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Abstract 
 
The role of FDI in spurring economic growth of receiving countries has been largely investigated. The 
expected indirect benefits that FDI are considered to bring in the host countries are drawn mainly from 
studies at the microeconomic level. In particular, it is examined whether FDI may be the source of 
productivity spillover effects on local firms. However, most of the empirical analysis (e.g. Aitken and 
Harrison, 1999; Javorcik, 2004) do not reach conclusive results that may be valid across countries.  On 
the other hand, scarce studies have been carried out with reference to export spillover effect (e.g. 
Greenaway et al. 2004). They all use micro data in order to investigate whether in a specific country 
MNEs may contribute to improve the export performance of domestic firms. Two main shortcomings 
may be identified: first, it is difficult to generalize results from these studies as they are usually case 
studies; secondly, the role played by different spillover potentials on the side of MNEs is largely 
disregarded. For these reasons the aim of the paper is that of testing the effects of FDI coming from 
US on  exports at the sectoral level in 47 host countries over the period 1998-2005. Through this 
database, that provides detailed data about the final destination of sales of US subsidiaries, it is possible 
to distinguish different FDI motivations such as market seeking, resource seeking and export platform 
FDI. By using estimation techniques that take into consideration FDI endogeneity, we estimate two 
different econometric models. Besides the benchmark model in which each variable representing 
different  FDI motivations are introduced once at a time, we also estimate  a second model in which it 
is tested whether the level of trade that each subsidiary has with the US parent company may affect the 
final effect on export performance of the sector. Each regression is run dividing host countries into 
developed and developing countries and between high tech and low tech sectors. Some interesting 
findings need to be underlined: the first is that developed countries show  higher capabilities of 
enhancing their export performance as a consequence of MNEs investment especially in high tech 
sectors, while, in the case of low tech sectors, developing countries display better results. Another 
striking result is that, contrary to the case of studies related to the impact of MNEs on growth of host 
countries, resource seeking FDI are those that affect to a greater extent both in high and low tech 
sectors the overall export performance of countries. Moreover, in line with expectations it is found also 
that export platform FDI do not have any impacts. Especially, in the case of developing countries they 
show negative effects, when coupled with higher levels of trade with the US parent company 
confirming that higher demonstration effects due to their better knowledge of foreign markets are 
compensated by the lower level of linkages they have with local firms. 
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11..  IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn  
 

FDI flows are growing at a much faster rate than other flows of goods such as, for example, 

trade. In particular, the growth of MNEs activities through FDI in developed and developing countries 

has largely attracted the attention of policy makers because of the possible expected positive impacts 

they may have on receiving countries. However, different levels of empirical analysis (e.g. Aitken and 

Harrison, 1999; Meyer and Sinani, 2006) do not reach conclusive results that may be valid across 

countries. As a matter of fact, most of this literature is focused on the explanation of the most 

favorable conditions for a positive effect to occur at the firm level. In particular, the mechanisms that 

have been described are those implied in the occurrence of the productivity spillover effects. The 

motivation of this effect lies in the fact that MNEs own superior technological and managerial 

capabilities that may spill over affecting the production function of local firms (Blomström and Kokko, 

1998). The results found in the empirical literature are essentially mixed as they are highly dependent on 

two issues: the first is related to the kind of data used to test the effect (Görg and Strobl, 2001) and, 

more in general, on econometric issues (Castellani and Zanfei, 2006); the second issue is related to the 

different characteristics of host countries in term of absorptive capacities (Lipsey and Shjölm, 2005).  

Two main drawbacks are present in this huge literature: the first is that it is only investigated 

whether the firms’ productivity level is affected. Nevertheless, some authors are starting to test the 

likely effects observable on export performance or on patenting activities. With regard to the former, 

the relative strand of literature goes under the heading of “export spillover” studies. They investigate 

whether FDI may be relevant in influencing the decision to export and, provided that the firm has 

decided to export, on the export intensity (e.g. Greenaway et. al 2004). Instead, with regard to the latter 

strnd of literature, the research question is focused on the explanation of the effect of FDI on the level 

of innovation activities of the firm through the use of a knowledge production function (e.g. Liu and 

Zou 2008). This is why they are called “innovation spillover” studies. 

The second drawback is that even in the productivity spillover literature the role played by 

heterogeneity on the side of MNEs is usually not taken into consideration. This point is particularly 

important because different countries may be the source of different spillover effects because of two 

reasons: first, countries endowed with more absorptive capacities are in a better position to receive 

benefits from FDI and, secondly, this is connected to the fact that different countries may attract 

different types of FDI, that in turn may affect the same countries at a different degree. Only recently, 

some papers have started to analyze the fact that different motivations for which MNEs are attracted to 

a certain context are relevant in explaining the different effects on growth (Beugelsdijk et al. 2008) or 

on the productivity of local firms (Marin and Sasidharan, 2008).  Only a few studies mainly related to 

developing countries (e.g. Marin and Bell, 2006) have started to investigate what may happen to 
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productivity of domestic firms if tested splitting the effect coming from FDI according to specific 

indicators. Finally, most of the studies related to productivity spillover effect1 are based on case studies. 

No comparative analyses are carried out2. For this reason, results are not easily comparable across 

countries.  

For the above mentioned reasons the aim of the paper will be that of analyzing at the sectoral 

level the relationship occurring between  different FDI motivations and exports for the time period 

1998-2005. The data employed come from the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) that provides data 

about activities of US foreign affiliates in 47 host countries. Through this panel dataset is possible to 

distinguish between market seeking, resource seeking or export platform FDI.  In order to explore the 

effect at the sectoral level, the data are matched to sectoral data on exports coming from World Trade 

Organization (WTO) for the same time period and for the same countries. In this way, the empirical 

analysis is based on the comparison between high and low tech sectors and between developed and 

developing countries 

The paper is structured as follows: the second section takes into consideration the role played 

by FDI with respect to international competitiveness. Section 3 theoretically discusses why MNEs 

motivations may be important to different impacts on host countries.  The fourth section describes the 

data and the empirical approach followed and the fifth section provides some comments to results. 

Section 6 concludes. 

 

22..  FFDDII  aanndd  iinntteerrnnaattiioonnaall  ccoommppeettiittiivveenneessss  ooff  hhoosstt  ccoouunnttrriieess  
 

The relationship between trade and FDI has been mainly analyzed from the point of view of 

the debated issue of the complementarity or substitutability between these two means of international 

investment. Indeed, this relationship has been investigated with reference to the home country, by 

testing whether FDI had some positive or negative impact on the level of exports. This type of 

literature, has not produced robust results but mainly mixed results have been put forward. Earlier 

studies carried out at industry level,  found out that FDI and exports were substitute (e.g. Blomström et 

al., 1988). When using firm level data (e.g. Head and Ries, 2001; Blonigen, 2001) no clear-cut results are 

found especially when comparing them to country level studies. For example, contrary to firm level or 

product level analysis, Clausing (2000) finds that FDI and exports are complementary. 

Instead, the likely effects that FDI may generate on trade performance of the host countries 

and especially on exports are not taken into consideration. This research question has been disregarded  

both by theoretical and empirical literature that has been much more concentrated on the explanation 

of the growth enhancing effect. In this respect, the effects of FDI on growth of the host countries has 

                                                 
1 This is true even for the new strands of literature about export and innovation spillover effect. 
2 One exception is constituted by Damjian  et al. (2003), who analyse firm level data for ten transition countries.  
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been previously examined on two distinguished levels of analysis: at country and at firm level. With 

respect to the latter, most of the studies have been carried out with regard to developing countries: for 

example the studies by Bos et al. (1974), Fry (1992) Ramstetter (1993) and Tsai (1995) estimating 

macroeconomic models with regard to countries at different level of development, found that FDI 

seem to affect public savings but  a weak impact was found on overall growth. In the same way, the 

paper by Borentzein et. al. (1998) found that the mediating effect played by human capital was not 

sufficient to create a positive effect on the level of growth. These findings are consistent with the fact 

that the access to the foreign sources of technologies needs to be coupled with internal efforts to take 

advantage of those inflows of knowledge. However, a clearer picture emerges with regard to developed 

countries, in which positive results were mainly found (e.g. Li and Liu, 2005). Xu (2000) finds like 

Barrell and Pain (1997) that the role played by FDI was positive and significant for developed countries 

but not for developing countries. On the other hand, microeconomic studies are centered on the 

explanation of the so called productivity spillover effects. In this regard, a vast literature has grown 

around this concept, based on the empirical evidence according to which FDI show a higher economic 

performance than local firms: in particular they are endowed with higher technological, managerial and 

marketing skills that may spillover in different ways on local firms. Two different sets of motivations 

are responsible for such  blurred results. The first refers to the econometric methods used to test the 

presence of such effects. This aspect is examined in the meta analysis by Görg and Strobl (2001) who 

argue that  some aspects of the empirical methods used to test the impact of FDI can affect the results. 

In particular, they find that, usually, studies making use of cross sectional data rather than panel data 

systematically overestimate spillovers3. On the other  side, Lipsey and Sjöholm (2005) think that, even 

though there may be problems with the use of different econometric methodologies, the major 

differences should be detected at the country level because of their different characteristics in term of 

absorptive capacity.  

The theoretical literature identifies two series of channels that are able to generate spillovers: 

the first is represented by the demonstration effect, labour mobility and competition effect. These 

channels are generally modelled as occurring in the same industry where MNEs operate. They are in 

fact called “intraindustry spillovers”. However, spillovers may also occur when MNEs and local firms 

belong to two different industries, usually through backward and forward linkage channels. In this case, 

they are usually called “interindustry spillovers”. As it is found by Castellani and Zanfei (2006), each of 

these channels works differently in different contexts. It is a proof of the fact that, spillovers are not 

automatic and need investments in improving absorptive capabilities such as an effective R&D system, 

worker’s skills and the proper organizational practises. Analysing the empirical literature relative to 

developing and transition countries, a positive effect is found mostly with regard to interindustry rather 

                                                 
3 In particular they refer to productivity spillovers 
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than intraindustry channels in this way pointing out that backward and forward linkages may be the 

most suitable means of technology transfer (Kugler 2006; Javorcik 2004; Merlevede and Schoors 2005).  

The relevance given to the investigation of FDI impact on other variables such as exports or 

the level of innovation is rather weak. The analyses have been mainly devoted to the explanations of 

the divergent export performances of local firms in comparison with MNEs. Studies of this kind have 

been carried out for both developed and developing countries and mixed results have been found. For 

example, Willmore (1992) analysing manufacturing firm in Brazil found out that foreign firms were 

more export and import oriented than domestic firms. On the other side, a study by Kumar and 

Siddarthan (1994) found that only in high tech industries MNEs were more export oriented than local 

firms. In this type of literature however, the specific relationship between FDI and local exports were 

not investigated.  

However, especially at the firm level some new strands of literature are emerging. In particular, 

with regard to the relationship between FDI and exports, microeconomic empirical studies examine 

how the presence of FDI may have effects on two variables: the decision to start exporting and the 

export intensity. Most of the studies are related to developed countries and they investigate this 

relationship considering three main channels: the first is related to the competition effect. In this case, 

the presence of FDI may entail a process by which local firms in order  not to be pushed out of the 

market improve their productivity and then their export performance. In this case, the effect is 

considered to be mediated by a first improvement in productivity. The second channel is related to the 

demonstration effect caused by the R&D activities of foreign firms. Even in this case, the effect is not 

directly related to exports but it is a mediated effect. Then, the last channel singled out by authors is 

related to the role played by exports of foreign firms. With regard to this channel, the demonstration 

effect should impact directly on the export capabilities of foreign firms because it implies the exchange 

of higher information that MNEs have with regard to  foreign markets. However, studies related to the 

investigation of export spillover effect have not been carried out at the sectoral level. Moreover they are 

usually focused upon one single country without a comparative perspective. This level of analysis 

results especially relevant because it is a step towards the understanding of the determinants of 

international competitiveness of countries. One of the main drawbacks of this literature is that it does 

not take into consideration that different types of MNEs may give origin to different spillover effects 

(like in the case of productivity spillover).  

 

33..  FFDDII  mmoottiivvaattiioonnss  aanndd  tthheeiirr  eeffffeeccttss  iinn  tthhee  hhoosstt  ccoouunnttrriieess  
  

FDI motivations have been analyzed mainly at a theoretical level but scarce studies have been 

carried out with reference to the possible impacts that different types of FDI may have on the receiving 
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countries. In particular, the usual spillover literature does not properly take into consideration the real 

motivation for which MNEs invest in a foreign country. The literature related to FDI motivations has 

analyzed them both from the point of view of formal models of international trade and from the point 

of view of international business. As a matter of fact two different classifications have been used: the 

first entails the difference between horizontal and vertical FDI. The early models that describe these 

types of investment are those by Helpman (1984) and Markusen (1984). In the first case MNEs invest 

in a foreign country in order to avoid transportation cost or because of high trade protection 

mechanisms that are in place in the host country, while, in the second case, the aim is that of moving 

part of the production chain abroad in order to take advantage of lower labour costs. These two basic 

models have been lately modified in order to consider two types of problems: first that both 

motivations may be present at once (knowledge capital model) and that more than two stages of 

production may be present (Grossman et al., 2006). In the international business literature, these two 

motivations go both under the heading of technology exploiting motivations. These are based upon the 

classic ownership advantage for which MNEs invest abroad because they have superior technological 

assets that it is most favourable to exploit in foreign locations through a new investment with respect to 

other means of foreign penetration such as exports or licensing (Dunning, 1979,1993). Inside this 

literature, according to the taxonomy put forward by Dunning (1993), it is possible to find three types 

of categories: market seeking, resource seeking and efficiency seeking. The latter category is considered 

in the empirical literature mainly overlapping with resource seeking strategy, that is to take advantage of 

resources at low cost or that are not present in the home country. In the case of market seeking FDI, 

instead, it is considered that MNEs invest in a foreign country in order to exploit a market of greater 

dimension than that in the home country. A particular case of market seeking FDI is the export 

platform FDI. In this case, the aim of MNEs is not that of exploiting the larger host country market, 

but rather that of using it as a platform to export in third countries4.  

One of the first study that reports the existence of export platform FDI is by Hanson, Mataloni 

and Slaughter (2005). By using data on the foreign operations of US multinationals they find there has 

been an increase in the case of Mexico and Canada after the formation of NAFTA even though the 

average share of exports to affiliate has remained the same. Besides the technology exploiting 

motivations, recent studies, following the categorization by Dunning (1993) who considers the role of 

strategic asset seeking FDI, have found that in some circumstances, MNEs do not exploit abroad an 

advantage that they have at home but, instead, they search for other assets that complement their 

technological base.  At the extreme of the spectrum,  the study by Fosfuri and Motta (1999) argues that 

even laggard firm may engage in FDI because of the higher return available if they are able to grasp 

                                                 
4 Usually, the export market exploited is the one that share a border with the host country in which the production base is 
located. 
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possible localized knowledge spillover effect. This effect is confirmed by those studies related to the 

phenomenon of R&D internationalization for which the growing willingness of MNEs to locate 

facilities abroad is due to the possible advantages in term of higher technological capabilities of local 

firms. All these motivations to invest abroad need to be considered as asset seeking FDI. However, 

even in this case, the debate in the literature suggests that MNEs may just need to complement the 

technological base they have at home (Kuemmerle, 1999; Le Bas and Sierra, 2002). Moreover, it should 

be considered that if we analyze the issue from the point of view of subsidiaries the term used is that of 

“competence creating” subsidiaries (Cantwell and Mudambi, 2005). In the light of the recent literature that 

takes into consideration the specific contribute of foreign affiliates to the overall network of the MNEs 

(e.g. Zanfei, 2000) they may play a crucial role and they may be endowed or  they may create 

themselves a specific task to perform. As Marin and Bell (2006) argue, they do not have to be simply 

considered as pure technological container of assets transferred by the headquarters.  

Nevertheless, not enough efforts have been put, especially from the empirical point of view, on 

the investigation of the impacts that different FDI motivations may have inside the host country. 

With regard to the impact on host countries, the distinction at the empirical level has not been 

done but some theoretical arguments have been proposed: this first is that, as Lall (1980) points out, 

effects are greater if MNEs are more embedded inside the local context because higher possibilities for 

interaction are present. In particular, local suppliers are usually helped to set up production facilities. 

Instead, as investigated in the paper by Kokko (1994), MNEs that are interested only in the lower cost 

of natural or human resources will not be able to have the same effects on the host countries. As a 

matter of fact, Javorcik (2004) found that in the case of Lithuania, spillover effects are larger when they 

are considered horizontal FDI rather than vertical FDI.  

At the country level, the effect has been analyzed by Beugelsdijk et al. (2008) who distinguish 

between the effect of vertical and horizontal FDI on the overall level of growth, finding that it is 

positively influenced especially by horizontal FDI because they are likely to have higher level of 

linkages with local firms rather than in the case of vertical FDI. Also Driffield and Love (2007) take 

into consideration this effect by using a taxonomy in which they are disentangled technology sourcing  

and technology seeking motivations but taking into consideration that both may include the fact that 

FDI are driven also for cost motivations. In line with their hypotheses they do not find that technology 

sourcing are more able to create potential for spillover effect because they are less endowed with 

superior assets to transfer to local firms. Contrary to this study, but analyzing the impacts from the 

point of view of subsidiaries’ heterogeneity, Marin and Bell (2006) and Marin and Sasidharan (2008) 

find positive results respectively with regard to Argentina and India when considering competence 

creating subsidiaries.  
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In the literature discussed above, two issues are disregarded from the analysis: first that at the 

country level they are only tested the different effects caused by horizontal and vertical FDI without 

considering that even export platform FDI may have effect on the economic structure of the host 

countries. The second is that they are only examined the level of growth or the Total Factor 

Productivity (TFP) of domestic firms, while it is not investigated the role FDI may have on the 

international competitiveness of the country. This effect may also be biased according to which sectors 

are considered. Even though it is not possible to single out the different channels through which 

different FDI motivations may have impact on sectoral exports, some theoretical hypotheses may be 

put forward: the first is that in the case of market seeking FDI, the effect will be first mediated by the 

ability of firms to remain on the market and enhance their productivity. If, instead, some firms are 

pushed out of the market, the overall productivity of the sector shrinks and in the same way the export 

intensity diminishes. However, market seeking investments need to be coupled with a relative higher 

level of local partners, in this way rising also their level of embeddedness inside the host context. This 

issue, instead, should act in the direction of reinforcing the possibilities of contacts between local and 

foreign firms inducing a greater spillover potential. Nevertheless, market seeking FDI are also those 

that may convey less involvement in foreign markets, because, by definition they have merely a market 

orientation. In general, the final result depends on which of the two effects prevails. 

In the case of resource seeking FDI, the predicted effect may be positive for two reasons: even 

though the level of embeddedness of the subsidiaries does not reach the level of market seeking FDI 

they may have a greater impact on employment in final goods production. Moreover, this type of FDI 

provides a greater demonstration effect because, MNEs are engaged in trade networks to a greater 

extent, both inside export and import market. Finally, even in the case of export platform, different 

mechanisms are at work: the first is that as pointed out by Ruane and Southerland (2005) the level of 

linkages with firms are low and, for this reason, the level of knowledge transfer may be lower as well. 

However, on the other side, the higher demonstration effects provided by MNEs that are even more 

export oriented firms than resource seeking FDI should cause a decrease in the sunk cost positively 

affecting the local export performance. Nevertheless, it may also happen that MNEs and local firms 

become competitors if they export in the same foreign markets. For this reason, export platform FDI 

may also cause an overall negative effect on the sectoral international competitiveness. 

 

44..  DDaattaasseett  aanndd  EEmmppiirriiccaall  AApppprrooaacchh  
  

In order to investigate the relationship between FDI and exports at the sectoral level two panel 

dataset are merged: the first is related to data on US multinationals’ Foreign Affiliate Sales (FAS), 

derived from the United States Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). By using these data disaggregated 
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at the sectoral level it is possible to single out proxies for three different types of FDI motivations. We 

distinguish between market seeking FDI (LSalesijt ) measured as the amount of sales in host country in 

which the investment is carried out; resource seeking FDI (Salesusijt) that are proxied by sales back to 

the US and, in the end, export platform FDI (Fsalesijt), proxied by sales to other foreign countries other 

than the host countries. Consequently, in the analysis are considered outward FDI from just one home 

country (the US) directed towards 47 countries developed and developing countries (see Appendix for 

a complete list) for the time span 1998 - 2005. 

In order to understand the effect on exports the sectors available in the dataset about MNEs   

are matched with the correspondent sectors available using data from World Trade Organization 

(WTO). In sum, seven sectors are singled out: chemicals, machinery, electronic and transport for high 

tech sectors and food, mining and fabricated metals for low tech sectors. All nominal values are 

deflated with GDP deflator (base year=2000).  

As data are available for a large number of countries, it is first estimated a benchmark model 

pooling all countries together and then the sample is split between developed and developing countries. 

In order to take into account possible endogeneity of the FDI variable they are used two 

different econometric approach: first, it is estimated the model through fixed effects lagging the FDI 

variable of one period. Then a comparison is made by using a dynamic panel data including the lagged 

value of exports because they may show persistence over time. It is employed the GMM technique 

introduced by Blundell and Bond (1999). This estimation method may be applied in two ways: using 

difference GMM (diff-GMM), which uses lagged levels as instruments for first-differenced equation, or 

using system GMM (sys-GMM). As shown by Arellano and Bover (1995), the difference GMM 

technique may have problems with weak instruments due to the presence of lagged level instruments. 

Arellano and Bond (1991),and Blundell and Bond (1999) suggest that an application of the system 

GMM estimators is a more appropriate approach to dynamic panel data than using the diff-GMM 

estimators because of greater efficiency. In order to account for endogeneity of FDI variables and of 

the lagged dependent variable, they are used as instruments the second lag of those variables: in 

particular, earlier instruments dated t-2 for the equations in first differences and instruments dated t-1 

for the equations in level5.  The Hansen test gives indication as to the validity of the instruments. 

In both cases they are used two different specifications: in the first (equation 1) besides the 

proxy for the motivation of FDI (FDIijt), they are added to the model two control variables such the 

level of GDP (gdpjt) and the level of openness of the country built as the sum of exports and imports 

divided by GDP (openjt). In the second specification (equation 2) one more variable is added: it 

represents the level of intra-firm trade of the subsidiaries with the headquarters. It is built as a ratio of 

                                                 
5 Due to problems related to the fact that the Hansen test may not be reliable when the number of instruments exceeds the 
number of regressors, in some cases instruments are collapsed and limited the use of lags for variables used as instruments. 
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the sum of exports and imports from the parent company over total sales (tradeijt). As a matter of fact, a 

subsidiary that is more connected with the network of MNEs may be the source of  two different 

effects: the first is that the potential for spillover is higher because of a demonstration effect and 

linkages with foreign market and in the second place they may have access to a higher level of assets 

from the MNE’s network. As pointed out by Giuliani and Marin (2007), the degree of interconnections 

with other sources may influence the type of effects that subsidiaries are going to generate inside the 

host country. In particular, it is predicted that the role of the linkage with the headquarters could be 

negative because the embeddedness inside the host country in this way diminish. For this reason, it 

could be expected usually a negative sign when this variable is interacted with spillover, even though a 

higher involvement in trade networks may also enhance the potential for spillover effect because 

subsidiaries may have access to resources that are not available in the host country. Moreover, a sort of 

demonstration effect, in the sense of a possible higher level of information externalities, may be present 

when the intrafirm trade with the headquarters is higher. In the end, a positive effect may be found 

when the variable is not interacted with FDI proxy variable.  

From the discussion presented above, the expectations are quite different from the framework 

adopted by the literature that simply estimates the relationship between FDI and growth because in the 

case of the effect on export performance some different types of mechanisms may occur.  

The two specifications estimated are the following: 

 
lnExportijt = α + ß1lnFDIijt-1 + ß2lnOpenjt-1 + ß3lnGDPjt-1 + Time dummies + ε     
              (1) 
 
lnExportijt = α + ß1lnFDIijt-1 +  ß2lnFDIijt-1*lnTradeijt-1 + ß3lnTradeijt-1 + ß4lnOpenjt-1 + ß5lnGDPjt-1 + Time 
dummies +  ε              
             
             (2) 

 

  
When the GMM estimation technique is applied, the two models estimated are:  
 
lnExportsijt =  α + ß1lnExportsijt-1 + ß2lnFDIijt + ß3lnOpenjt + ß4lnGDPjt + Time dummies + ε  
             (3)
              
lnExportijt = α + ß1lnExportsijt-1+ ß2lnFDIijt +  ß3lnFDIijt*lnTradeijt + ß4lnTradeijt + ß5lnOpenjt + ß6lnGDPjt + 
Time dummies +  ε   

(4) 
 
 
Indexes i, j and t respectively indicate sector (low-tech or high-tech), country and year.  
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55..  EEccoonnoommeettrriicc  rreessuullttss    
 

Tables 4-7 (see Appendix) present the results of the fixed effect estimation along with the 

GMM technique in the case of high tech sectors. The estimations are carried out separately for the 

three FDI motivations in order to better put into light the effects of each of them.  

The first column represents the results for the all sample, instead the second and third column 

report them dividing the sample into developing and developed countries. The results are in general 

robust to the estimation techniques, as, most of the times, the coefficients shows the same sign and 

level of significance. The country variables that may influence exports are always positive and 

significant both in the case of developed and developing countries indicating that richer countries are 

more likely to export and, at the same time, more liberalized policies encourage countries to rise their 

export intensity. In the benchmark model, the effect of market seeking FDI on export performance is 

non significant both in the case of developed and developing countries even though the effect is 

positive. It is to be noted, however, that the coefficient for developing countries is higher than that of 

developed countries, indicating that, contrary to expectations, those countries are more able to benefit 

from those types of FDI. These first results are quite different from the effects found when the effect 

of FDI on growth is investigated (e.g. Beugelsdijk et al 2008). In that case, market seeking FDI were 

found to have a positive effect. Even though we are not able to distinguish between channels like in the 

case of microeconomic literature, these results are in line with the hypotheses made above for which 

market seeking FDI may have a negative competition effect and, for this reason, the costs needed to 

export are not lowered by FDI. Significant results are not found with regard to export platform FDI 

even though the coefficients have positive signs. The insignificant results may be related to the fact that 

those types of FDI do not have enough linkages with the industrial structure, without impacting even 

on the market structure leaving firms unaffected. However, a negative relationship is found with regard 

to export platform FDI when the model is estimated through system GMM technique. In this case, the 

dynamic model captures the effect due to the tougher competition that may be created when MNEs 

and local firms compete in foreign markets. Always considering the case of high tech sectors, the 

results are different with regard to resource seeking FDI because, in this case, a positive and significant 

effect for the full sample (5% significance) is found. However, when the sample is split,  in developing 

countries it turns out to be insignificant even though positive, while in the case of developed countries 

the effect remains positive and significant  (10% significance). This result confirms that, even though 

FDI do not have specific linkages with industrial structure of the host country they may have, on the 

one side, a higher employment effect that may spur even the growth of exports and on the other side 

also a higher demonstration effect because of the higher export orientation.  

If it is  introduced into the model the fact that subsidiaries may be involved to a different extent 

in trade activities with the US headquarter, it is found that this variable results significant for market 
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seeking FDI in the case of developing countries even though the effect of interaction term is negative.  

Only with regard to market seeking FDI, the effect is positive even though not significant for 

developed countries, reflecting that in those countries, contrary to developing ones, the trade 

involvement of subsidiaries does not affect the types of activities that they were carrying out.  Instead, 

the interaction variable is usually negative and significant for all countries. These results are confirmed 

even in the case of the estimation with the GMM technique, even though not always with the same 

level of significance. When it is added to the model the interaction variable, the export platform 

coefficient shows a negative value, while in the case of resource or market seeking FDI the sign found 

for the benchmark model is the same. 

To sum up, in the case of high tech sectors, it is quite clear that developed countries do not 

show in an absolute way a higher capacity of grasping the positive effects coming from FDI. However, 

in general they tend to show more often positive results or higher values of coefficients.  

Passing to analyze the case of low tech sectors (Tables 8-11), it is to be underlined that, contrary 

to the case of high-tech sectors, the role played by GDP is not always significant, showing in some 

cases even negative results. Instead, the role played by openness remains mainly positive. With regard 

to FDI variables, it is found that even in this case market seeking FDI are not significant even though 

the coefficient for developed countries shows now a negative signs, unlike the case of developing 

countries. This result may be explained by the higher concentration of  market seeking FDI in high tech 

sectors as far as developed countries are concerned. A negative sign of the coefficient for export 

platform FDI is found with regard to developing countries; in this case, unlike in the case of high tech 

sectors, export platform FDI have a negative effect because the effect generated by information 

externalities (demonstration effect) is more than compensated by fact that foreign firms also become 

competitors in foreign markets, crowding out local firms. 

The results of the resource seeking FDI change a bit from the case of high tech sectors. As a 

matter of fact, developing countries show results that are significant at 5% level and the size of the 

effect is larger with respect to developed countries. This effect means that resource seeking behaviour 

may have a positive effect on developing countries because the impact on labour demand causes a 

general positive effect on sector productivity. This in turn may rise even exports. When considering the 

interaction with trade of subsidiaries, we can find that the effect is now mainly positive both with 

regard to the interaction of the variable and the variable not interacted. Nevertheless, the effect is 

significant only in the case of developing countries (5% significance), contrary to developed countries 

in which the effect even though not significant is negative.  
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66..  CCoonncclluussiioonnss  
 

The expected indirect impact of FDI on growth of receiving countries has called for a higher 

involvement of governments in trying to attract increasing amount of them. However, the empirical 

evidence is not unanimous in finding a positive effect especially with regard to firm level studies. 

Moreover, it has been considered that measuring the effect only at the level of TFP could result in a 

quite narrow approach. For this reason, a new strand of literature now examines the impact of FDI 

with regard to  possible enhancing effects on export performance of local firms. Micro level studies, 

even though quite similar in the empirical approach and in the types of countries studied find only 

mixed results. One of the drawback these studies is that firms are mainly analyzed without considering 

sectoral heterogeneity.  

In the second place, the role played by FDI motivations has been largely neglected in the 

empirical applications and a comparison across different countries have never been done.  

For this reason, in the investigation of the impact of MNEs on export performance it is taken 

into consideration that FDI may have different impacts according to the motivations for which they 

invested into the foreign country and also to the level of trade involvement with the headquarters. In 

this regard, by using a dataset that provides the final destination of sales of US MNEs over the period 

1998-2005, it is investigated the impact of different FDI motivations on sectoral exports diving the 

sample of 47 countries into developed and developing countries. The estimation are carried out 

comparing two econometric methodologies used to take into account FDI endogeneity (Fixed effects 

model with lagged variables and System GMM).  

One main general conclusion, drawn looking at the aggregate level is that the superior 

performance of developed countries in enhancing export performance is not always found. However, a 

different behaviour on the side of developed economies is found in the case of high-tech sectors while 

in the case of low tech sectors, developing countries show a higher performance. One of the most 

striking results is that, contrary to the case of studies related to growth, resource seeking FDI are those 

that affect to a greater extent both in high and low tech sectors the overall export performance of 

countries. In line with expectations it is also found that export platform FDI do not have impacts on 

host countries. This effect is compatible with the theoretical hypothesis that those FDI do not show 

any linkages with the local economy. Especially in the case of developing countries they show negative 

effects, when coupled with a higher levels of trade with the parent company. It means that the higher 

demonstration effect, due to the fact that those more foreign oriented FDI have better knowledge of 

foreign markets, is compensated by the lower level of linkages they have with local firms causing a non 

significant or even negative effects. As a matter of fact, those types of FDI may have a crowding out 

effect even in foreign markets becoming competitors of the local firms.  
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However, at this level of analysis, unlike the case of microeconometric studies is not possible to 

disentangle the different channels through which the effect is going to occur. 
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APPENDIX  
 
 
TTaabb..  11  LLiisstt  ooff  ccoouunnttrriieess  
  

Developing countries Developed countries

Argentina Australia 

Brazil Austria 

Chile Barbados 
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Colombia Bermuda 

Costa Rica Canada 

Ecuador Denmark 

Honduras Finland 

India France 

Indonesia Germany 

Malaysia Greece 

Mexico Hong Kong 

Panama Ireland 

Peru Israel 

Philippines Italy 

Thailand Japan 

Venezuela Korea, Republic of 

Luxembourg 

Netherlands 

New Zealand 

Norway 

Portugal 

Saudi Arabia 

Singapore 

Spain 

Sweden 

Switzerland 

Turkey 

United Arab Emirates 

United Kingdom  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 18 

 
 
 
 
 
TTaabb..  22  DDeessccrriippttiivvee  ssttaattiissttiiccss  ––  LLooww--tteecchh  sseeccttoorrss  
 

lsales fsales salesus expusp impusp

Developing Mean 476.4352 39.64264 18.29032 21.27003 23.32344

Sd 1091.742 242.7236 75.91614 71.52839 65.84817

Min 0 0 0 0 0

Max 6726 3735 847 780 487

Developed Mean 1126.713 257.785 85.25 84.74062 37.46166

SD 2934.685 724.5628 422.9679 486.7374 143.671

Min 0 0 0 0 0

Max 36001 6272 3423 6176 1404  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TTaabb..  33  DDeessccrriippttiivvee  ssttaattiissttiiccss  ––  HHiigghh--tteecchh  sseeccttoorrss  
 

lsales fsales salesus expusp impusp

Developing Mean 1189.864 435.6774 464.4189 389.8511 247.3206

Sd 2560.832 1231.422 2048.768 1770.278 950.1116

Min 0 0 0 0 0

Max 16960 9340 21928 25352 12762

Developed Mean 2580.575 1940.002 884.4721 727.3044 518.1722

Sd 4802.905 4040.805 4523.28 4050.557 2345.189

Min 0 0 0 0 0

Max 31864 31743 51727 46426 28356
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TTaabb..  44  RReessuullttss  ffoorr  hhiigghh--tteecchh  sseeccttoorrss  ((FFiixxeedd  eeffffeeccttss))  
  
 

  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  (8)  (9) 
  Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed 
    
Lnlsales(-1) 0.03658  0.06504  0.01260       
  (0.02887) (0.05300) (0.02518)       
Lnsalesus (-1)       0.03917** 0.02728  0.03365*    
        (0.01568) (0.03169) (0.01868)    
 
Lnfsales (-1)             0.01838  0.00060  0.02893 
              (0.02311) (0.04046) (0.02179) 
Lngdp(-1) 0.95094*** 0.12241  0.66765  1.12111*** 0.78411*  0.52565  1.36526*** 0.57178  1.21353*** 
  (0.28183) (0.49525) (0.44368) (0.27438) (0.45429) (0.48213) (0.26464) (0.55647) (0.39086) 
Lnopen (-1) 1.05003*** 1.68897*** 0.43903  0.87744*** 1.34424*** 0.54538** 0.99357*** 1.62527*** 0.49624** 
  (0.18721) (0.34444) (0.28055) (0.16056) (0.27761) (0.27125) (0.17383) (0.36133) (0.21862) 
 
 
Obs.  850  297  553  655  207  448  639  195  444 
 
R-2  0.36  0.47  0.30  0.40  0.58  0.29  0.46  0.59  0.38 
 
All regressions include time dummies 
Robust standard errors in parentheses          
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%   
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TTaabb..  55  RReessuullttss  ffoorr  iinntteerraaccttiioonn  wwiitthh  ssuubbssiiddiiaarriieess’’  iinnttrraa  ffiirrmm  ttrraaddee  iinn  hhiigghh--tteecchh  sseeccttoorrss  ((FFiixxeedd  eeffffeeccttss))  
  
  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  (8)  (9) 
  Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed 
     
Lnlsales(-1) 0.04982  0.04642  0.02550       
  (0.05497) (0.09593) (0.07345)       
Lntrade(-1) 0.01293  0.12344** -0.02156  -0.03329  -0.03995  -0.03024  0.01487  -0.04432  0.06444 
  (0.03953) (0.05943) (0.04848) (0.02045) (0.04153) (0.02290) (0.03068) (0.04922) (0.05338) 
Lnlsalestr(-1) -0.00725  -0.07242** 0.00050       
  (0.01701) (0.03417) (0.01932)       
Lnsalesus(-1)       0.01885  0.00014  0.02130    
        (0.03036) (0.04520) (0.04053)    
Lnsalesustr(-1)       -0.01476** -0.01978  -0.00792    
        (0.00737) (0.01314) (0.00969)    
 
Lnfsales(-1)             -0.04386  -0.10542** -0.04426 
              (0.03646) (0.05069) (0.04271) 
Lnfsalestr(-1)             -0.02945*** -0.04055** -0.04263** 
              (0.00996) (0.01691) (0.01738) 
Lngdp(-1) 1.00536*** 0.16886  0.20589  1.04109*** 0.62437  0.21802  1.33202*** 0.53186  0.85874* 
  (0.30521) (0.52701) (0.51662) (0.31230) (0.48795) (0.57536) (0.29295) (0.63333) (0.45986) 
Lnopen(-1) 1.11030*** 1.23456*** 0.64898** 0.95688*** 1.26195*** 0.64466** 1.06733*** 1.62186*** 0.59865** 
  (0.18760) (0.30417) (0.28911) (0.18193) (0.26993) (0.32543) (0.19596) (0.38021) (0.28398) 
 
Obs.  548  163  385  515  147  368  498  144  354 
 
R-2  0.48  0.73  0.31  0.43  0.71  0.26  0.48  0.68  0.35 
 
All regressions include time dummies 
Robust standard errors in parentheses          
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%  
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TTaabb..  66  RReessuullttss  ffoorr  hhiigghh--tteecchh  sseeccttoorrss  ((SSyysstteemm  GGMMMM))  
 
  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  (8)  (9) 
  Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed 
   
Lnexp(-1) 1.08687*** 0.93891*** 1.04365*** 1.04803*** 0.96014*** 1.01547*** 1.09307*** 0.97817*** 1.04333*** 
  (0.10400) (0.06050) (0.02293) (0.02494) (0.06412) (0.02285) (0.03477) (0.07388) (0.02104) 
Lnlsales  0.01460  0.02815  0.01457       
  (0.04784) (0.03819) (0.02553)       
Lnsalesus        0.00358  0.03458  0.00296    
         (0.02211) (0.05620) (0.02191)    
 
Lnfsales              -0.09012*** -0.04574  -0.02086 
              (0.02483) (0.02951) (0.01487) 
Lngdp  -0.16604  0.07871  -0.09357*** -0.09828** 0.00436  -0.02882  -0.03302  0.08951  -0.02530 
  (0.16802) (0.14404) (0.03367) (0.04251) (0.06261) (0.03874) (0.04559) (0.06226) (0.03644) 
Lnopen  -0.18451  0.14751  -0.08486** -0.09810** 0.06403  -0.01682  -0.01183  0.12800  0.00050 
  (0.19443) (0.14014) (0.03858) (0.04246) (0.06055) (0.04739) (0.06237) (0.11955) (0.04638) 
 
Obs.  919  340  579  709  240  469  714  234  480 
 
Hansen test 42.00  45.03  37.73  43.39  41.73  44.07  49.08  34.45  38.17 
AR(1)   -3.23  -2.48  -3.35  0.08  0.41  -3.08  -4.06  -2.78  -2.82 
AR(2)   -0.35  0.46  -2.25  0.35  0.85  -1.98  -1.88  -1.01  -1.53 
 
All regression include time dummies 
Robust standard errors in parentheses           
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%  
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TTaabb..  77  RReessuullttss  ffoorr  iinntteerraaccttiioonn  wwiitthh  ssuubbssiiddiiaarriieess’’  iinnttrraa  ffiirrmm  ttrraaddee  iinn  hhiigghh--tteecchh  sseeccttoorrss  ((SSyysstteemm  GGMMMM))  
  
  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  (8)  (9) 
  Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed  
 
lnexp(-1)  1.02508*** 1.02498*** 0.99195*** 1.04880*** 0.95309*** 1.01222*** 1.05082*** 0.87270*** 1.00873*** 
  (0.03882) (0.20148) (0.02426) (0.02808) (0.18320) (0.02329) (0.02809) (0.20857) (0.02098) 
lnlsales  -0.09650  -0.58121*** -0.03470       
  (0.08148) (0.20960) (0.02808)       
lntrade  0.07961  0.09579  0.01295  -0.08846*** -0.24607  -0.03221  -0.01416  -0.25478  -0.01239 
  (0.13063) (0.27377) (0.03737) (0.03243) (0.22873) (0.02700) (0.06369) (0.20602) (0.03658) 
lnlsalestr  -0.04461  -0.14935  -0.02087*       
  (0.03168) (0.14465) (0.01158)  
lnsalesus        0.01945  -0.18715  -0.02154    
        (0.03434) (0.18473) (0.02268)    
lnsalesustr       -0.02346  -0.13158  0.00315    
        (0.01504) (0.09593) (0.00755) 
  
lnfsales              -0.05227  -0.06044  -0.04116 
              (0.04910) (0.23295) (0.03969) 
lnfsalestr              -0.01114  -0.03654  -0.01061 
              (0.01948) (0.05697) (0.01299)  
lngdp  -0.05817  0.25988  0.00235  -0.20037* -0.05969  0.04102  -0.05849  0.19454  0.01213 
  (0.04538) (0.24807) (0.03748) (0.11620) (0.22534) (0.04296) (0.04758) (0.25759) (0.03619) 
lnopen  -0.04497  0.15613  0.03315  -0.18401  0.21787  0.08230  -0.03747  0.34500  0.05360 
  (0.05540) (0.41402) (0.04491) (0.11212) (0.27084) (0.05188) (0.05283) (0.33182) (0.04651) 
    
 
Obs.  607  191  416  565  174  391  564  174  390 
 
Hansen test 42.55  3.31  55.52  49.26  3.02  58.85  55.82  1.41  61.52 
AR(1)   -3.30  -1.88  -2.27  -3.50  -0.50  -2.04  -2.93  -2.06  -2.15 
AR(2)   -1.74  -0.07  -1.30  -2.25  0.50  -2.06  -2.09  -0.05  -1.69 
 
All regression include time dummies 
Robust standard errors in parentheses          
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%      
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TTaabb..  88  RReessuullttss  ffoorr  llooww--tteecchh  sseeccttoorrss  ((FFiixxeedd  eeffffeeccttss))  
  

  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  (8)  (9) 
  Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed 
     
Lnlsales(-1) -0.01983  0.00498  -0.02959       
  (0.02235) (0.04867) (0.02436)       
Lnsalesus(-1)       0.05488** 0.07568** 0.03588*    
        (0.02165) (0.03410) (0.01875)    
 
Lnfsales(-1)             0.01858  -0.02832  0.04074 
              (0.03706) (0.07148) (0.03741)  
Lngdp(-1) 0.22242  0.42137  -0.78352  -0.46572  -0.84814  -0.67365  0.27790  3.07852*  -0.85319 
  (0.35365) (0.54120) (0.48953) (0.48089) (0.67880) (0.71101) (0.66743) (1.63287) (0.59931) 
Lnopen (-1) 0.59482*** 0.56120** 0.62583*** 0.39053*  0.51566  0.45925*  0.40456  -1.18669  0.61738** 
  (0.16743) (0.27011) (0.23289) (0.22782) (0.43151) (0.27072) (0.30700) (0.96772) (0.25844) 
 
Obs.  485  205  280  246  79  167  259  78  181 
 
R-2  0.61  0.62  0.66  0.71  0.71  0.75  0.60  0.62  0.73 
 
All regressions include time dummies 
Robust standard errors in parentheses          
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 24 

 

TTaabb..  99  RReessuullttss  ffoorr  iinntteerraaccttiioonn  wwiitthh  ssuubbssiiddiiaarriieess’’  iinnttrraa  ffiirrmm  ttrraaddee  iinn  llooww--tteecchh  sseeccttoorrss  ((FFiixxeedd  eeffffeeccttss))  
  
  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  (8)  (9) 
  Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed 
     
Lnlsales(-1) -0.00471  -0.09250  -0.01582       
  (0.07283) (0.14215) (0.06835)       
Lntrade(-1) 0.04960  0.05339  0.09577*  0.05041** 0.01254  0.05815*  0.10288*** 0.29942*** 0.06615** 
  (0.03281) (0.04115) (0.05230) (0.02348) (0.02969) (0.02938) (0.03576) (0.09122) (0.03196) 
Lnlsalestr(-1) 0.00806  0.03271** -0.01314       
  (0.01183) (0.01552) (0.01618)  
Lnsalesus(-1)       0.10247** 0.30348*** 0.03452    
        (0.04198) (0.05666) (0.04096)    
Lnsalesustr(-1)       0.00800  0.00524  0.00634    
        (0.00773) (0.01551) (0.00885)    
Lnfsales(-1)             0.02317  -0.01433  0.07930 
              (0.05854) (0.10401) (0.06317) 
Lnfsalestr(-1)             -0.00333  0.05244  0.00205 
              (0.01271) (0.04228) (0.01351)  
Lngdp(-1) 0.15444  3.05489** -1.70474*** -0.31202  -0.51084  -0.55548  -0.23323  2.24365  -0.78042 
  (0.53490) (1.45706) (0.64492) (0.55501) (1.04398) (0.71685) (0.74940) (1.26407) (0.78772) 
Lnopen(-1) 1.01833*** -0.16480  0.77158** 1.05786*** 0.67827  1.10674*** 0.99715*** 0.58508  1.06444*** 
  (0.30187) (0.69289) (0.35193) (0.28502) (0.60429) (0.33185) (0.34971) (0.74532) (0.28003) 
 
Obs.  240  85  155  164  46  118  160  43  117 
R-2  0.66  0.79  0.70  0.77  0.92  0.79  0.72  0.86  0.82 
 
All regression include time dummies 
Robust standard errors in parentheses          
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 
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TTaabb..  1100  RReessuullttss  ffoorr  llooww--tteecchh  sseeccttoorrss  ((SSyysstteemm  GGMMMM))  
 
 
  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  (8)  (9) 
  Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed 
      
Lnexp(-1) 1.03540*** 0.98515*** 0.98894*** 0.93424*** 0.90779*** 0.99901*** 0.93683*** 0.86643*** 0.96982*** 
  (0.03553) (0.02924) (0.01640) (0.02314) (0.07504) (0.04234) (0.02764) (0.12001) (0.04602) 
Lnlsales  -0.03134  -0.00661  -0.00853       
  (0.02621) (0.02308) (0.02038)       
Lnsalesus       -0.00723  0.04405*  0.00737    
        (0.01864) (0.02632) (0.03036)    
 
Lnfsales              0.01073  0.03671  0.01913 
              (0.01208) (0.03243) (0.03152) 
 
Lngdp  -0.01448  0.01251  0.02681  0.05571** 0.05664  -0.00639  0.03083  0.07629  0.00992 
  (0.04076) (0.02723) (0.02151) (0.02735) (0.04281) (0.04506) (0.02484) (0.09886) (0.04955) 
Lnopen  -0.03063  0.01633  0.01877  0.03994*  0.07004  0.00424  -0.00220  0.05110  -0.02052 
  (0.02234) (0.02690) (0.02104) (0.02379) (0.04364) (0.05047) (0.02880) (0.08053) (0.06425) 
 
Obs.  535  224  311  279  92  187  301  92  209 
 
Hansen test 43.83  34.36  35.53  35.25  4.56  2.19  26.19  4.18  2.84 
AR(1)   -4.10  -3.40  -2.68  -3.24  -1.15  -3.34  -3.79  -1.22  -3.16 
AR(2)   1.48  1.21  0.64  1.44  0.70  1.04  0.95  -1.01  1.53 
 
All regression include time dummies 
Robust standard errors in parentheses          
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%  
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TTaabb..  1111  RReessuullttss  ffoorr  iinntteerraaccttiioonn  wwiitthh  ssuubbssiiddiiaarriieess’’  iinnttrraa  ffiirrmm  ttrraaddee  iinn  llooww--tteecchh  sseeccttoorrss  ((SSyysstteemm  GGMMMM))  
  
  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  (8)  (9) 
  Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed Full sample Developing Developed 
       

Lnexp(-1) 0.97407*** 0.80215*** 0.96779*** 0.91894*** 0.79512*** 1.00323*** 0.95536*** 1.00740*** 0.93165*** 
  (0.03940) (0.12052) (0.01793) (0.09856) (0.07522) (0.05034) (0.02245) (0.13559) (0.06481) 
Lnlsales  -0.03973  0.01751  -0.03423       
  (0.03390) (0.12755) (0.03855)       
Lntraded  0.03620  -0.05549  -0.02229  0.10827  -0.02622  0.02736  0.02851  0.19598  -0.00366 
  (0.02650) (0.07698) (0.02198) (0.09212) (0.15574) (0.07775) (0.01760) (0.15536) (0.03515) 
Lnlsalestr -0.00352  0.03296  -0.00522       
  (0.00716) (0.02032) (0.00716)       
Lnsalesus       0.04917  0.04586  -0.05763    
        (0.08895) (0.09528) (0.08854)    
Lnsalesustr       0.02465  -0.01075  0.00174    
        (0.02992) (0.04607) (0.02702)    
Lnfsales              -0.00961  -0.06144  -0.09864 
              (0.02811) (0.17979) (0.06875) 
Lnfsalestr             0.00343  0.02315  -0.00821 
              (0.00964) (0.04839) (0.01750) 
Lngdp  0.06440** 0.17977*** 0.07022*  0.09238  0.11902*** 0.11133  0.05724** 0.09651  0.18850* 
  (0.03241) (0.06834) (0.03593) (0.07034) (0.04271) (0.08730) (0.02780) (0.10341) (0.09905) 
Lnopen  0.01739  0.05598  0.06231** 0.05565  0.14699*  0.12221  0.05416  0.30299  0.19651 
  (0.02900) (0.09828) (0.02673) (0.03666) (0.07500) (0.07460) (0.04664) (0.20474) (0.14601) 
 
Obs.  267  94  173  189  56  133  183  49  134 
Hansen test 21.27  3.10  18.73  4.89  6.25  2.53  23.09  3.55  4.92 
AR(1)  -3.39  -2.13  -2.85  -2.57  -0.72  -2.61  -2.76  -0.55  -2.40 
AR(2)  0.04  1.52  -0.33  1.64  0.39  1.48  1.37  -0.78  1.22 
 
All regressions include time dummies 
Robust standard errors in parentheses          
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%


