far as a company that is 
coming in to fund raise in an ICO should be structured. How do you make follow ups of 
the team, How do you do your due diligence.  

Legally per se we had to consider that as well and in fact we got on board a law firm to 
participate by giving us their perspective on how the law could come in and how the 
investors could be protected, investors funds could be protected and also to generally 
advice even the businesses themselves that would be fundraising on how they can be 
able to structure their tokens and how best to structure in that it would encourage 
investors to come in and make the investors understand that the tokens that is 
happening this particular case will not give the investors a share in the company, or 
ownership of the company but a share in the profits that the company generates.  

Also further to our research was just generally the trends, previous ICOs that have been 
undertaken all over the world, mostly the very successful ones. How they're able to 
structure it, how they are able to market it and follow up. How has it been since the 
token sales, how have the funds been distributed, how has the token market where 
basically the investors traded their tokens. How have they managed, how do you secure 
it to avoid the token market [inaudible 00:05:43] can be stolen? How do you avoid for, 



how do you ensure that the people presenting or parading follow the investors 
[inaudible 00:05:54] who are running legitimate companies and who have projects that 
are actually principled.  

Those are some of the things that we had considered during our research and I think we 
did our best to ensure that we try as much as possible to legitimize the process to 
ensure that we also present respectable individuals and feasible projects that can 
actually scale and what the investors expected. 

Michael:  That's good. What country is the majority of your team? 

Frank:  The entire team is Kenyan, it is all Kenyan based. Kenyan founders, the 
whole management, the whole development team, the marketing, it's all Kenyan. 

Michael:  In your industry, do you know which countries other projects chose to 
locate in? 

Frank:  I'd say Kenya particularly has a very robust block chain sector which is 
growing by the day. I can mention of just one case where a company that was in this 
sector had to move out because of competition and I think an issue of regulation so to 
speak. It was just one case but I think maybe just because of the unique nature of our 
mobile money and the fact that the blockchain was pretty new and also the fact that the 
lack of a regulation in the industry.  

I'd single that as a very unique case but from this country there's only been one case of a 
company that was in the space that had to move out. They weren't really forced out but 
they had to move out because of the business model that they were operating in. 

Michael:  Would you know where they went to? 

Frank:  Yeah, they shipped out of Kenya and set up other bases in Ghana, in 
Zimbabwe, In South Africa and In fact they're doing pretty well, I'd say. I'd say they were 
ahead of their time then and the fact that the model that they were using was not going 
to favor them at the time. Generally, I think there are so many events, conferences and 
interests in blockchain in Kenya and I think most of them prefer to come here because 
our tech ecosystem is quite robust. 

Michael:  You said they chose that country because their model of business was not 
working in Kenya then. 

Frank:  Yes, it wouldn't work in Kenya doing the events. 

Michael:  Even now or just then? 

Frank:  Right now it's different and in fact if they can reconsider getting back, they 
would progressively well. 

Michael:  Alright, do you think that the choice of your ICO country, now Kenya have 
any branding or marketing effect? 



Frank:  Yes, actually that's true. We feel like the effect has been served since we 
started to announce prior to the ICO and the ICO being and even afterwards. In fact it's 
been over a month now and I think on the daily I get a lot of correspondence and 
information.  

People just asking information about how we were able to go about it, how they can 
help, work with us to probably replicate the same in other places particularly African 
countries and they're pretty much looking at this as a sort of case study, how to work 
and most of them have been people who are doing studies on block chain particularly in 
Africa.  

I think it's been able to elevate the profile of our company and I guess if we will be able 
to manage this the right way, we could see a ripple effect going forward. 

Michael:  Does the country of the ICO provide any benefits in terms of taxation? 

Frank:  Like I mentioned earlier we don't have any regulation in as far as 
blockchain or ICOs in this country is concerned. Generally, there's no information at all 
on that. That means the government is entirely not involved. 

Michael:  Okay, because that is actually the next question. Does regulation and 
government play a role in the choice of your country? 

Frank:  The fact that the government was silent or the laws are really silent on it, 
it actually had an influence on enabling us to have the ICO. Yes, definitely. I think the fact 
that the government was really silent on it because they were also trying to either  
understand it had a big impact because if it was considered illegal it would have been 
really hard to [inaudible 00:12:35] in Kenya. 

Michael:  Alright, then to which extent does the question of being a securities or a 
utility token apply to your project and please elaborate? 

Frank:  Yes, it’s a very important question and in fact it is a question that most of 
the startups that were coming in to fundraise were asking. It all boils down to how 
companies are structured in Kenya. Ordinarily if it's a limited liability company you 
have shareholders who generally own the company and if it's private then they try and 
own the whole company.  

Now when you start listing the company on the stock exchange through an ICO then the 
share structures sort of get changed. In this case we decided to ensure that this ICO was 
a token sale for utility token. Just because the way it’s structured legally here we didn't 
have a clear way of differentiating. 

If it's a blockchain based company and I'm giving my funds how does that sound and 
passed on the registration of the company as per the company registration act. So it was 
a bit conflicting because we were sort of trying to restructure the company by bringing 
in other players who are not necessarily recognized in Kenya as players in the company 
by the law.  



The government does not recognize other investors and the fact that for example the 
investors put in the money in a particular startup or business and the business owners 
decided to run away with the money they'd be no way of really following up on that 
because there's nothing that would make them be accountable for it. So we decided to 
go with more safe options because now if it's purely based on profits, we sort of aligned 
it if the utility token goes to having these investors to have ownership. 

Michael:  Alright, then does the country of your ICO have special knowledge that 
can help you innovate? 

Frank:  The knowledge I'd say is let me say the challenges. So the challenges that 
we experience in this country provide a very good breeding ground for innovation and 
that is actually something we've seen in even conventional tech startups in this country. 
People trying to solve daily problem by generally innovating. However, in as far as skill 
is concerned, it's something I think is still being developed by the fact that government 
is trying to put infrastructure, trying to put an enabling environment for people to 
collaborate even with foreigners and the government has been very proactive in trying 
to sell the country as a hub for tech in this region.  

I'd say the numerous challenges we experience in this region provide that opportunity 
for people to think beyond conventional means of how they've done and generally 
invest and also to keep collaborating and exploring avenues of bringing in other people, 
other ideas that can be able to provide the country forward. 

Michael:  Do you plan to hire people in the country of the ICO and if so what kind of 
people? Engineers or what kind? 

Frank:  This has been a very very big problem even for us. We have about four 
different products that we are developing blockchain based. There's actually block chain 
[inaudible 00:17:48] and artificial intelligence but we are yet to really take any of them 
out into the market because it's still under development and we so many tests that we 
do on them on a small scale at our place and also with smaller groups in different places 
but there's still that challenge of skill.  

So to work around the scale, the scale on a lack of space but what we've been trying to 
do is to create a developers program which basically means that anyone who is a 
software developer in any of those fields that we're looking for can be able to 
collaborate with us directly by checking out what we're doing and the Github voluntary 
and then once they're able to come in and help work around some of the [inaudible 
00:18:53] or the places where we are stuck, we can be able to find a way of working 
with them.  

So it doesn't really matter where I am from, it's all just an online sort of program which 
encourages any developer to come in and contribute their skill on [inaudible 00:19:18] 
in particular to enable the [inaudible 00:19:21] just keep on building up. 

Michael:  Does the country of choice for the ICO help with market access? As in 
could it be a faster market entry or bigger market? 



Frank:  It would be actually a very big market because for a very long time we 
have been having a very big problem of jobs or unemployment in this country and to 
counter that, government and generally the society has been trying to encourage young 
people go into entrepreneurship. So young people go into entrepreneurship and the 
very first challenging that they encounter is lack of funding or even startup funding or 
money to grow a business.  

We have a very very stiff entrepreneurial culture in this country and that means if we 
would create an avenue or a platform for all these budding entrepreneurs to find a way 
of putting the ideas out there, it would create a very big market for generally the 
concept of the ICO as a legitimate fundraising model for any projects that you have and 
most of the young people have very many interesting projects that they want to put out 
there but it's just the lack of funding that has always been hindering them and it's a 
program that we've been talking about, collectively as a company and even as a society.  

We understand that most of the startups that are being funded here by foreigners, they 
always insist on having a foreigner also as part of the [inaudible 00:21:38]. So it’s very 
hard to find a fully native owned or founded start up here being funded by outsiders.  

So I feel like this could be a way of enabling us to think about this problem and find 
solutions in [inaudible 00:22:00], you know seeking for help from outside. We just 
create a platform that anyone can be able to utilize to put their ideas out there. 

Michael:  You're only active in Kenya right now. 

Frank:  At the moment yes, we are only active in Kenya but we have a couple of 
collaborations with Ghana, Sierra Leone and Botswana. 

Michael:  What role does each country play for your organization? The ones you're 
collaborating with? 

Frank:  It's a set of other projects that we're working on so our country mainly is 
providing the skills and knowhow and the others are providing support, publicity and 
marketing services.  

Michael:  Is the ICO a foundation, a company or -? Can you elaborate on the choice 
of your company formation? 

Frank:  The Company is a blockchain development company. So we're just trying 
to find solutions to problems and particularly for small and medium enterprises but I 
feel it's something that we intend to have as a separately structured organization. So it 
will be working full time in enabling small businesses to fundraise through this model. 

Michael:  Alright, then what do you think is the biggest challenge or issue in 
deciding on country for your blockchain project? 

Frank:  I think the number one thing that we think is [inaudible 00:24:16] is 
regulation and the position of the government in as far as this concept is concerned 



because fundraising is something that I feel is global. It's something that is required by 
anyone everywhere all the time.  

People are always trying to fundraise for projects, be it big business, be it just a passion 
project. You see the good thing about the ICO, just create that platform for anyone who 
feels that they're interested in taking part in the process to participate even if there are 
not really any laws that can stop me to invest in a particular venture through the ICO 
but the biggest thing that would determine if I’m going to go to country x is the 
government first of allows that sort of model to work there. So I think government 
regulation and policy the biggest thing that would be considered for a move to another 
country. 

Michael:  Okay, is there anything else you would like to say? 

Frank:  First of all to recap now on our experience with the first ICO, there is still a 
very huge knowledge gap that needs to be filled. Block chain is still relatively new in this 
part of the world and that means there is still a lot that needs to be done in as far as 
educating the masses, creating that awareness and also going forward it's also 
important that the government to come in and try and participate actively in this sector.  

I can say I've seen that has started to happen in this country but if we create more 
awareness on the technology and we get government to participate also more actively it 
will create better opportunities and accelerate the rate of growth and generally enable 
the majority of us to take advantage of this very fascinating technology. 

Michael:  Okay, then now to end. I'd like you to introduce yourself and your 
company. 

Frank:  My name is Frank Ndeya. I'm the chief operation officer at Bitsoko 
blockchain Development Company based in Nairobi Kenya. 

Michael:  Thank you very much 

Frank:  Okay. Thank you. 

Team 6: Conor Colwell, Blockpass @ 4th annual Blockchain Finance & Fin-Tech China Event 

in Shanghai, 16th March, 2018. 

[funding a project at Napier university, working with a team in Scotland. Focus on Zero 
knowledge proof, ,and talking with UN for how to deal with undocumented individuals] 

There is a foundation, that holds the IP, and license it to Blockpass. The foundation 
contribute half the support to the development.  

[Discussion of blockchain and technology] 

Michael:  What country would you be considered as being in?  

Conor:  We are international. we were based in HK, but most likely to relocate HQ 
to UK, London. Because it is central to Fintech and Blockchain, and easier to deal with 



than with Chinese government. Talked with US government, but they are pretty skittish 
about these sorts of things.  

So it makes more sense to locate to Uk. But we are quite distributed, a distributed team.  

No central point of failure, but also no central point of responsibility.  

Michael:  Yea, I also had quite some experience with that.  

[Investors Chinese]  

[Discussing remote working, distributed teams. ] 

Team 7: Abdul Latif Zainal, CGOX @ 2nd Global Fintech & Blockchain China Summit 2018 

in Shanghai, 12th of April 2018. 

[Initial talk about their project and products] 

So you say that the whole team is situated in Singapore?[00:08:00]?  

Abdul:  Yes,  except for Steve Steve president outside, from Who Wants To Be A 

Millionaire producer based in Sydney free. 

Abdul:  All of us in singapore, only steve is seven hours away. 

it is a company incorporated in singapore.? 

Yeah, he's got like a you haven't seen before or is it a company company company incorporated 

and you where are you? I know we are in the building State getting private placement and we 

use. If you only two blocks 20 why we [00:09:00] don't do that because you know, why right 

one year celebrities on the ERC and coming out. 

I don't think it's good. Right? 

so things are permissible you verify. Yes, correct. You 

could say centralized in the beginning to verify that centralized blockchain. 

Okay, I critical question. Why not just. Website with a database where people get some points 

and then [00:10:00] they can trade the 

point authentication, you know, put up there and whatever transaction for example. On the 

market very 

funny, 



you know, it's from here from here. Yesterday I wanted to Sunday [00:11:00] my wife but how 

do you know what you're going to eat? How do you know it's actually from Denmark try don't 

you come from the celebrity. Do you want to put it out we get sold its strict on 

that. And you're doing the initial placement so really include we are 

Deloitte auditing, review, blockchain securty. Even big investors in singapore. Bad in 

singapore tax, goods and service tax, 8 percent, bad to be in singapore. Tax on service 

Why not locate in a place with lower tax? 

All singaporeans, want to be the first singaporean homegrown ICO. Have the blessing from the 

investment arm of the Domestic holding, government invetsment fund. Wife of the president 

works there. Mr. Lim works there. Giving their full blessing as government, hope to raise fund 

Gov fully support, central bank fully support, as long as not security. If security, register with 

them. Central bank has a sand box. Singaporean gov making own blockchain now.  

really going to like doing our so the main reason. Because most of the yeah, yeah is things 

detects manufacturer has [00:12:00] 15 million. One percent of his million $10. Yeah, because 

what about him? Yeah. I will be thankful service provider locate in a place with lower tax. We 

also we want. 

The [00:13:00] first investment automatically government the wife of the Prime Minister. Okay. 

I know a guy who works there. So giving us out to blessing is a thing that we will raise the bar 

Singapore don't have an issue with like not change the currency wholly support. It is not 

security register. 

To the right [00:14:00] now, so they are very very I wish on the Forefront but they are. 

gov role is to protect investors, so regulation is needded to weed out scam coins. Chinese 

investors come to singapore, projects partner with local partners. A lot of singapore firms 

coming up.  

Yes, I understand people run country duty to make sure you secure Your Role is to protect this 

regulation down skin. Get out here a lot of Chinese project. They do I don't think a lot yet, but 

[00:15:00] they are also allow for coming one of the issues 



with Denmark that we we've been worried about. The Chinese Ico project a lot of them they 

say. We have a blockchain give us money and then we don't have a saw. I don't know whatever 

happened this really big names and you have your team have 

very huge. He wants to be illegal so 

[00:16:00] dense and advisors. You have to if you want to go to the legal way as we have to do 

we got to get the best.  

[More about their product] 

Team 8: Nikita Anufriev, Datecoin @ 4th annual Blockchain Finance & Fin-Tech China Event 

in Shanghai, 16th March, 2018. 

Michael:  Can I learn more about Datecoin?  

[Introduction] Like Uber for dating 

Preparing an ICO, now at presale.  

So, a lot of chinese projects go to Singapore or US. 

The ICO is in Scotland.  

Why scotland? 

It is better, FCA is easier to deal with. 

Is it a foundation? 

Yes .Team operating in russia. but it is scaleable, born global project.  

A lot of people are choosing Estonia now, because of electronic residence. If they say it is not 

"now allowed", then it is kind of allowed. 

right 

You know what I mean? 

So people from eastern europe, they chose to base their ico in Estonia. A lot of my friends did 

that. 

Free regulation? 



Yes 

So they support icos? 

Support is the wrong word to use, but it is just not illegal. With Denmark, I remember i looked 

at it, it was top list, you are pretty flexible. too. If going to london, you can not really mess with 

them. 

So why Scotland?  

I emailed FCA, for regulation guidance, when I described the product we had, they could not 

say anything bad against it, redirecting from one department to another department. 

So you prefer a place wihtout regulation over a place with regulation? 

I am from Toronto canada, so if you do it properly, that is all right.  

around 10 min in Nikita joins in to elaborate.  

Nikita: Scotland, is 0 vat, if you do not work in scotland, and you do not pay tax. So very easy. 

But for token sale, it is belize, a country in caribiean island, like canary island, and kits. All 

good companies, making good money, gambling etc, all located on this island. Scotland for 

main business, belize for ICO, for foundation. Operations in Russia? no, only management and 

control in russia. Legally, company will be located in Switzerland. Legal question, is improtant, 

and we have real business, and a lot of experience on world wide market, partner 50 years old, 

very experienced in how to do things properly, and correct.  

Why not go to Denmark and do it there, 

Yes, it is in our plans, but i have my own opinion. EU money are old, in italy and switzerland, 

not ready for crypto. But in Asia, all have wallets and coins. When in Milano, I started to ask, 

do you have a wallet? no, ok, install it, and i can transfer you money in bitcoin, gave it in cash, 

transferred in bitcoin, now, time to buy my coin, sure good idea. When talking with people 

here in Asia, all have wallets. So Asia is much better.  

How is china compared to other asian countries? 

China has the strongest background with Mining power, a lot of crypto funds here, and way 

higher number than in Japan.  



[Interrupted by another person.. ] 

When approaching regulators in different countries, had to go through lawyers, and just to 

review whitepapers, 10k USD at least. So denmark providing this service of ICO review, is 

great.  

Team 9: William Bu, InsChain @ 4th annual Blockchain Finance & Fin-Tech China Event in 

Shanghai, 15th March, 2018. 

[Talk about Inschain project] 

[Introduction to my thesis research] 

William: It is legally registered in Singapore, so not for profit organization. Team is from Hong 

Kong. Have core team members with insurance background, working in New York and Silicon 

Valley. Most of the team is Chinese. 

Michael: Why Singapore and not the States? 

William: Singapore is more friendly in terms of regulation, especially for blockchain industry.  

Michael: Friendly policies? 

William: Yes. So when more ICOs goes one place, it will bring more ICOs to establish there. 

Icos attract other icos.  

[discussing their expansion in Asia] 

[Discussing their product] 

William: Wonder if this could be relevant for Denmark? Should they do it in Denmark? Is 

there a market for it?  

Michael: Depends on the whitepaper, and the legal rules.  

William: Are there crypto exchange in Denmark?  

Michael: Not that the interviewer is aware.  

William: Looking for ways to get on new exchanges for their promotion.  

Team 10: Anonymous, Legal ICO advisor @ GoToMeeting online software meeting tool, 28th 

of March 2018 



Notes taken from during a phone interview with a lawyer involved in multiple ICOs in 

Switzerland, wishing to be anonymous. Was not recorded.  

[Start of interview] 

A foundation can be made in many ways. If one wants to set up an ICO in a country at the 

lowest cost, do not choose Switzerland. Choose Cayman Islands for low cost.  

The reason is, that in Switzerland ”ordnung must sein”. If one makes a foundation, then it takes 

time, and compared to DK, where one just makes an APS in a few minutes, but down here in 

Switzerland, the process is much more complex.  

Notary and other stuff. cost follows. In Denmark, you pay a fixed price. But down here, 

fundamentally, most are laid down by demand, lack of hands. Local agents, notaries, are all 

swamped, so that is a good reason waiting time is 3 weeks.  

Already there, lost time, prepare case, why we want what we want, need a good reason, do not 

want some spam in and out.  

Schweitz, take care of financial regulation, money laundering process.  

When through, with best of all solutions, nobody can point fingers of the process, tax wise, all 

benefits, very attractive.  

Start with cheaper process, through Cayman, get money through, the proces is, to get final 

structure in Schweitz.  

A lot of consulting work in this process.  

Interesting, ICO area, it is highly unregulated, except for semna, provided guidelines, not 100% 

safety for how it will be, but as long as within guidelines, then no risk of being sued by 

government later. 

Other places, can have that. In US, go for any project, if american investors, if rights not given. 

Not so straightforward.  

A process, but if choose to do it through Schweitz. Can do it, but cost money, Accepted through 

it all. When numbers, cheapest found, it is 30k swiss franc, plus directors fees and other stuff. 



 With a foundation in licthenstein. Where it is in licthenstein. til 150k swiss francs. It does cost 

a lot, what the foundation do, is to be liason, how do we do it.  

Can be paid, in hour basis, or by list, invest time and energy, and do not care what get in the 

other end. Consulent work. Get presented from many projects, much demand. limited supply. 

all icos now, lost their money.  

hard self regulation of advisors, quick to say no.  

if not winner. do not want to be associated with bad projects. If do it, then all by the book. ppl 

earned so much on it already, now it is about honor and prestige, and the name reputation. It it 

goes through, then it needs to be attractive for advisors to get involved, and simply to just get 

it done in switzerland in the first place. if background and storytelling not is right, if just for 

making money, no chance of getting through with it in Switzerland, nobody wants to be 

associated with this.  

Can easily do it in cayman island, or other places. Other names or institutions to put name in 

it. The industry is highly selective.  

if in europa and cheap, gibraltar, montenegro. but not with this guy as advisor. Can not risk 

reputation. Easily go to jail, if do things wrong. singapore? if project. law, can easily paint it, 

and get it presented, and explain good and bad. location does not matter. Dk not too bad, 

kammeradvokaten is super good. Same angle, as me. negative of DK, is tax question.  

DK is super bad, 100% unattractive as rules now. Anti Money Laundering, which is about 

making sure that money is not laundered, then there is KYC, the person behind etc. This is all 

something that can be included in the protocol. There are standard solutions that the industry 

has been looking at. Issue, with China. In and out of country, is about protectionism. Keep their 

money capital, want western capital in, not chinese out. The idea is to avoid this CN barrier. In 

EU and Switzerland, we do not care about it. But CN do not care. So might be hit had onto this. 

Crypto exchanges. If avoid CN rules, then comercial. If capital, treaty. Rights of freedom to 

trade with third countries. So celebrate the capitals free movement.  

Team 11: Miguel, Signal Networks @ GoToMeeting online software meeting tool, 14th of 

April 2018 

Miguel:   Hello. 



Michael:   Hello, how are you? 

Miguel:   Hello, very good and you? Where are you calling from? 

Michael:   I'm calling from China. 

Miguel:   Oh, China nice. I'm in-- yeah tell me. 

Michael:   Sorry go ahead. 

Miguel:   I'm calling from Prague, Czech Republic but I'm Spanish. I'm from Spain. 

Michael:   Alright, thank you so much for agreeing to do this interview with me. 

Miguel:   You're welcome. 

Michael:   My name is Michael and the interview as I told you earlier a master’s 

thesis I'm doing about ICOs. 

Miguel:   Yes. 

Michael:   So I will just ask you questions and then you will answer them as 

appropriately as you can. 

Miguel:    Of course now, understood. 

Michael:   So the first question is which country- First of all introduce yourself and 

your company, the one that you are doing the ICO with. 

Miguel:   Okay, I'm Miguel [inaudible 00:01:12], I'm marketing specialist in 

Signals Network. Signals Network is a company that is developing a platform to trade crypto 

currencies with a market place to develop strategies with machine learning, crowd wisdom and 

other algorithm techniques.  

We just finished our ICO two days ago. We raised in total from both phases, presale and sale 

we raised 5200 ethereum. That depends on the price of the ethereum is about $3 million, that's 

it. 

Michael:   Okay, that's good. So the first question is which country is your ICO 

project located in? 



Miguel:   Team is mostly in Czech Republic but the company itself is a company 

registering Cayman Island. We also have advisors from other countries like America. It's not 

like a centralized company but we have people in so many places. 

Michael:   What factors made you chose that country and no other countries? 

Miguel:   The project was started by two tech people, two tech founders so they 

started operating Czech Republic but the company was moved through Cayman Island. The 

relations were much better for crypto currencies related projects, they're more flexible and they 

have regulations more advanced in order to stabilize on ICO. 

Michael:   What other countries did you consider before settling with Cayman 

Islands? 

Miguel:   I was not part of that process so it was the founder who was talking with 

lawyers and so. 

Michael:   And you said what made them attractive is the regulations. 

Miguel:   Yeah, this is something that many blockchain employees are doing for 

example there are many projects in Malta, there are many projects in Hong Kong, in 

Switzerland I think so I think they have many choices to find a friendly environment for 

relations and tax and everything regarding ICO, so blockchain projects. 

Michael:   How much research do you think they did before choosing to have the 

ICO in that country? 

Miguel:   Certainly I was not part of this decision so I have no idea of how much 

time it took.  

Michael:   What country is the majority of your team from? 

Miguel:   I guess Czech Republic. 

Michael:   In your industry, do you know which country other projects have chosen 

to locate? 

Miguel:   Yeah, as I told you it's common in Malta, its common in Hong Kong and 

I think that both of them are the most used I think. 



Michael:   Why do you think they chose Malta and Cayman countries? 

Miguel:   The same, because of their regulations. It's easier to establish a company 

there to regulate crypto currencies, to pay less taxes for the crypto currencies and benefits. I 

think it's better for the company because of this, the regulation and tax. 

Michael:   Alright and do you think that they have any branding or marketing 

effects in those countries? 

Miguel:   I'm not sure about the projects, I think every project we have marketing. 

I think crypto currency is very global marketing. They don't do much local marketing because 

crypto currencies are mainly online projects so they want to reach the whole world. So I think 

they do marketing everywhere, they're marketing through social media, [inaudible 00:06:26] 

media, press, banners all these things. 

Michael:   Okay, so you've already answered this but I would want you to put it in 

other words. Did the choice of your country for the ICO provide any benefits in terms of 

taxation? 

Miguel:   I guess so. I cannot confirm because I don't have the numbers. I'm not in 

charge of the numbers but I guess that that's one of the reasons. More friendly environment of 

regulations and tax. 

Michael:   Okay, does regulation and government play a role in the choice of that 

country, in Cayman? 

Miguel:   Regulations, I think so yeah. 

Michael:   Does the government play a role? 

Miguel:   The government made the regulations. I think in most of at least    

European countries, the crypto currencies have not been properly regulated. It's not updated 

this law, for this kind of projects. So it has all difficulties in order to tax it and in order to 

regulate the whole process. So governments have a role in that because at the end they are the 

ones who put the laws there. 

Michael:   But in Cayman, the government has already played that role, everything 

is in place? 



Miguel:   I don't know, I guess so because there are companies going there is 

because their government made some regulations at that [00:08:14] for these kinds of 

companies. 

Michael:   And then to which extent does the question of being a securities or a 

utility token apply to your project? 

Miguel:   Well, it's important because if you are a security then you are violating 

the law from USA security office but in the [00:08:40] we have a legal audit from an 

independent law firm which confirms that you are not a security. In our case and in the case of 

many countries we have this legal opinion that confirms that we are not a security. 

Michael:   Does the country of your ICO have special knowledge that can help you 

innovate? 

Miguel:   Yeah, the company has many machine learning, engineers, Data 

scientists, it’s a very technical thing and i think that can bring innovation in an environment 

where the blockchain is a new technology that is growing. I think if you combine this machine 

learning techniques with the potential blockchain you can get very new and innovative 

interesting projects and that’s what we are doing. 

Michael:   Okay, good. Do you plan to hire people in the country of the ICO or have 

you already hired people? 

Miguel:   I think so but as I told you I’m not in charge of this. 

Michael:   Does the country of your choice for the ICO help with market access? 

Could it be a faster market entry or a bigger market? 

Miguel:   I don't understand the question. 

Michael:   It says does the country of your choice for the ICO help with market 

access? Do you think it could be a faster market entry or is it a bigger market? 

Miguel:   I think it's not important, I think that I don't understand the question 

properly, can you repeat? 

Michael:   Slowly, does the country of choice for the ICO help with market access? 

Are you able to access the market faster or do you think it could be a bigger market? 



Miguel:   As I told you crypto currencies are global markets, so the fact that one 

company is located in one place doesn't really change much because the market is global at the 

end and everyone can get your currency. 

Michael:   Yeah, I get you. How many countries are you active in today? 

Miguel:   Well, we are as I told you as a global company we are marketing, we 

have customers from all over the world. We are not focusing on any market. 

Michael:   Is your ICO a foundation or a company? Could you elaborate the choice 

of your company formation? 

Miguel:   Can you repeat? 

Michael:   Is the ICO a foundation or a company? 

Miguel:   The ICO is a way to raise funds and the company behind the ICO is a 

company. 

Michael:   Do you know the choice of company formation? Is it a private company? 

Miguel:   Yeah, it's a private company. 

Michael:   What do you think is the biggest challenge or issue in deciding on a 

country for your blockchain project? 

Miguel:   As I told you the regulations are important. I think it is very important to 

have a friendly regulation because the crypto currencies are a new asset in the market. Many 

countries do not have enough regulations. They do not have enough friendly environments to 

have this kind of projects. 

Michael:   Is there anything else you would like to say? 

Miguel:   I wanted to ask about the thesis, what is the thesis about? 

Michael:   It's about ICOs. It’s about understanding why people are choosing one 

country over another, for this way of raising funds. 

Miguel:   Yeah, you also question on the country where the ICO is. 

Michael:   I want to find out how different teams decide on a country. 



Miguel:   To do an ICO you mean? 

Michael:   Yes, to run an ICO  

Miguel:   It's actually an interesting way to promote from an entrepreneurial way 

a country to make cryptocurrency fairly regulations there because many companies are looking 

for that. They want to move to countries where they can do this business with good regulations. 

Michael:   So those are all the questions Miguel, thank you very much. 

Miguel:   Thank you to you. 

Michael:   I'll send you the end report just to see what I came up with. 

Miguel:   Sure, you want to send me the thesis, I can have a look. 

Michael:   Okay, thank you very much. 

Miguel:   Thank you, goodbye. 

Michael:   Good bye. 

Team 12: Vitomir Jevremovic, VRAllArt @ 2nd Global Fintech & Blockchain China Summit 

2018 in Shanghai, 12th of April 2018. 

[Introduction to ICO project and my master thesis] 

Thank you. And this is Switzerland came here to present during of course and what do you 

[00:08:00] do like it project here or uh, um now I do uh research so it's trip to. Research related 

to try and understand how different things work. So for example, you are in Zurich. 

So if the whole team and we have the development team in Belgrade, Serbia and management 

is in uh, Switzerland. Okay, so you have the one of the things we're looking at is how can we 

get teams like you to go to Denmark? For example? Okay, uh then so why did you choose 

Switzerland and these currently maybe the best crypto Nation or country in the world? 

They had the best regulation. They're open for [00:09:00] crypto companies. They're open for 

ico's. They don't mind. They're just a gracing all trend of the world other countries are not here 

there. They don't understand the world. They are not public about it. They're just still 

Regulators are kind of scared about the crypto World in Switzerland. 



Everybody's like oh yes, come on, you know, but I heard from some uh, Swiss crypto lawyers 

that uh, they're pretty selective with the projects. If you have uh, shit coin or scam project, uh, 

nobody wants to touch it. So, uh, yeah, we are not yeah. They're very open for us. We are 

regulated by KPMG our so for Quality projects like yours Switzerland, uh, the perfect place 

because 

[00:10:00] art world is also in Twitter and a lot of big shots private collectors are also Twitter. 

So if Denmark wanted to make you relocate to Denmark, then we would have to improve our 

our team and improve the regulation first in regulation. There's first for the sphere that most 

important thing regulations and then the rest. How about text Denmark is one of the highest 

tax countries of the lowest tax country is written, right? 

And that's also very important write a regulation and Taxation. Yes that the first thing and 

everything but then um, I've heard Cayman Islands. I would have really low taxes and also, uh 

pretty open. Yeah, but then why yeah, well because we [00:11:00] want a reputable fiction, 

you know people investing in participating. 

It kind of feels the brand of the country. Not only you know, the company's brand say, okay. 

It's a respectable distribution. So we know that everything that is happening is going to be on 

a high top level right quantity plus of course, uh legal so we living in Switzerland before you 

uh, no no no, I'm traveling a lot between 2,000 and okay, so you're from Serbia. 

Yes. 

I'm just trying to understand you know that makes and so on also, especially here in China 

because a lot of teams have to move abroad, you know, yeah, especially we Market. No. Yeah, 

and then I've been in Dallas and Chinese teams and they they were they wanted to go to 

Switzerland, but the [00:12:00] project wasn't that good because uh, there was negative. 

Okay, then what we make money, you know. 

People making coins King, but you know, the project will just come from nothing. They can 

just make point and get the money and then maybe they will make something but actually what 

we are doing is it's really tough because we need to get the artist on the platform. We need to 

get you know, uh collectors in the platform hard work not just a lot a lot of things that we can 

write. 



So, how do you see China? I mean, do you find people here interested in your project? The our 

part and yes, yes, we have some China that interested in investing. But the thing is that China 

is very cool market and the language is different. So it's really difficult here also to 

conversations with people because they don't speak English we can do enjoy. 

Team 13: German Chekin, WorldWifi @ 4th annual Blockchain Finance & Fin-Tech China 

Event in Shanghai, 15th March, 2018. 

00:00:00] Bitcoins. Mainly  people, the  investors have invested with the Fiat money. Well 

some of them, but most of the people just using crypto. Okay, because I am just curious.  Yeah. 

we have our main office in Singapore, our developer team is in Moscow. we are about to open 

another branch in San Francisco. 

Okay, so where is the company located basically the development team is in Moscow, those 

working on the development of the Radio tech and Worldwifi, most developers are in Moscow. 

The majority of the team is from Russia. The two other businesses we have, utilize the concepts 

of the two other companies, to do an ICO. Like a Blockchain powerd company, utilizing tech 

from the two other firms.  

Are there [00:01:00] many people who ICO in Russia?  

Yes, probably. There is a lot actually. Well, there is a lot of doing their eyes, right? Yeah.  

I hear a lot of people going to Singapore going to Puerto Rico going to Switzerland. Yeah. But 

you chose to do it in Russia. Well, well, well basically our clients is not from Russsia, coming 

form Spain, Canada, and Russia as well.  

Yeah from Canada, but for example,  

I think they [Datecoin] chose to go to Scotland and you chose to do it in Russia, so  why Russia? 

 probably because most of the developers that [00:02:00] are interested in staying in Russia, so 

we just established there. Okay, all of the other two compounds so you're not thinking of going 

to places where you don't pay any tax or where uh, like we different regulations  

or I mean basically well, we'll open the branch in San Francisco and America's different and 

the main of Singapore's. Well, it's also kind of softer from within Moscow. 

Easy already people to communicate so that is the most important time to this project like  



Michael: so you're looking for customers now? 

German:  looking for the customers who look for the advisors will be opportunities.  

Currently mainly concentrating on China right now this doing a lot of uh trips we went 

[00:03:00] to the to to buy America like all over the world now we're doing our so I came to 

Shanghai 19 private sponsoring one of them and their same time, uh 24. 

Japan Tokyo after that we get off to Soul again.  
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