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Abstract: This empirical study explores the impacts of technological capability on inward foreign
direct investment (FDI) with the moderations of institutional quality. We extend the existing literature
by contributing the dynamic links between technology trade and institutional quality by using the
panel data of 35 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries between
2000 and 2015. Based on fixed-effects regression, our results show that there is a U-shape relationship
between the net technological capability of a host country and inward FDI. In addition, the institutional
quality of a host country, government size and regulation have positive moderations, whereas sound
money accessibility and legal system and property protection have negative moderations on the main
U-shape relationship. Our study contributes to the literature on the determinants of inward FDI in
the context of technological capabilities and institutional quality.
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1. Introduction

Foreign direct investment (FDI) is one of the main driving forces behind cross-border technology
spillovers [1,2] and is preferred by developing countries due to its positive influence on economic
development [3]. In this sense, previous studies have focused on the determinants of FDI inflows to
developing countries and have highlighted the importance of institutional quality in host countries
in attracting FDI [2–4]. On one hand, high institutional quality leads to high inflows of FDI and
low volatility of FDI [5], while established property rights also have a positive influence on FDI
inflows [6–8]. On the other hand, there are negative determinants of FDI inflows, such as corruption [9]
and institutional distance between the home and host countries [10]. While these studies have
highlighted institutional quality as a determinant of FDI, one commonly acknowledged premise is the
direct relationship between institutional quality and FDI; a potential direct link between institutional
quality and FDI has been shown. However, institutional quality sets “the rules of the game” at
the macro level; its influence may work as a secondary rather than a primary determinant of FDI.
As the ownership, location, and internalization (OLI) framework illustrates ([11,12]), there are primary
motives for investors to allocate their resources to other countries.

Recognizing this gap, the present study investigates the association between the technological
capability of host countries and inward FDIs. While previous studies have focused on the technological
spillover effects through FDI from developed countries to developing countries or vice versa [11–14],
a host country’s technology capabilities as a determent of inward FDI has received relatively scant
attention from researchers, especially in the context of inward FDI to developed countries. By using the
notion of technology balance of payments (TBP) and inward FDI data from OECD countries, we argue
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that there is a curvilinear relationship (U-shaped) between the inward FDI and the technological
capability of a host country. TBP consists of four categories: transfer of techniques (this includes
patents, licenses, disclosure of know-how and transfer of designs), trademarks and patterns, transfer of
services with technical content and industrial R&D. These can estimate the flow of technological assets
of a country [15]. We focus our attention on how the various aspects of the institutional quality of a
host country moderate this U-shaped relationship between inward FDI and the technological capability
of a host country. Four dimensions of institutional quality are employed: the size of government,
legal structure and security of property rights, access to sound money and regulation of credit, labor
and business.

This study is exploratory research to examine the relationship between TBP and FDI. It aims to
suggest a complementary variable that can reflect the technology flow and related firm’s activity aspect
as well as technology competitiveness of technological capability and provide a basis to extend the
scope of understanding of the relationship between the technological capability of a nation, institutional
quality, and inward FDI. We examined 35 OECD countries between 2000 and 2015 and found that there
was a U-shape relationship between the net technology trade and inward FDI. In addition, government
size and regulation had positive moderations, whereas sound money and legal system and property
protection had negative moderations on the main U-shaped relationship.

This paper is structured as follows: In the next section (Section 2), the conceptual framework
is established through a review of the literature. Section 3 presents the empirical research setting.
Section 4 shows the empirical results. Section 5 is a discussion of the main results. Lastly, Section 6
concludes and points out future lines of research and the paper’s limitations.

2. Theoretical Framework

Dunning [11,12] proposes the eclectic paradigm, also known as the ownership, location and
internalization (OLI ) framework, for the determinants of FDI. Ownership advantages explain the
motivations for FDI—investors gain more ownership when they expect higher competitive advantages
in foreign production. Location advantages are exploited when investing firms expect value-adding
activities. This advantage is particularly preferable when the resources are immobile, natural or created.
Internalization advantages are desirable when firms want to create or exploit core competencies.
In the OLI model, FDI to achieve technological capabilities is primarily based on the location and
internalization advantages. In other words, the level of FDI will vary depending on the nature of the
host countries. For instance, Palit and Nawani [13] suggest that one of the reasons East Asian countries
such as Korea, Singapore and Hong Kong are attracting more FDI than other Asian countries is their
distinguished technological capabilities.

Biggs et al. [16] define “technological capabilities” as the information and skills in terms of
technical, managerial and institutional for productive enterprises to utilize equipment and technology
efficiently. In this regard, technological capabilities include a wide range of firm’s activities, in-house
technologies itself, imported technologies, buying skills and firm strategies. Archibugi and Coco [17]
suggest three main components of technological capabilities: the creation of technology, technological
infrastructures and the development of human skills. Previous studies show various factors affecting
technological capability changes. The exploitation of external knowledge including licensing, patent,
R&D expenditure, infrastructures including Internet penetration, electricity consumption, mean years
of schooling, literacy rate are used as variables for technological capability [13,17,18].

The importance of knowledge management has been well documented in the international
business (IB) literature [19–21]. In this stream of literature, searching for technology capabilities is
considered as one of the essential motivations for a firm’s pursuit of FDI. There are many previous
studies that have focused on technological capabilities as primary determinants of FDI. Bah et al. [14]
suggest that FDI is an effective instrument for transferring needed technologies and knowledge to a
host country when investors in the home country expand their marketplace. Sharma and Bandara [22]
use the knowledge capital variable to explain the motivations for FDI among developed countries.
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They adopt technology-level differences to explain the different levels of FDI from Australia. China is
one of the popular countries in recent literature used to explain the dynamics of the technology
spillover effects by FDI. Liu and Guo [23] show the evolutionary technology spillover through FDI
using data for the period 2003–2014. Liu et al. [24] focus on renewable energy technology spillover
through FDI. Investigating this issue is becoming more important and interesting since, over the last
two decades, emerging market multinational enterprises (EMNEs) has begun to play a more active role
in technology-intensive industries [25,26], and FDI has been viewed as a key instrument of learning
knowledge from developed economies [27,28].

Although many scholars have focused on the technological capabilities through FDI and found a
significant relationship with FDI, few studies have investigated the effect host country’s TBP on FDI.
Considering the definition of technological capability, TBP is also appropriate as a variable to represent
it. Import of technologies means the exploitation of external knowledge. Avallone and Chédor’s [29]
research also shows the link between R&D and TBP. FDI is not just from the developed countries
to underdeveloped countries to access the knowledge needed. The goals of investing capital either
in developed or underdeveloped countries are different and are similar to the problemistic search
and slack search model suggested by Cyert and March [30]. Problemistic search refers to a situation
when firms seek ways to enhance existing operations to achieve a target, while the slack search is
for facilitating a firm’s adaptation [31]. When investing firms engage in FDI in underdeveloped
countries, the primary motivation is to acquire local knowledge to modify their existing products or
services, as suggested by the problemistic search part of the model. However, when firms engage
in FDI in developed countries, they seek to acquire unexploited knowledge, available only in the
developed countries, as suggested by the slack search part of the model [32]. Although there exist clear
motivational distinctions between FDI in developed and underdeveloped countries, there is a lack of
literature pertaining to the dynamics of FDI motivations.

Besides the technological level of a country, FDI may vary depending on the institutional quality.
After North’s [33] pioneering work, institutions are considered one of the essential components
for explaining the differences between countries’ and firms’ strategic decisions. Institutions define
the “rules of the game”. From a different perspective, North [33] defines an organization as “ . . .
purposive entities designed by creators to maximize wealth, income, or other objectives defined by
the opportunities afforded by the institutional structure of the society”. However, institutions are
not static; they continue to change through market reforms from a government-led economy to a
market-led economy [34]. In other words, a company makes different strategic choices (i.e., R&D
investment) as institutional settings change [34,35]. Few studies in FDI literature have focused on
FDI decisions incorporating institutional quality. For instance, Sharma and Bandara [22] empirically
test the FDI decision from Australia to other countries and find a preference to invest in countries
with high economic stability and institutional credibility. Coe, Helpman and Hoffmaister [2] also
consider institutions, such as ease of doing business, education quality, patent protection and legal
system in terms of international R&D spillovers. To address the argument discussed above, we explore
the determinants of inward FDI by exploring the dynamics between technological capability and
institutional qualities of host countries. Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual model of our study.
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3. Hypothesis Development

3.1. Technology Capabilities of a Host Country and Inward FDI

When the technological capability of a host country is less competitive, FDI can be a desirable
option for both investors and investees. From the perspective of investor companies, while the internal
expansion of markets is one of the key strategies for the growth of the firm, market diversification
activities lacking a thorough understanding of the target country often lead to devastating outcomes,
such as the failure of Walmart’s entry into the Korean market [36]. Due to the liabilities of foreignness,
investors tend to increase knowledge with the aim of accessing strategic resources in the target
country (known as “resource-seeking” FDI) [37] and extending the international channels for marketing
products (known as “marketing-seeking” FDI) [22,38]. From the perspective of investees and their home
countries’ government, FDI is beneficial: multinational enterprises (MNEs) deploy their investments
to access the assets of developed countries, such as technology, management skills, product design,
quality characteristics and others [38]. The spillovers of such capabilities are crucial assets for economic
growth through nurturing domestic entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial talent.

On the other hand, FDI also inflows to technologically developed countries or among developed
countries based on a specific need for knowledge. From the perspective of investor firms, accessing
advanced technologies, managerial skills, and highly educated knowledge, workers can be major
motivations for FDI from developing countries to developed countries. Recently, determinants such as
new knowledge capital have been added to explain FDI [39,40]. Similarly, Cantwell [41] posits that
cross-border technological variations are the main motivations for MNEs. For instance, “ . . . both
Japanese and European multinationals are setting up R&D units in each other’s markets with a view to
responding to local customers’ needs and tastes, as well as to capturing the locality-specific innovation
in order to produce new products and varieties which cannot only be sold locally but also exported to
other countries” [42].

Hence, rather than greater FDI inflows to countries with mediocre technologies, investing firms
tend to bipolarize their investment strategies into either marketing-seeking FDI or technology-seeking
FDI, based on the level of technological capability of a host country. By combining the arguments
presented above, we hypothesize:

H1. There will be a U-shaped relationship between inward FDI and the technological capability of a host
country.
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3.2. Moderations of Institutional Quality

Institutions critically matter for an organization’s strategic decision. The theory of institution and
institutional change by North [33] provides a theoretical background to understanding changes of
environments such as formal rules, structuring incentives and constraints and informal norms and
conventions form and their impact on firms’ behavior. Since the seminal contribution of North [33],
numerous studies in diverse disciplines including international business (IB) and strategic management
have well documented that the institutional nature of the country significantly influences a firm’s
strategic choice and economic activities of stakeholders [43–48]. In this stream of literature, one of
widely acknowledged argument is that intuition can have two faces—a supporter that helps firms
resolve issues that a single firm cannot handle or a control tower that constrain a firm’s strategic
intention [49,50].

Literature in this stream argues that the institutional matrix with formal policies or rules governs
economic activities. The institutional matrix represents different formal rules; for example, the formal
rules in a socialistic economy are usually controlled by the government, which plays a central role
in monitoring and enforcing the formal rules. On the other hand, the formal rules in a market
economy reside in the market forces pursuing profit maximization of its entities. Pro-market reform is
a process of changing formal rules from the government to market forces. Existing work on pro-market
reforms in emerging economies has primarily focused on the influence of reforms on firm performance,
with contradictory results. On one hand, increased external monitoring influences firm efficiency,
raising performance [51]. Additionally, firms benefit from increases in growth opportunities and
access to resources that were out of their reach [52,53] before market reforms. On the other hand,
increased competition from new entrants leads to reduced firm profitability [54]. While in the long
run, increased competition is beneficial for product efficiency and innovation, as the process of market
reform unfolds, established firms that are used to stable markets and government protection may
face decreased performance due to increased competition. Although a few studies have focused on
heterogeneous FDI levels based on institutional quality [2–4], little study has been done in terms of the
technological capability aspects of FDI.

As mentioned above, the nature of the institution can be either supportive or oppressive for
a firm’s strategic decision, such as investments. By recognizing these two faces of an institution,
we explore the diverse contingencies by moderating institutional quality measures: the size of
government, legal structure and security of property rights, access to sound money and regulation
of credit, labor and business. We argue that these four institutional-quality factors may critically
influence the technological assets-related overseas investment of the firm. Technology, by its own
nature, is generally intangible assets, expensive to explore and exploit and is not free from the risk of
information asymmetry between investors and investees. Therefore, we assume that the degree of
government intervention (size of government), financing and maintaining the value of assets (access to
sound money), protecting knowledge (legal structure and security of property rights) and business
environment (regulation of credit, labor and business) are all salient institutional quality to investors
(of inward FDI).

3.2.1. Positive Moderations

Size of government and the regulation of credit, labor and business qualities, these two institutional
variables (e.g., the government’s tax and spending, the level of freedom and regulation of market
activities, etc.) may be viewed as the economic and political distance between the investor and the
investee. Berry et al. [55] measured cross-national institutional differences in terms of multidimensional
variables, including economic, financial, political and administrative distance and also verified the
significance of their correlation [56]. In the case of Hines Jr and Rice [57], a 1% drop in the local tax
rate in the investee country increased the facility assets of the foreign investor by 3%. In other words,
regulations, taxes and governmental policies that affect the actual profit of a company can increase
or decrease investment; these effects can be matched with technological capabilities to accelerate or
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decelerate investment. Therefore, in this study, the hypothesis that the above two variables would have
a positive effect was established. The size of government implies “ . . . countries with lower levels of
government spending, lower marginal tax rates, and less government investment and state ownership
assets” [58].

In the case of low technology-capability countries, the role of government is essential to initiate or
operate businesses properly, especially for foreign-invested companies [34]. If there is little support
from the host country’s government, firms may face many obstacles in conditions of unestablished
market constituencies. Hence, the negative slope of the low technological capability against the inward
FDI curve becomes steeper when the host country has a high size of government score, meaning
less intervention by the government (In our data source, the size of government is measured with a
reversed score). However, the positive slope of the high technological capability against the inward
FDI curve is also steeper with a high size of government score. This is because these countries already
have an established market system, along with high technological capabilities. Rather than a highly
regulated one, a market-oriented system is preferable for foreign investors seeking higher or quicker
returns on their investment.

The same reasoning applies to regulation. Regulation is measured as “ . . . how regulations that
restrict entry into markets and interfere with the freedom to engage in voluntary exchange reduce
economic freedom.” When countries have low technological capabilities, the motivation for investing
in foreign companies is not primarily to access technologies but to access markets. High scores of
regulation play a significant role in drawing much attention from foreign investors seeking to expand
markets. Hence an established regulation (less intervention) leads to higher inward FDI. In the case of
countries with high technological capabilities, invested companies can appropriate their technologies
under highly protected environments, also leading to higher inward FDI. Hence, we hypothesize
as follows:

H2. Size of government positively moderates the U-shaped relationship between the technological capability of a
host country and inward FDI.

H3. Regulation positively moderates the U-shaped relationship between the technological capability of a host
country and inward FDI.

3.2.2. Negative Moderation

Although many institutional qualities enhance inward FDI, especially when countries are at the
extreme ends of the technological capability spectrum, there is an institutional quality that works in the
opposite direction. Sound money means “ . . . money with relatively stable purchasing power across
time—reduces transaction costs and facilitates exchange, thereby promoting economic freedom” [58].
When countries have low technological capabilities, access to sound money means lower transaction
costs in the financial markets, and thus the negative slope becomes less steep. It is because the
ability to access sound money can be a buffer for invested firms. However, it also increases slowly
as technological capabilities increase on the positive side of the relationship between technological
capability and inward FDI. Investing firms seek technology rather than financial resources. Accessing
sound money is insignificant in the case of foreign investors seeking new technological capabilities.

Legal system and property rights means “ . . . rule of law, security of property rights, an independent
and unbiased judiciary, and impartial and effective enforcement of the law” [58]. These two variables
can be considered from the perspective of the ownership advantage approach by the investor companies.
According to the OLI paradigm, an overseas corporate investment, FDI, is one of the means to maximize
its monopoly rent [59]; therefore, the stability of the exchange rate or inflation, intellectual property
(IP) protection and other legal and institutional systems can be a criterion for determining whether to
secure the ownership advantage for the investor. However, these conditions are a strict prerequisite for
business activities, and the actual performance can be influenced by tax rates, freedom of business
activities, regulations or government intervention. Therefore, these two institutional variables are
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rather a motivation for investment than causes of acceleration or deceleration of FDI. Therefore,
in this study, a hypothesis was established that access to sound money and a legal structure and
security of property rights might have a negative impact in terms of the rate of increase or decrease in
investment amount.

H4. Sound money negatively moderates the U-shaped relationship between the technological capability of a host
country and inward FDI.

H5. Legal system and property rights negatively moderate the U-shaped relationship between the technological
capability of a host country and inward FDI.

4. Data and Methodology

4.1. Data and Sample

In this study, we use panel data which span the period 2000–2015 and comprise 35 countries
(Countries include Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea, Lithuania, Mexico,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Singapore, Slovak Republic,
South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, United States). The statistical data
are gathered from OECD main science and technology indicators (MSTI) DB [60], OECD MEI(Main
Economic Indicators) DB [61], World bank DB [62] and Fraser Institute DB [63]. FDI net inflow and
Total GDP data are gathered from the World bank DB. Data for trade in goods, i.e., international
trade exports and imports, are collected from OECD MEI DB and technology trade balance, receipts,
and payments of TBP data are from OECD MSTI DB. Countries’ institutional quality data are from the
“Economic Freedom of the World”’ report of the Fraser Institute [58] (https://www.fraserinstitute.org/).
They measure the market freedom index using five categories (see Appendix A). Our final sample
comprises 489 country-year observations for the period 2000–2015. We use 2000 as the cutoff year
because the institutional quality index provides annual estimates of the factors only after 1999.

4.2. Variables

Dependent variable: Inward FDI (FDI net inflow) refers to the capital from foreign investors
participating in the management activities of the recipient country. It means the balance of investment
retrieval from new investment inflows. FDI data (urrent US dollars) used in this study are estimated
by the World bank from the UNCTAD and official national sources. The definition of FDI net inflow is
based on the Balance of Payments Manual 6th edition from International Monetary Fund (IMF) [64]
and consists of: equity investment, including investment associated with equity that gives rise to
control or influence, investment in indirectly influenced or controlled enterprises, investment in fellow
enterprises, debt (except selected debt), and reverse investment [64].

Independent variables: To estimate the technological capability of a host country (TCHC), we use
the concept of the technology balance of payments (TBP). TBP constitutes the disembodied technology
diffusion and has four categories: transfer of techniques (through patents and licenses, disclosure
of know-how), transfer (sale, licensing, franchising) of designs, trademarks and patterns, transfer
of services with technical content, including technical and engineering studies, as well as technical
assistance and industrial R&D [15]. TBP seeks to identify all intangible transactions related to technical
knowledge and services between countries, and TBP data should meet three conditions: First, it must
be a transaction between different countries, that is, an international transaction. Second, as it is a
commercial transaction, there must be expenditure and income between the parties. Third, the scope
of the transaction should be related to the trade of technology and technology services. In this
respect, TBP has characteristics of technological capability as it includes transactions in technology and
know-how such as patents and licenses [29,65,66]. The technological capability of a host country is
calculated by subtracting the TBP payments (the amount of money for technology imports) from the

https://www.fraserinstitute.org/
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TBP receipts (the amount of money received for exporting technology). Hence, a positive value for TBP
means a surplus in technology trade, while a negative value means a deficit. Superior performance
in TBP may reflect that a country commands a competitive position in technology development,
indicating a country with high technological capability even among OECD countries. Teixeira and
Barros [67] show that TBP surplus fosters OECD 26 countries’ international competitiveness. TBP does
not show one country’s technology level, but a balance of technology trade. Some countries create
surplus through high-tech exports, while others with high-tech record deficits. However, whether
Teixeira and Barros’s [67] study shows, except for specific countries, it can be said that countries with a
high level of technology generally record a surplus. TBP data are extracted from national sources based
on the OECD manual of the proposed standard method of compiling and interpreting technology
balance of payments data [68,69].

Figure 2 illustrates TBP by country in our sample. The data used in this study cover 35 countries.
Based on the technology trade balance, only five countries (Ireland, Italy, Poland, Portugal and
Romania) have changed their deficit and surplus positions between 2011 and 2015. The deficit and
surplus positions were maintained in 30 countries. Considering the year 2015 rankings (million dollars),
for TBP receipts, that is, technology exports, the top countries were the United States (130,834), Ireland
(73,337) and Germany (71,836), whereas, for TBP payments (technology imports), the order was Ireland
(98,091), the United States (88,891) and Germany (53,734). For technology trade balance, the United
States (+41,943), Japan (+33,472), UK (+19,780), Germany (+18,102) recorded a surplus, followed
by Ireland (−24,754), Korea (−6001), Switzerland (−3662) and Australia (−3372) in deficit positions.
Of these countries, the United States, the United Kingdom and Japan showed a technology trade
surplus but a commodity trade deficit, while Korea, Switzerland and Ireland posted a technology trade
deficit but a surplus in commodity trade. In the case of Germany, both commodity and technology
trades were in surplus. Technology trade data include the flow of technological know-how and
services into and out of the economy, i.e., transactions in disembodied technology. These transactions
could show a country’s technological capacity and future economic development potential. Therefore,
they could be used as an indicator to represent determinants of foreign investment. To estimate the
institutional quality of a country, we employ four institutional variables: government size, property
rights (legal structure and security of property rights), sound money accessibility (access to sound
money) and regulation (regulation of credit, labor and business). Each construct is measured based on
multiple subconstructs (See Appendix A).

Control variable. Total GDP (GDP at purchasers’ prices (current US dollars)) is the aggregate gross
value added by all resident producers in the economy plus any product taxes, minus any subsidies not
included in the value of the products [62]. It includes depreciation of fabricated assets or depletion
and degradation of natural resources. Total GDP represents the current economic scale of a country.
Therefore, it could explain the current level of development of an economy by supplementing the
potential for future economic development (technology trade balance variable). Trade in goods (exports
and imports in goods) represents the import and export of material resources of a country. Goods are
physical items of which ownership rights can be established and traded. Data are gathered by the
2008 system of national accounts (SNA). Trade in goods is a representative index of international
transactions, along with capital transactions such as FDI and nonembodied technology transactions
such as technology trade balance. It complements the explanatory power of independent variables in
terms of tangible item transactions.
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4.3. Models

Our dataset is a panel. Depending on the treatment of unobserved heterogeneity, we can adopt
either fixed effects or random effects regressions. A Hausman test provides the determination between
fixed effects and random effects. The result shows that fixed effects regression is preferable over
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random effects for all models (Prob > chi2 = 0.000). In addition, fixed effects regressions can eliminate
time-invariant unobserved firm heterogeneity, explaining the longitudinal change. Thus, fixed effects
regressions are considered “extremely stringent tests” [70]. Recognizing this, we employ a fixed-effect
regression model for analysis with fixed year effects. The employed model is:

Inward FDI t+1 = α0i + λt + α1 TCHC i,t + α2 institutional quality i,t +

α3 TCHC × institutional quality i,t + α4 Controls i,t + e i,t

where α0 refers to firm fixed effects, λt represents.
To check the robustness of the findings, we also test generalized estimating equations (GEEs) to

account for any within-subject correlations, avoiding spurious results from first-order autoregressive
correlations. The method also provides robust variance estimates, account for heteroscedasticity
and unobserved differences among firms [71]. The results are consistent with what we have from a
fixed-effect regression.

5. Results

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics that include means, standard deviations and correlations
among all the variables. Table 2 presents the results of fixed effects regressions to test the relationship
between the technological capability of a host country (TCHC) and inward FDI. Model 2 shows that
TCHC has an association (curvilinear U-shaped) with inward FDI, indicating that both low and high
TCHC are associated with a higher inward FDI (TCHC: β = −1932.91, p < 0.1; TCHC2: β = 148.90,
p < 0.001). From Model 3 to Model 7, we include each institutional quality variable and test its main
effect. While institutional quality variables show no statistically significant effects, the results of a
U-shaped relationship between TCHC and inward FDI remains unchanged. The findings in Table 2
provide support for H1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics a.

Variable Obs. Mean S.D. Min Max 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Inward FDI c 489 2.44 b 7.14 b −2.49
b 73.4 b

2. TCHC d 488 2.59 8.29 −24,754 43.87 0.56
3. Government size 489 6.20 0.91 3.77 8.37 0.05 0.05
4. Regulation 489 7.46 0.82 5.06 9.11 0.23 0.27 0.10
5. Sound money
accessibility 489 9.23 0.87 2.71 9.89 0.08 0.16 −0.16 0.38

6. Property right 489 7.12 1.23 3.61 9.14 0.12 0.15 −0.21 0.59 0.51
7. Total GDP 489 12.97 1.42 9.20 16.72 0.41 0.58 0.10 0.15 0.21 0.14
8. Commodity trade (net) 465 1.16 6.94 −16.83 47.62 −0.07 −0.06 −0.0380.13 0.01 0.02 0.05

a All correlations with magnitude |0.08| are significant at the 0.05 level. b = (×107). c The median is 67.02 in the
sample. d TCHC = technological capability of a host country.

Table 3 illustrates the moderating effects of institutional quality on the relationship between
TCHC and inward FDI. In Hypothesis 2, we argue that government size will positively moderate the
relationship between TCHC and inward FDI, indicating steeper slopes on both sides of the baseline
U-shape. This argument is supported by the result of Model 1 (β = 1.62, p < 0.01). For Hypothesis
3, we predict that the regulation system will positively moderate the relationship between TCHC
and inward FDI, indicating steeper slopes on both sides of the baseline U-shape. Model 2 provides
support for this hypothesis (β = 1.73, p < 0.05). Hypothesis 4 proposes that sound money accessibility will
negatively moderate the relationship between TCHC and inward FDI, implying flatter slopes on both
sides of the baseline U-shape. The results of Model 3 support this hypothesis (β = −6.56, p < 0.001).
In Hypothesis 5, we posit that property rights will negatively moderate the relationship between TCHC
and FDI, meaning that both sides of the baseline U-shape become less steep. Model 4 provides support



Sustainability 2020, 12, 9711 12 of 18

for this argument (β = −1.58, p < 0.01). Becoming steeper also implies that a unit change in FDI becomes
more sensitive to a unit change in TCHC while being less steep explains the opposite case.

Table 2. Fixed-effect regression on the relationship between technological capability of a host country
(TCHC) and foreign direct investment (FDI).

FDI t+1

Variables t Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7

TCHC 1.50 * −1932.91 +
−1.97 * −2.01 * −1.93 +

−1.75 +
−1.85 +

(0.76) (999.95) (1.00) (1.01) (1.00) (1.00) (1.02)
TCHC2 148.90 *** 0.15 *** 0.15 *** 0.15 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 ***

(29.38) (0.29) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Government

size 4.03 3.62

(6.27) (6.47)
Regulation 3.08 3.21

(6.67) (6.80)
Sound money
accessibility −0.94 −0.61

(5.18) (−13.7)
Property right −13.32 11.6

(8.33) (8.38)
Total GDP b 10.98 9876.60 7.86 8.43 11.47 13.78 11.6

(13.30) 12,889.4 (13.28) (13.28) (15.61) (13.09) (16.5)
Commodity
trade (net) −0.02 −113.19 −0.11 −0.10 −0.12 0.39 −0.14

(0.40) (388.99) (0.39) (0.39) (0.39) (3.39) (0.39)
R2 0.31 0.37 0.35 0.38 0.36 0.27 0.27
N 431 431 431 431 431 431 431

F-statistic 2.10 ** 3.54 *** 3.37 *** 3.36 *** 3.35 *** 3.5 *** 3.03 ***
DoF 381 380 379 379 379 379 376

a Year dummy is included, but not reported here. b Natural logarithm. c All coefficients and standard errors are
scaled by ×106 to make them presentable in table. + p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

Table 3. Fixed-effect regression: moderating effects of institutional quality.

FDI t+1

Variables t Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

TCHC −11.49 ** −14.54 * 61.86 *** 10.76 *
(3.65) (6.03) (12.20) (4.82)

TCHC2 0.129 *** 0.11 ** 0.12 *** 0.11 ***
(0.030) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)

Government size 1.77
(6.28)

TCHC x 1.62 **
Gov’t size (0.60)
Regulation −0.70

(6.87)
TCHC x 1.73 *

Regulation (0.82)
Sound money accessibility 1.99

(5.04)
TCHC x −6.56 ***

Sound money accessibility (1.25)
Property right V −10.14

(8.35)
TCHC x −1.58 **

Property right (0.60)
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Table 3. Cont.

FDI t+1

Variables t Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Total GDP b 5.57 7.16 6.28 17.71
(13.19) (13.23) (15.12) (13.07)

Commo trade(net) −0.45 −0.04 −0.03 −0.15
(0.37) (0.39) (0.38) (0.39)

R2 0.37 0.40 0.40 0.28
N 431 431 431 431

F-statistic 3.62 *** 3.44 *** 4.78 *** 3.73 ***
DoF 378 378 378 378

a Year dummy is included, but not reported here. b National logarithm. c All coefficients and standard errors are
scaled by ×106 to make them presentable in table. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

6. Discussion and Conclusions

6.1. Academic Contributions

There have been many studies focusing on the determinants of FDI. Among them, some scholars
have focused on the impact of FDI on international technology spillovers [6–8]. To demonstrate
contingencies between the technological capabilities of a host country and institutional qualities,
this study employs the moderation effects between them on inward FDI. The reasons for understanding
the dynamic aspects of countries’ technological capabilities are critical: (1) technological capabilities
evolve continuously, such as South Korea [72]; although rare, the improvement changes the nature of
FDI. (2) FDI is bilateral. In many cases, FDI occurs from developed to developing countries. However,
there are cases of opposite FDI direction, i.e., from developing to developed. Thus, understanding the
motives of FDI based on its goal is critical. In addition, institutional quality matters. Prior research has
primarily focused on the direct relationship between institutional quality and FDI [2–10]. However,
we posit that institutional quality works as a secondary determinant. We focus on the role of
technology capabilities of the host country on inward FDI, with moderations by several institutional
quality measures.

The results are interesting. First, there is a curvilinear relationship between the technological
capability of the host country and inward FDI, which means that the FDI is especially high when
countries have either extremely high technological capability or extremely low technological capability.

While previous studies have maintained the linear perspective on the relationship between
technological assets and FDI [11–14] in both developed and developing economies contexts, our study
offer an alternative perspective that indicates the inward FDI may vary in different level of technological
capability of the host country. It makes sense from the perspective of opportunity exploration by
investing in foreign companies. When investing companies explore new markets, they want to avoid
fierce competition with local companies. Foreign companies naturally have disadvantages, called
liability of foreignness. They can only sustain their business when the product or service has a
comparative advantage relative to those by local companies. Similarly, investing companies have
an evident goal to access technological capabilities when they decide to allocate their resources to
countries with higher technological capability. Second, this trend can be considered together with
the type of FDI. When considering resource-seeking FDI and efficiency-seeking FDI, investors would
prefer countries specialized in technology import in terms of having technologies for securing and
utilizing resources and technologies for production for off-shoring activities, respectively. On the other
hand, investment companies pursuing knowledge-seeking FDI to develop innovative technologies
through capital investment would prefer countries with technological capabilities to specialize in
technology exports. All these explanations show the effectiveness of the internalization advantages of
the recipient country, which are one of the determinants of FDI.
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Based on this main finding, we explore the diverse contingencies by moderating institutional
quality measures: size of government, legal structure and security of property rights, access to sound
money and regulation of credit, labor and business (from the Fraser Institute). The results tell interesting
stories. Although the four institutional variables did not show direct significance, there were significant
results in terms of moderation effect. The negative result for legal structure and security of property
rights and access to sound money signifies a reduction in the acceleration effect of FDI by specialization
of export or import of technology trade. Both institutional variables are about the degree to which
the value of the investment is preserved, and the soundness of the currency is maintained. Evidently,
even if the specialization of technology imports or exports is increased, the positive effect on FDI is
not further accelerated. On the other hand, in the case of the size of government and legal structure
and security of property rights, the positive (+) effect of FDI accelerated by specializing in technology
trade imports or exports was shown; rather than securing the asset value, the scale of or regulation
by the government enhances the specialized effect of technology trade as an investment determinant
for FDI. While previous studies have mainly to investigate the direct and linear association between
institutional quality and FDI ([5–8,10]), based on the U-shaped relationship between the technological
capability of the host country and inward FDI, our study illustrates that institutional quality can
moderate this relationship, implying that it may accelerate (or alleviate) both negative and positive
relationship between the technological capability of the host country and inward FDI when the degree
of technological capability of the host country varies.

In summary, this study tried to show factors affecting FDI inflows from the viewpoint of technical
competence and institutional variables that were previously carried out individually through one
analysis model. First, the existing studies related to technology capabilities have discussed two
directions: one is that the low technology level in developing countries is improved by advanced
countries’ FDI [11–15]. The other is that FDI investment occurs between high technology level countries
for the purpose of technology development or knowledge accumulation [13,14,22]. Both of these
aspects could be seen as a single analysis model through the U-shaped curve. Second, in the case of
the institutional quality, the aspect of the “rules of the game” itself [33–35] was empirically shown
through the moderation effect. The positive moderation effect [34,55–58] and the negative moderation
effect [58,59] were identified using four institutional variables. Through this study, the possibility
of utilizing the TBP variable that can represent the technological capabilities was identified, and the
extended FDI analysis model in which both the institutional and technological capability were
considered was explored.

6.2. Policy Implications

The preceding conclusions lead to the following policy implications for the countries wishing for
FDI. First, to induce FDI, it is necessary to have a strategy that specializes in technical competence
appropriate to the current situation of the country. In other words, in the case of countries that have
strengths in resources or labor that could increase the efficiency of production, the establishment of
a technology imports friendly environment and specialization in technology imports are necessary,
with the deficit in technology trade made up for by exporting products. East Asian countries such as
Korea and Taiwan have made effective use of this strategy in the past. Second, in the case of technology
export-specialized countries with a world-class level of technology, it is necessary to attract various joint
technology development research by reorganizing the government’s spending activities and regulatory
systems to allow fair competition by foreign FDI investors. Such strategies could be useful when a
country with a deficit in technology trade seeks to convert to a technology export-specialized one.

As a future study, we propose a case study that analyzes the types of FDI invested in relevant
countries and their performance, focusing on both the countries specializing in technology exports and
those specializing in technology imports.
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6.3. Limitation and Future Research Opportunities

The FDI data used in this study include all the various purpose-type FDIs; as a future study, it
would be possible to explore more detailed correlations by classifying FDI by type based on the results
of this study. Specifically, it would be useful to analyze the determinants of FDI by type, changing
trends in FDI types, and the causal relationship between FDI types and economic growth in terms of
the growth strategy and policy establishment of the investee countries.

The TBP of each country varies from year to year, and during a certain time period, specific
countries have very low or very high values compared to countries with a similar technology level.
The limitations of this study can be supplemented by conducting country-by-country analysis to reflect
such country specificity and carrying out country case reviews to identify the causes of such phenomena.

The other avenue for future research can be investigating the association between the technological
capability of the host country and different types of FDI. Existing literature (e.g., [73–75]) classifies
FDI mode into four categories such as market-seeking, efficiency-, Resource-seeking and strategic
asset-seeking. For instance, one can compare the patterns of TBP between a country that largely
focuses on market-seeking and a country that mainly received strategic asset-seeking FDI. Alternatively,
exploring the types of technologies based on different modes of FDI could provide an interesting angle
to explore this area.
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Appendix A

Size of Government: Expenditures, Taxes, and Enterprises
(https://www.fraserinstitute.org/studies/economic-freedom)

A General government consumption spending
B Transfers and subsidies as a percentage of GDP
C Government enterprises and investment
D Top marginal tax rate

Legal Structure and Security of Property Rights

A Judicial independence (GCR)
B Impartial courts (GCR)
C Protection of property rights (GCR)
D Military interference in rule of law and the political process (CRG)
E Integrity of the legal system (CRG)
F Legal enforcement of contracts (DB)
G Regulatory restrictions on the sale of real property (DB)

Access to Sound Money

A Money growth
B Standard deviation of inflation
C Inflation: Most recent year
D Freedom to own foreign currency bank accounts

Regulation of Credit, Labor, and Business

A Credit market regulations
B Labor market regulations
C Business regulations

https://www.fraserinstitute.org/studies/economic-freedom


Sustainability 2020, 12, 9711 16 of 18

References

1. Coe, D.T.; Helpman, E. International R & D spillovers. Eur. Econ. Rev. 1995, 39, 859–887. [CrossRef]
2. Coe, D.T.; Helpman, E.; Hoffmaister, A.W. International R & D spillovers and institutions. Eur. Econ. Rev.

2009, 53, 723–741. [CrossRef]
3. Jung, J. Institutional Quality, FDI, and Productivity: A Theoretical Analysis. Sustainability 2020, 12, 7057.

[CrossRef]
4. Oh, K.-S.; Ryu, Y.-S. FDI, Institutional Quality, and Bribery: An Empirical Examination in China. Sustainability

2019, 11, 4023. [CrossRef]
5. Buchanan, B.G.; Le, Q.V.; Rishi, M. Foreign direct investment and institutional quality: Some empirical

evidence. Int. Rev. Financ. Anal. 2012, 21, 81–89. [CrossRef]
6. Knack, S.; Keefer, P. Institutions and economic performance: Cross-country tests using alternative institutional

measures. Econ. Politics 1995, 7, 207–227. [CrossRef]
7. Lee, J.-Y.; Mansfield, E. Intellectual property protection and US foreign direct investment. Rev. Econ. Stat.

1996, 78, 181–186. [CrossRef]
8. Aizenman, J.; Spiegel, M. Institutional efficiency and the investment share of foreign direct investment.

Rev. Int. Econ. 2006, 14, 683–697. [CrossRef]
9. Wei, S.-J. How taxing is corruption on international investors? Rev. Econ. Stat. 2000, 82, 1–11. [CrossRef]
10. Bénassy-Quéré, A.; Coupet, M.; Mayer, T. Institutional determinants of foreign direct investment. World Econ.

2007, 30, 764–782. [CrossRef]
11. Dunning, J.H. Toward an eclectic theory of international production: Some empirical tests. J. Int. Bus. Stud.

1980, 11, 9–31. [CrossRef]
12. Dunning, J.H. The Eclectic Paradigm of International Production: A Restatement and Some Possible

Extensions. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 1988, 19, 1–31. [CrossRef]
13. Palit, A.; Nawani, S. Technological Capability as a Determinant of FDI Inflows: Evidence from Developing Asia

India; Working paper; East Asian Bureau of Economic Research: Canberra, Australia, 2007.
14. Bah, A.O.; Kefan, X.; Izuchukwu, O.-O. Strategies and determinants of foreign direct investment (FDI)

attraction. Int. J. Manag. Sci. Bus. Adm. 2015, 1, 81–89.
15. OECD. OECD Science, Technology and Industry Scoreboard; OECD Publshing: Paris, France, 2009.
16. Biggs, T.; Shah, M.; Srivastava, P. Technological capabilities and learning in African enterprises. In RPED

Working Paper AFT288; World Bank, Regional Program on Enterprise Development: Washington, DC,
USA, 1995.

17. Archibugi, D.; Coco, A. A New Indicator of Technological Capabilities for Developed and Developing
Countries (ArCo). World Dev. 2004, 32, 629–654. [CrossRef]

18. Gambardella, A.; Giarratana, M.S. General technological capabilities, product market fragmentation,
and markets for technology. Res. Policy 2013, 42, 315–325. [CrossRef]

19. Cantwell, J.; Mudambi, R. MNE competence-creating subsidiary mandates. Strateg. Manag. J. 2005, 26,
1109–1128. [CrossRef]

20. Cantwell, J.A.; Mudambi, R. Physical attraction and the geography of knowledge sourcing in multinational
enterprises. Glob. Strategy J. 2011, 1, 206–232. [CrossRef]

21. Nobel, R.; Birkinshaw, J. Innovation in multinational corporations: Control and communication patterns in
international R & D operations. Strateg. Manag. J. 1998, 19, 479–496.

22. Sharma, K.; Bandara, Y. Trends, patterns and determinants of Australian foreign direct investment. J. Econ.
Issues 2010, 44, 661–676. [CrossRef]

23. Liu, C.; Guo, Q. Technology Spillover Effect in China: The Spatiotemporal Evolution and Its Drivers.
Sustainability 2019, 11, 1694. [CrossRef]

24. Liu, W.; Xu, X.; Yang, Z.; Zhao, J.; Xing, J. Impacts of FDI renewable energy technology spillover on China’s
energy industry performance. Sustainability 2016, 8, 846. [CrossRef]

25. Govindarajan, V.; Ramamurti, R. Reverse innovation, emerging markets, and global strategy. Glob. Strategy J.
2011, 1, 191–205. [CrossRef]

26. Narula, R. The viability of sustained growth by India’s MNEs: India’s dual economy and constraints from
location assets. Manag. Int. Rev. 2015, 55, 191–205. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0014-2921(94)00100-E
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2009.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12177057
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11154023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2011.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0343.1995.tb00111.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2109919
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9396.2006.00595.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/003465300558533
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9701.2007.01022.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490593
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2003.10.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/gsj.24
http://dx.doi.org/10.2753/JEI0021-3624440305
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11061694
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su8090846
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/gsj.23
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11575-015-0243-x


Sustainability 2020, 12, 9711 17 of 18

27. Kedia, B.; Gaffney, N.; Clampit, J. EMNEs and knowledge-seeking FDI. Manag. Int. Rev. 2012, 52, 155–173.
[CrossRef]

28. Li, J.; Li, Y.; Shapiro, D. Knowledge seeking and outward FDI of emerging market firms: The moderating
effect of inward FDI. Glob. Strategy J. 2012, 2, 277–295. [CrossRef]

29. Avallone, N.; Chédor, S. Technological profiles and technology trade flows for some European and OECD
countries. Int. Bus. Res. 2012, 5, 24. [CrossRef]

30. Cyert, R.M.; March, J.G. A behavioral theory of the firm. Englewood Cliffs NJ 1963, 2, 169–187.
31. Chen, W.R.; Miller, K.D. Situational and institutional determinants of firms’ R & D search intensity. Strateg.

Manag. J. 2007, 28, 369–381.
32. Milliken, M.A.; Lant, T.K. (Eds.) The Effect of an Organization’s Recent Performance History on Strategic Persistence

and Change: The Role of Managerial Interpretations; JAI Press: Greenwich, CT, USA, 1991; pp. 129–156.
33. North, D.C. Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance; Cambridge University Press:

Cambridge, UK, 1990.
34. Gang, K.W.; Choi, B. Impact of Korean pro-market reforms on firm innovation strategies. Technol. Anal.

Strateg. Manag. 2019, 31, 848–861. [CrossRef]
35. Gang, K.; Lee, C.; Woo, H.-G. The transformation of ownership structure and changes in principal-principal

conflicts: Evidence from corporate governance reforms in South Korea. Int. J. Corps Gov. 2017, 8, 281–301.
36. Kim, R.B. Wal-Mart Korea: Challenges of entering a foreign market. J. Asia Pac. Bus. 2008, 9, 344–357.

[CrossRef]
37. Hsu, C.-W.; Lien, Y.-C.; Chen, H. R & D internationalization and innovation performance. Int. Bus. Rev. 2015,

24, 187–195.
38. Agosin, M.R.; Machado, R. Foreign investment in developing countries: Does it crowd in domestic

investment? Oxf. Dev. Stud. 2005, 33, 149–162. [CrossRef]
39. Ethier, W.J.; Markusen, J.R. Multinational firms, technology diffusion and trade. J. Int. Econ. 1996, 41, 1–28.

[CrossRef]
40. Griffith, W.H. Can Caribbean education attract knowledge-based foreign direct investment? J. Econ. Issues

2005, 39, 973–993. [CrossRef]
41. Cantwell, J. Multinational Investment in Modern Europe: Strategic Interaction in the Integrated Community;

Edward Elgar Pub: Cheltenham, UK, 1992.
42. Ozawa, T. Cross-investments between Japan and the EC: Income similarity, technological congruity and

economies of scope. In Multinational Investment in Modern Europe: Strategic Interaction in the Integrated
Community, Aldershot: Edward Elgar; Edward Elgar Pub: Cheltenham, UK, 1992; pp. 13–45.

43. Chung, C.C.; Xiao, S.S.; Lee, J.Y.; Kang, J. The interplay of top-down institutional pressures and bottom-up
responses of transition economy firms on FDI entry mode choices. Manag. Int. Rev. 2016, 56, 699–732.
[CrossRef]

44. Cui, L.; Jiang, F. State ownership effect on firms’ FDI ownership decisions under institutional pressure: A
study of Chinese outward-investing firms. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 2012, 43, 264–284. [CrossRef]

45. Meyer, K.E.; Peng, M.W. Probing theoretically into Central and Eastern Europe: Transactions, resources,
and institutions. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 2015, 36, 600–621. [CrossRef]

46. Peng, M.W.; Wang, D.Y.; Jiang, Y. An institution-based view of international Business strategy: A focus on
emerging economies. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 2018, 39, 920–936. [CrossRef]

47. Powell, W.W.; DiMaggio, P.J. The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis; University of Chicago Press:
Chicago, IL, USA, 1991.

48. Singh, J.P. The institutional environment and effects of telecommunication privatization and market
liberalization in Asia. Telecommun. Policy 2000, 24, 885–906. [CrossRef]

49. Belloc, F. Innovation in state-owned enterprises: Reconsidering the conventional wisdom. J. Econ. Issues
2014, 48, 821–848. [CrossRef]

50. Mariotti, S.; Marzano, R. Varieties of capitalism and the internationalization of state-owned enterprises. J. Int.
Bus. Stud. 2019, 50, 669–691. [CrossRef]

51. Cuervo-Cazurra, A.; Dau, L.A. Promarket reforms and firm profitability in developing countries. Acad. Manag.
J. 2009, 52, 1348–1368. [CrossRef]

52. Lee, K.; Peng, M.W.; Lee, K. From diversification premium to diversification discount during institutional
transitions. J. World Bus. 2008, 43, 47–65. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11575-012-0132-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2042-5805.2012.01042.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v5n6p24
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2018.1558197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10599230802453604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13600810500137749
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1996(95)01411-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00213624.2005.11506863
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11575-015-0256-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2012.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400167
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400377
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0308-5961(00)00066-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.2753/JEI0021-3624480311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/s41267-018-00208-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.47085192
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2007.10.010


Sustainability 2020, 12, 9711 18 of 18

53. Panagariya, A. India: The Emerging Giant; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2008.
54. Chari, M.D.; David, P. Sustaining superior performance in an emerging economy: An empirical test in the

Indian context. Strateg. Manag. J. 2012, 33, 217–229. [CrossRef]
55. Berry, H.; Guillén, M.F.; Zhou, N. An institutional approach to cross-national distance. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 2010,

41, 1460–1480. [CrossRef]
56. Delios, A.; Henisz, W.J. Political hazards, experience, and sequential entry strategies: The international

expansion of Japanese firms, 1980–1998. Strateg. Manag. J. 2003, 24, 1153–1164. [CrossRef]
57. Hines, J.R., Jr.; Rice, E.M. Fiscal paradise: Foreign tax havens and American business. Q. J. Econ. 1994, 109,

149–182. [CrossRef]
58. Gwartney, J.; Lawson, R.; Hall, J. Economic Freedom of the World: 2015 Annual Report [Dataset]; Fraser Institute:

Vancouver, BC, Canada, 2015.
59. Caves, R.E. International corporations: The industrial economics of foreign investment. Economica 1971, 38,

1–27. [CrossRef]
60. Database, OECD MEI. Available online: https://www.oecd.org/sti/msti.htm (accessed on 21 March 2020).
61. Database, OECD MEI. Available online: https://www.oecd.org/sdd/oecdmaineconomicindicatorsmei

(accessed on 21 May 2020).
62. DB, Worldbank. Available online: http://data.worldbank.org (accessed on 21 May 2020).
63. Economic Freedom. Available online: https://www.fraserinstitute.org/economic-freedom/map?geozone=

world&page=map&year=2018 (accessed on 28 July 2020).
64. IMF. Balance of Payments and International Investment Position Manual, 6th ed.; International Monetary Fund:

Washington, DC, USA, 2009.
65. Sirilli, G. Conceptualizing and Measuring Technological Innovation; STEP Group: Omaha, NE, USA, 1998.
66. Korres, G.M.; Polychronopoulos, G. A new approach towards the measurement of innovation and

technological activities. J. Eur. Econ. 2011, 10, 213–243.
67. Teixeira, A.A.C.; Barros, D. Technology balance of payments and countries’ international competitiveness.

A dynamic panel data analysis of OECD countries, 2000–2017. Appl. Econ. Lett. 2020, 27, 992–996.
68. OECD. TBP Manual 1990: Proposed Standard Method of Compiling and Interpreting Technology Balance of Payment

Data; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 1990.
69. OECD. Main Science and Technology Indicators 2016; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2017.
70. Huffman, H.L.; Cohen, P.N.; Pearlman, J. Engendering change: Organizational ldynamics and worplace

gender desegregation, 1975–2005. Adm. Sci. Q. 2010, 55, 255–277. [CrossRef]
71. Henderson, A.D.; Miller, D.; Hambrick, D.C. How quickly do CEOs become obsolete? Industry dynamism,

CEO tenure, and company performance. Strateg. Manag. J. 2006, 27, 447–460. [CrossRef]
72. Westphal, L.E.; Rhee, Y.W.; Pursell, G. Sources of technological capability in South Korea. In Technological

Capability in the Third World; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 1984; pp. 279–300.
73. Meyer, K.E. What is “strategic asset seeking FDI”? Multinatl. Bus. Rev. 2015, 23, 57–66. [CrossRef]
74. Cui, L.; Meyer, K.E.; Hu, H.W. What drives firms’ intent to seek strategic assets by foreign direct investment?

A study of emerging economy firms. J. World Bus. 2014, 49, 488–501. [CrossRef]
75. Wadhwa, K.; Reddy, S.S. Foreign direct investment into developing Asian countries: The role of market

seeking, resource seeking and efficiency seeking factors. Int. J. Bus. Manag. 2011, 6, 219. [CrossRef]

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.949
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2010.28
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.355
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2118431
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2551748
https://www.oecd.org/sti/msti.htm
https://www.oecd.org/sdd/oecdmaineconomicindicatorsmei
http://data.worldbank.org
https://www.fraserinstitute.org/economic-freedom/map?geozone=world&page=map&year=2018
https://www.fraserinstitute.org/economic-freedom/map?geozone=world&page=map&year=2018
http://dx.doi.org/10.2189/asqu.2010.55.2.255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.524
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MBR-02-2015-0007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2013.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v6n11p219
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Framework 
	Hypothesis Development 
	Technology Capabilities of a Host Country and Inward FDI 
	Moderations of Institutional Quality 
	Positive Moderations 
	Negative Moderation 


	Data and Methodology 
	Data and Sample 
	Variables 
	Models 

	Results 
	Discussion and Conclusions 
	Academic Contributions 
	Policy Implications 
	Limitation and Future Research Opportunities 

	
	References

