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Abstract

:

Outward foreign direct investments from innovative Chinese firms pose challenges to American stakeholders regarding how to balance economic gains and nationalistic sentiment. Relying on the stakeholder management framework, we analyze the dual nature of American economic stakeholders’ sentiments towards innovative Chinese firms. Both positive and negative sentiments increase as Chinese companies’ innovative capability improves. While stakeholders in conservative-leaning states may temper their positive sentiment, their negative sentiment is mainly directed at Chinese state-owned companies. Our findings help to gain particular insight into the complex nature of stakeholder sentiment, a key element shaping multinational companies’ operating environment.
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1. Introduction


Multinational companies (MNCs) are at the forefront of sustainability research because, with their economic might, MNCs can help unify sustainability standards through production and procurement decisions [1,2,3]. During this process, stakeholder management is at the core of an MNC’s sustainability initiatives [4]. However, although much has been learned about how MNCs from developed countries interact with stakeholders in the host market, little is known about how stakeholders view MNCs, especially innovative ones, from developing regions beyond the presumed liabilities (e.g., origin or emergingness, [5]).



As Chinese MNCs’ innovative capability is growing [6,7,8], their outward foreign direct investments (OFDIs) are viewed with mixed sentiments by local stakeholders, especially those in developed nations such as the United States. On one hand, politicians and lawmakers continuously express concerns over Chinese MNCs’ growing economic and political power in their local market [9]. The surge of the nationalistic movement in the U.S. [10] and the global aggression of Chinese state-owned enterprises (SOEs) [7] have enhanced the suspicion of the motives of innovative Chinese MNCs’ global expansion. On the other hand, research has suggested that average Americans are more moderate than what their politicians have portrayed [11,12]; they tend to appreciate the career opportunities and enriched market options brought about by Chinese MNCs [5]. This paradox, i.e., simultaneously positive and negative sentiments towards Chinese FDIs, can be further enhanced by the innovative capability and the ownership of the firm. As Chinese MNCs become more innovative (e.g., Huawei and TikTok), they have attracted strong national security scrutiny [9] along with their fast-growing consumer base. The scrutiny is enhanced when the firm is endowed with state supports such as state ownership [13], which is viewed as a manipulation or violation of market principles [14]. Hence, it is imperative to accurately understand this paradoxical nature of local economic stakeholders’ sentiments, as it does not just help balance the adversarial impression based on the current Chinese OFDI studies that are dominated by political stakeholders [9,15,16] but also helps Chinese MNCs and policy makers of both home and host nations comprehensively assess the overseas operational environment for these companies.



To this end, we integrate the Chinese OFDI literature with stakeholder management theory [17,18,19,20] to address two questions: (1) How do American economic stakeholders view the growing innovative capability of Chinese companies that invest in their state? (2) How do views vary upon the state-level political environment and the ownership structure (state- or privately owned) of these companies? So far, studies of Chinese MNCs have mainly employed the institutional theoretical framework to examine the antecedents, motives, entry strategies, and investment patterns of their OFDIs [7,15,21,22,23,24]. Similarly, the limited studies on innovative Chinese MNCs’ OFDIs mainly concentrate on the investments’ entry mode and geographical location [25,26]. While these studies provide an overview of how innovative Chinese MNCs engage local stakeholders as a whole, the gaps are notable. First, scholars’ attention has been primarily drawn to just one stakeholder, politicians [9,15,16]. This research stream is “almost exclusively focused on ‘political and institutional constraint’ as a source of risk, and whether this theoretical stance can be generalised is less known” [7]. Second, with only a couple of exceptions [27,28], this research stream is dominated by national-level analysis, which could be problematic for a market as big and diverse as the U.S. In the U.S., states enjoy substantial economic sovereignty [29,30,31,32] and can nurture immensely different, even opposite, sentiments to Chinese OFDIs. As such, state-level analysis is essential to assess local stakeholders’ sentiments.



We aim to complement previous studies with a revealing stakeholder angle. Stakeholder management theory believes that a firm is situated in a web of stakeholders who have an economic or social stake in its decisions and operations [19]. Essential stakeholders can affect the firm’s success through withholding or distributing resources that a company needs [33]. Among them, economic stakeholders such as customers, employees, and suppliers [34,35] are considered especially important as they directly control vital inputs to the company operation [36]. Cultivating a supportive relationship with economic stakeholders is one of the centerpieces of a company’s stakeholder management strategies [37].



To examine the research questions, we have built a unique, manually collected longitudinal dataset on one hundred and eighty-five projects in the U.S. invested in by Chinese firms from 2004–2018 with a six-year span on each investment. We hope to contribute to the global stakeholder management studies and Chinese OFDI literature in two ways. First, we reveal the dual nature of economic stakeholders’ sentiment to innovative Chinese firms in the U.S. We argue that both positive and negative sentiments of these stakeholders will increase as Chinese firms’ innovative capability grows, which are further subject to the effect of the local political environment and the ownership structure of these companies. These findings help us more accurately gauge the complexity of the operating ecosystem for Chinese MNCs, address the need not to “collapse” stakeholders into an “aggregate” concept of the institutional environment [38] (p. 53); [39] (p. 674), and instead provide a finer-grained analysis on how stakeholders react to OFDI providers differently [40]. Second, we reveal how regions within a nation react to Chinese MNCs differently. The investigation of intra-national regional variations is especially imperative during a time when polarized political views emerge and interrupt the moderate consensus across regions at different levels [41]. Both findings help Chinese MNCs and US policy makers to accurately gauge local constituents’ sentiments in pushing their economic and social, including sustainability, agenda.



We next review the relevant Chinese OFDI literature and global stakeholder management studies. Three hypotheses are developed to capture economic stakeholders’ sentiments towards the innovative capability of Chinese MNCs, subject to regional and organizational attributes. Data collection and analysis are elaborated. Findings are presented, followed by discussions and implications.




2. Theoretical Background


In the past two decades of research on Chinese OFDIs, the dominant perspective is the (neo-)institutional framework [20,34,42] with a focus on entry barriers, e.g., liabilities of origin [43] or emergingness [22]. These liabilities are normally related to the under-developed institutional environment where Chinese MNCs originate in the eyes of global stakeholders, especially those from developed nations. These stakeholders can hold “negative perceptions, stereotypes, or beliefs” and a resultant persistent animosity toward these companies [44] (p. 244), producing a “credibility and legitimacy deficit” [28] (p. 547). To handle this deficit, a strong learning [26] or absorptive capability [45] is needed in order to comprehend local stakeholders’ requirements.



However, in recent years, conflicting findings emerged when employing this framework to examine OFDIs from innovative Chinese MNCs. On one hand, Chinese MNCs are encouraged to invest in developed countries for a stronger innovation performance because of richer and better learning opportunities in these markets than what is available in developing countries [26]. On the other, the increasingly intense Sino-American rivalry [46] or (neo) techno-nationalism in which nations strive to have their own enterprises as the market leader in high-technology sectors [47] has made leveraging developed markets more difficult, especially for innovative Chinese firms. These firms constantly run into a more hostile political environment in developed nations than in developing nations [7]. These conflicting findings suggest a limitation of the traditional analysis framework. Multiple stakeholder forces that conflict with each other could be at play.



However, previous examinations of how Chinese MNCs interact with local stakeholders heavily focus on just one stakeholder, governments. For example ref. [16] argued that Chinese MNCs should adopt acquisition rather than greenfield when entering the U.S. to avoid political barriers. With a similar focus on the entry mode, ref. [15] found that Chinese MNCs’ choice between wholly owned and joint ventures was largely determined by the balanced consideration of Chinese and host nations’ regulatory requirements. Ref. [48] found that when Chinese MNCs’ legitimacy was questioned by stakeholders in one host country, the political risk would increase for these companies in other host countries, i.e., the spillover effect. Ref. [49] highlighted how a Chinese MNC evolved over three stages, i.e., exploring, establishing, and embedding, through interacting with Chinese and Congolese governments, in conjunction with state-owned and privately-owned sectors and communities. In fact, Chinese MNCs themselves tend to place a heavier focus on the political stakeholder than other stakeholders [50] and extensively use nonmarket strategies, including corporate political and social activities, to reduce political risks [51].



We should note that other essential stakeholders were also discussed in previous studies, including consumers [52,53], employees [5,22,54], and suppliers [55,56]. While not explicitly applying the stakeholder framework, these studies provided evidence on how Chinese MNCs interacted with a specific stakeholder in the host market. However, in these studies, Chinese MNCs were assumed to suffer from liabilities of origin [57], emergingness [22], or stateness for state-owned firms [43]. This assumption was rarely verified given that economic stakeholders were also likely to benefit from innovative products and services, career opportunities, and an enriched supply chain. They may go beyond the presumed bias and develop a more holistic and realistic view of innovative Chinese firms.



In addition, limited attention to innovative Chinese FDIs also has revealed a mixed picture. On one hand, Chinese firms such as Huawei, ZTE, and TikTok have spearheaded into the U.S. market with creative products or services. These companies have or had achieved notable success among American users [58] and expanded their recruitment footprints [5], leading to momentous strides to be integrated into local economic ecosystems. On the other hand, the concern over their origin [57] and the polarized political environment put these companies under special scrutiny by regulatory stakeholders [9]. The scrutiny did not just bring some of their presence in the US to a halt, but also influenced how economic stakeholders view these companies. For example, polls constantly show that American users have very mixed views on the security risks of TikTok once the 2020 ban was announced [59].



Lastly, for a market as big as the U.S., it would be an oversimplification to assume that all regions are homogenous in viewing and treating Chinese firms. Recent studies have strongly supported a regionalized, instead of nationalized, approach when examining American markets. Ref. [27] found that the presence of Canadian provincial-level investment promotion agencies in China increased Chinese OFDIs in those provinces. Further, ref. [60] found that Mexican states with defamation laws created a chilling effect: there was less media coverage on corruption. Hence, Chinese MNCs can face different regional stakeholder relations even within a nation. The complexity in handling these “stakeholder-mandated” differences within a market is recognized as a major task for MNCs in developed markets [61] (p. 699).



In summary, while previous research has extensively examined how political stakeholders view Chinese OFDIs, the complicated views of essential economic stakeholders are largely missing. This omission may yield incomplete or inaccurate assessment of the operating environment for innovative Chinese firms. Ref. [22] (p. 36) state that “perspectives from important external stakeholders are missing. Yet, such an approach is needed in order to ensure the validity of findings through triangulation”. We thus incorporate the stakeholder management perspective in our investigation to fill this gap.




3. Hypotheses


Based on stakeholder management logic, we argue that for Chinese MNCs that invest in the U.S., a strong innovative capability will induce both positive and negative sentiments from American economic stakeholders. Innovative Chinese MNCs will draw positive attention from these stakeholders. First, the U.S. has a pro-innovation bias [62]. Innovation is considered a key factor for organizational and regional economic growth [63], and innovative firms are expected to have an outsized impact on local communities. This bias will shadow innovative Chinese companies with higher aspirations and more positive expectations. Second, innovative Chinese firms can improve local economic conditions more than their peers. Innovative Chinese MNCs tend to create “good” jobs with career opportunities that can help economic stakeholders to climb up social ladders [5]. Further, innovative Chinese MNCs can provide newer and better products and services than what are currently available and help local communities improve competitiveness in the global economy [64]. Hence, economic stakeholders should view innovative Chinese MNCs’ OFDIs with a positive lens.



However, the uncertainty with or even the distrust in innovative Chinese firms in the U.S. has been growing. It is believed that China has been employing an unfair market access practice such that Chinese innovative firms can enter the U.S. with fewer restrictions than those faced by American firms entering China [65]. Foreign innovative firms are constantly disfavored over domestic rivals or outright banned in China. These indigenous innovation policies [66] can create an unfair advantage [67] for Chinese innovative firms as perceived by American stakeholders. Further, as the Sino-America rivalry intensifies, the wariness that companies from a rival nation leverage American resources to grow their innovative capability is mounting [68]. For example, both Huawei and TikTok have drawn unwanted attention from American stakeholders [69]. American competitors heavily lobby against them in the public and with governments [70]. These firms were put under the microscope by the media due to their potential national security threats. Negative news tends to draw more attention from readers [71], and thus, economic stakeholders are likely to develop a negative sentiment toward innovative Chinese MNCs.



Stakeholders’ sentiments, much like trust and distrust [72], are multidimensional and depict the inherent tension of a relationship. A stakeholder can possess both positive and negative sentiments simultaneously because a stakeholder accepts some aspects of an MNC’s operation while objecting to others. For example, through employing the fintech approach, researchers have found that investors may develop both optimistic and pessimistic views of a company’s performance [73]. Dual sentiments should more accurately reflect the complex feeling American economic stakeholders have towards innovative Chinese MNCs, and the complex sentiments reveal the paradox that American economic stakeholders face: how to interact with companies from a fast-growing rival while still maintaining a sustainable economic advantage. Hence, we hypothesize:



Hypothesis 1.

The innovative capability of Chinese companies draws both (a) positive and (b) negative sentiments among American economic stakeholders.





Further, we argue that the state-level political environment has a strong contextual effect on the relationships between Chinese firms’ innovative capability and American economic stakeholders’ sentiments. Political ideology is ‘‘the shared framework of mental models that groups of individuals possess that provide both an interpretation of the environment and a prescription of how that environment should be structured’’ [61,74]. In conservative ideology-dominated states, two forces are at play: the traditional friendly and laissez faire attitude towards businesses [75] and the rising nationalistic anti-globalization movement [76]. The two seemingly opposite forces are reconciled by one logic: championing the nationalistic interest does not necessarily compromise the state’s efforts in attracting foreign, even Chinese, investments. While it is commonly believed that Republican party members are the loudest critics of innovative Chinese investments [77,78], it is found that no Republican politicians voiced opposition to an OFDI deal that occurred within their own state, reflecting the pragmatic constraints of their political rhetoric [79]. Further, the concern towards Chinese OFDIs is actually shared by both parties. In fact, Democratic party members initiate more anti-OFDI backlashes than Republicans in Congress [79]. Given this track record, we believe that effects of Chinese firms’ innovative capability on local economic stakeholders’ positive and negative sentiments will be less pronounced in conservative-leaning states than in liberal-leaning states.



When a Chinese firm’s innovative capability induces positive sentiment from local stakeholders, economic benefits are the focus. However, although these benefits are appreciated, the conservative-leaning political environment makes it less likely for economic stakeholders to put an emphasis on these benefits than their peers in liberal-leaning states. A heavy emphasis on economic benefits of a Chinese innovative firm is more likely to trigger concerns in conservative-leaning states about successful Chinese rivals than in liberal-leaning states. Populistic and nationalistic sentiment may increase [80], and the investment can thus be portrayed as a potential threat along with opportunities [69,70]. For example, it is found that Chinese firms operating in conservative-leaning states tend to maintain a low profile on economic benefits to the community including jobs and energy supplies to avoid unwanted concerns over U.S. national security [81]. Hence, local stakeholders’ positive sentiment on innovative Chinese firms in conservative-leaning states is likely to be capped.



Further, the business-friendly conservative tradition will prevent the damaging sentiment on innovative Chinese firms from being overly developed. While liberal-leaning policies tend to put more focus on social benefits than economic gains in assessing a company’s operation, conservative-leaning philosophies hold the opposite [82]. When the nationalistic movement leads to negative sentiments on innovative Chinese firms, economic stakeholders in conservative-leaning states are more likely than those in liberal-leaning states to tone down such a negative view in order to preserve the economic benefit. The business-friendly tradition welcomes legitimate businesses that bring economic opportunities to local constituents [83]. Innovative Chinese MNCs are likely to produce more and better economic benefits than non-innovative companies. Economic stakeholders will be among the ones who benefit from the investment directly. This mentality of economic stakeholders in conservative-leaning states is likely to constrain negative sentiment. For example, it is found that conservative-leaning consumers prioritize personal interests over collective values, and they are less likely to boycott a product for ideological reasons [84]. In contrast, stakeholders in liberal-dominant states are more likely to prioritize such social issues as labor treatment and social justice over business success [82] and are more likely to sacrifice or reject economic benefits over ideological values [85]. Thus, the conservative-leaning political environment should reduce the impact of Chinese MNC’s innovative capability on both the positive and negative sentiments of economic stakeholders.



Hypothesis 2.

In contrast to liberal-leaning states, in conservative-leaning states, the positive relationships between Chinese firms’ innovative capability and economic stakeholders’ (a) positive and (b) negative sentiments will be reduced.





Further, we argue that state ownership reduces the moderation effects of the political environment on innovative capability–sentiment relationships. Specifically, while in contrast to liberal-leaning states, American economic stakeholders’ positive and negative sentiments towards innovative Chinese firms are less pronounced in conservative-leaning states, this reduction effect is mainly towards privately owned enterprises (POEs). For state-owned enterprises (SOEs), economic stakeholders in conservative-leaning states will increase their negative sentiment while reducing the positive sentiment.



Most concerns over China’s global expansion are related to SOEs and their ties to governments [86,87,88]. Partially due to their tendency to cultivate cozy relationships with governments in host markets, SOEs are found to engage in such rent-seeking activities as bribery [88] and semi-cartel alliances [14], or to be associated with inefficiency in utilizing resources [87]. These activities damage the image of Chinese SOEs among overseas stakeholders [89]. Further, SOEs’ political connections and the associated resource endowments [13] can be translated into non-market advantages overseas [86,88]. These advantages pose questions concerning Chinese SOEs’ legitimacy in market economies [14,87], which can further develop into a national security concern [16].



These concerns can resonate with conservative-leaning states more than liberal-leaning states. As mentioned, while both ideologies are wary of the potential impact of Chinese OFDIs, the focus is different. Liberal-leaning voters view China through the lens of globalization and focus more on its social impact such as climate change and pollution [90,91], while conservative-leaning voters tend to focus on its economic impact [92]. According to the Chicago Council, which has been conducting surveys to gauge public sentiments for four decades, in contrast to liberal voters, conservative voters’ sentiments are more likely to hinge on market principles, while SOEs are viewed as an extension of the Chinese government’s non-market power [14]. Hence, conservative-leaning stakeholders are more likely than those in liberal-leaning states to view SOEs’ investments and inherent political advantages as an invasion of market-oriented principles.



We have argued that in contrast to liberal-leaning states, economic stakeholders’ positive and negative sentiments towards innovative Chinese firms’ investments are less pronounced in conservative-leaning states. The wariness toward potential Chinese rivals in conservative-leaning states will cap the level of the positive sentiment, and the relatively strong focus on economic benefits can prevent negative sentiment from being escalated. This moderation effect of conservative-leaning states, however, should largely be directed to POEs. SOEs, given their close ties to Chinese governments [13] and the perceived legitimacy deficiency in market economies [86], will dampen the willingness of economic stakeholders in conservative-leaning states to treat them the same as Chinese POEs. The impact of nationalism on economic stakeholders’ sentiments is likely enhanced. As such, conservative-leaning economic stakeholders should be less willing to have a positive view but more likely to hold a negative view of innovative Chinese SOEs. We propose Hypotheses 3(a) and (b).



Hypothesis 3a.

In contrast to POEs, economic stakeholders in conservative-leaning states will reduce the positive sentiment towards Chinese SOEs’ innovative capability.





Hypothesis 3b.

In contrast to POEs, economic stakeholders in conservative-leaning states will enhance the negative sentiment towards Chinese SOEs’ innovative capability.






4. Methodology


4.1. Sample and Data Collection


We draw the sample from fDi Markets and Securities Data Company (SDC) datasets which are widely used in OFDI studies [30,93,94,95]. fDi Markets, a database from the Financial Times, provides comprehensive data on cross-border greenfield investments. The SDC database closely tracks global mergers and acquisitions (M&As). Combining both allows us to identify the investment made by Chinese public companies in the U.S. through either greenfield or M&As from 2004 to 2013. We stopped at 2013 because we intended to collect the sentiment data on these Chinese firms five years after the investment was made, and 2018 was the latest year when the project started. Two hundred and fifty-one investments made by Chinese public companies were identified. We manually verified the accuracy of these records through searching the company’s website, annual reports, Google, and Baidu (the dominant search engine in China), and using Google Maps to identify the subsidiary locations. Fifty-three cases were deleted because of questionable records. Examples included an instance where the investment location in the U.S. had never been identified and, thus, it was impossible to calculate state-level effects. Further, the investment was not finalized due to various reasons such as objections by Congress or business fallout. One hundred and ninety-eight projects remained.



The project information from these two databases was matched with another four databases. First, firm-level financial information was provided by the Wind Financial Terminal (Wind). Wind serves more than 90% of the financial, research, and regulatory institutions in China, and Wind has the most comprehensive stock and financial data and has been widely used in studies [96,97,98]. Second, state-level data such as gross domestic product (GDP), population, and unemployment were collected through the archives of the U.S. Census Bureau, Statista, and the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. Third, state-level political environment data were collected through official Federal Election Commission reports. Lastly, we pulled out all news articles about these companies in the state where an investment took place from Nexis Uni, formerly known as LexisNexis Academic, using the company’s name as the keyword. We excluded financial briefing articles that normally had only one or two lines reporting stock price changes without providing reasons or an indication of sentiments. In the end, 3588 news articles were collected for stakeholders’ sentiment analysis.




4.2. Measures


The dependent variables are economic stakeholders’ positive and negative sentiments. The data were drawn from state-level news reports. The authors first reviewed randomly selected articles and found that an article might cover multiple topics besides the company in our investigation. Further, a stakeholder that was mentioned in the article might or might not be related to the specific company. Thus, in order to ensure we capture the sentiment of the specific stakeholder regarding the company in question, we limited the number of sentences in calculating the sentiment variables. We first searched the company’s name in an article and highlighted the five sentences before and after the company’s name. We then continued to search for economic stakeholders in these highlighted sentences. If there was no economic stakeholder identified, the process stopped and a missing value was assigned. Once an economic stakeholder was identified, we further highlighted three sentences before and after the stakeholder. These sentences would be the most relevant to the economic stakeholder that was associated with the specific company and, thus, served as the basis for the sentiment variable calculation. We adopted a rotation process between human review and automatic text extraction using machines to assure accuracy in capturing texts that are most relevant to a stakeholder. Specifically, five research team members conducted random reviews for stakeholder variations in reports and used them as feed to train initial algorithms. Algorithms would then capture relevant excerpts that were subjected to another round of random human review. With the initial training, the machine would analyze all texts and follow the established criteria to extract another round of similar texts for random human review again. The process continued until both leading researchers were satisfied with the quality of extracted excerpts. The selection of sentence ranges was based on our own article review. In robustness checks, we also changed the range of the sentence selection and calculated extra variables for cross validation.



The calculation of the positive and negative sentiments of economic stakeholders (i.e., customers, employees, and suppliers) followed a similar approach to previous studies [99,100]. Once such stakeholders were identified in selected sentences, sensitive words were drawn based on the combination of the two most-used sentiment word libraries, LIWC and MPQA. When 60 percent of these words were positive (or negative), we coded the article as “1”, or “0” for otherwise. If neither, the article was acknowledged as neutral. We then summed all the positive (or negative) articles in each year for each company to derive the measure for the positive (or negative) sentiment of economic stakeholders towards a company in each year. The higher the value, the stronger the positive or negative sentiment that American economic stakeholders had expressed towards a Chinese company.



The independent variable is the innovation capability of Chinese companies. Following previous studies [101,102,103,104], we measure innovative capability using the logarithm of the company’s expenditure on research and development for each company in each year.



The two moderators are the state-level political environment and Chinese companies’ ownership. Political environment was operationalized as the percentage of votes for the Republican candidate in the closest presidential election of each year. For mid years (e.g., 2010 is equidistant from 2008 and 2012), we took the average of the values for the two closest presidential elections. Further, following previous studies [105,106], we coded “1” if the state owned more than 50% of the company, i.e., SOEs, and “0” for POEs.



We also controlled for covariate effects at the project, firm, state, and industry levels. At the project level, we controlled for whether the investment was through acquisition or not (“1” = acquisition, “0” = greenfield). Local stakeholders are more likely to hold more negative feelings towards acquisition than greenfield because greenfield brings more additional benefits [5]. Ownership of the project indicates if a Chinese firm had the dominant ownership in the invested project (“1” refers to more than 50% and “0” is otherwise). Dominant ownership yields absolute control to Chinese MNCs, which may generate more nationalistic concerns locally [24]. Thirteen firms were excluded due to a lack of ownership information or when the ownership percentage was exactly 50%.



At the firm level, we controlled for both short-term prior financial performance, return on assets (ROA), and slack sources, the ratio of the long-term debt to assets [107]. A higher debt-to-asset ratio indicates that the company needs more external funding and, hence, a reverse measure of slack. Better financial performance and more slack resources indicate more resources available to manage stakeholders [108]. We further controlled for intangible assets, which capture good will, brand recognition, and intellectual property, by their ratio to total sales [109]. The more intangible assets a company has, the more motivated it is to protect its reputation through active stakeholder management [110]. We measure firm size by the logarithm of the total sales of a company. Lastly, given public firms are subject to different security market requirements, we coded the location where the company’s majority stocks were traded. USA (“1” = Yes, “0” = Otherwise) indicated that the majority of the company’s stocks were traded in North American stock markets; if in Chinese stock markets, it was PRC (“1” = Yes, “0” = Otherwise). The default was Hong Kong.



Further, at the state level, we controlled the regional income of each state as measured by the GDP per capita. Firms in more developed regions tend to cater to stakeholders’ needs more than those in less-developed regions do [111]. We controlled the railway miles per capita to approximate the level of transportation infrastructure of a state as OFDIs are attracted to regions with a good transportation [112]. Lastly, we controlled for the logarithm of patents of each state to approximate its innovative level, as innovative foreign companies are more likely to be attracted to innovative locations [113,114]. At the industry level, we coded the industry of companies (“1” = manufacturing industries, and “0” = otherwise). We also coded year dummy variables, i.e., Y1, Y2, Y3, Y4, and Y5, to control for the time-varying effect. The default was the sixth year.




4.3. Analysis and Results


We combined the Heckman two-stage method [34,115] and multilevel mixed-effects Poisson modeling [116,117] to address a series of challenges in the analysis. First, not all Chinese firms attracted economic stakeholder attention and, hence, the Heckman two-stage method could reduce the impact of excluding firms without stakeholder sentiments on our modeling. In the first stage, we included earnings before interest and tax (EBIT) and the state-level unemployment rate as instrumental variables. A company’s gross earnings tend to grab stakeholders’ attention [118]. However, the performance itself may not draw either positive or negative sentiment as stakeholders tend to combine it with other factors (e.g., better or worse than competitors’, the industry average, or the company’s history) to determine their reaction. Further, the local unemployment situation may draw economic stakeholders’ attention to OFDIs as these investments can affect job opportunities in a community. However, OFDIs can either help address unemployment problems [119] or cause local job loss [120]; thus, unemployment is an indecisive factor for economic stakeholders’ sentiments. The correlation analysis also verified that EBIT and unemployment were significantly related to whether economic stakeholders had sentiments for a firm, but not to either positive or negative sentiment. The estimated F statistic was estimated at 12.66, falling between 10 and 20, indicating neither weak nor strong instrumental model specification. Based on the results of the Probit regression in the first stage with whether a firm had triggered economic stakeholders’ sentiments or not as the dependent variable, we calculated the inverse Mills’s ratio and included it in second-stage hypothesis tests.



Second, we aim to analyze an unbalanced longitudinal dataset that has multiple levels (investment, firm, and state) and nested effects (a firm may make multiple investments). We thus adopted multilevel mixed-effects Poisson modeling [121]. This technique allows us to incorporate cluster-specific random effects in the modeling. When subjects are nested in higher-level units, this modeling accounts for within-cluster correlation in the [116]. For unbalanced longitudinal data and panel data, this technique is useful in modeling intracluster correlations; that is, observations in the same cluster are correlated because they share common cluster-level random effects. Further, when the outcome is a count denoting the number of times that an event occurred (like our sentiment measures), the Poisson model can relate the mean number of events to a set of explanatory variables using a logarithmic link function. We later also use other analytical techniques to cross-validate the results and the findings are consistent.



Table 1 shows the means, minimums, maximums, standard deviations, and pairwise correlations of the variables. It shows that economic stakeholders’ positive and negative sentiments are marginally correlated (r = 0.12, p = 0.052), providing preliminary support for our argument that stakeholders can develop both sentiments simultaneously. In addition, regional income has a significant relationship with political environment (r = −0.68, p < 0.001), as does transportation (r = 0.68, p < 0.001). Transportation also correlated with patents at −0.70 (p < 0.001). We thus removed both regional income and transportation and reran all analyses; the findings remained the same. Further, all value inflation factor (VIF) values were lower than the suggested threshold, 10 [108]. We thus still included both variables in analyses as local economic conditions and transportation were among the major factors determining OFDI destinations [111,122,123].



Table 2 shows hypothesis test results. With economic stakeholders’ positive and negative sentiments as the dependent variable, respectively, Models 1~8 provide the test result for H1~3. Models 1 and 5 are the baseline model. Models 2 and 6 further include the innovative capability of Chinese MNCs. Innovative capability is positively related to both positive (coef. = 0.21; p = 0.025) and negative sentiment (coef. = 0.26; p = 0.044). Thus, both H1 (a) and (b) are supported.



Further, we include political environment and its interaction item with innovative capability in models 3 and 7. Political environment negatively moderates the relationship between innovative capability and positive sentiment (coef. = −1.11; p = 0.042), verifying H2 (a). However, the negative moderating impact of political environment on the innovative capability–negative sentiment relationship is not significant (coef. = −3.15; p = 0.121). H2 (b) is not supported. We plot Figure 1 to visualize H2 (a) test results. Figure 1 shows that in conservative-leaning states, the relationship between innovative capability and positive sentiment is muted compared with liberal-leaning states, signaling a capping effect in conservative-leaning states.



Lastly, we added SOE and its two-way and three-way interaction items with both innovative capability and political environment in models 4 and 8. SOE can indeed reduce the moderating effect of political environment on the innovative capability–positive sentiment relationship, yet not significantly (coef. = −0.73; p = 0.615). Thus, H3 (a) is not supported. State ownership positively moderates the effect of political environment on the innovative capability–negative sentiment relationship (coef. = 32.58; p = 0.034). We draw this three-way moderating effect in Figure 2. The figure shows that in conservative-leaning states, stakeholders’ negative sentiment indeed reduces if MNCs are private. For SOEs, negative sentiment remains high. H3 (b) is supported.




4.4. Robustness Checks and Post Hoc Analysis


To assure that the findings are not attributed to coincidence or specific methodology, and indeed show divergent validity from other stakeholders’ sentiments, we have conducted a series of robustness checks and post hoc analyses. They include (1) examining whether covariate variables are mainly responsible for the findings, (2) an analysis with robust standard errors, (3) different sentiment variables, (4) different analysis techniques, and (5) the post hoc analysis of the executive stakeholder’s sentiments as a reference.



First, we deleted all control variables except the year dummies (to account for the longitudinal effect) and the lambda calculated from the first stage of the Heckman analysis. The findings remained unchanged except that political environment marginally moderated the innovative capability–positive sentiment relationship (coef. = −1.40; p = 0.070). Thus, our findings were largely robust to the presence of covariant effects. Second, to cross-validate the findings obtained from accounting for the clustering effects of multiple investment projects made by one firm, we also conducted tests with robust standard errors in case heteroscedasticity exists. The moderating effect of political environment on the innovative capability–positive sentiment relationship is very close to being significant (coef. = −1.40; p = 0.051). All other findings remained unchanged, indicating the lack of severe heteroscedasticity impact on our findings. Third, we calculated new sentiment variables within one sentence before and after an economic stakeholder was mentioned in an article to examine whether the choice of sentence range would impact the final results. The findings were in alignment with our final report, except that the moderating effect of SOE is marginally significant (coef. = 12.67; p = 0.087), verifying the partially supported moderating role of SOE. This analysis further validated the robustness of our approach to calculate sentiment variables. Fourth, we analyzed the same models with multi-level mixed-effects negative binominal regression for its wide use in longitudinal analysis with count variables as the dependent variable [124]. All else remained unchanged, except that the innovative capability marginally impacts positive sentiment (coef. = 0.13; p = 0.074), largely verifying that our findings are not attributed to a specific analysis method.



Lastly, we conducted an analysis on executive stakeholders’ positive and negative sentiments in the post hoc analysis. Chinese firms’ innovative capability is not related to either executive stakeholders’ positive (coef. = −0.04; p = 0.678) or negative sentiment (coef. = 0.20; p = 0.129). However, state-level conservative-leaning ideology indeed marginally enhances the negative relationship between innovative capability and negative sentiment (coef. = −4.55; p = 0.098), but not the innovative capability–positive sentiment relationship (coef. = −1.45; p = 0.246), confirming previous findings that conservative-leaning politicians tend to voice more concerns over innovative Chinese firms [16]. Further, compared with POEs, Chinese SOEs can enhance the negative moderation effect of the political environment on the innovative capability–negative sentiment relationship (coef. = −24.82; p = 0.009), but not the moderating effect of the political environment on the innovative capability–positive sentiment relationship (coef. = 3.29; p = 0.103). It verifies previous findings that SOEs can trigger more concerns from conservative-leaning states [14]. Hence, the analysis of executive stakeholders’ sentiments confirms previous findings on political stakeholders’ views on Chinese MNCs and highlights the difference between economic stakeholders’ and political stakeholder’s sentiments towards innovative Chinese firms.





5. Discussion


When Chinese MNCs enter developed nations, they are rightfully assumed to face multiple liabilities [22,57]. Political stakeholders often exploit these liabilities, question the economic benefits brought to the local market, and raise concerns based on national security grounds [9]. Research as well as media have painted a hostile stakeholder environment for Chinese MNCs in the U.S., especially those with fast-improving innovative capability and posing a formidable challenge to American companies. For example, the global expansion of Huawei and ZTE, then among the top 10 patent applicants in the world [26], was essentially halted by American regulators. However, innovative Chinese companies continue their global expansion in sectors such as mobile apps (e.g., TikTok and Meituan), electronic products (e.g., Xiaomi and Lenovo), and gaming (e.g., Tencent), with research and development expenditures rivaling those of their Western peers [125]. Thus, it is important to accurately assess all essential stakeholders’ sentiment beyond those of political stakeholders, which can help MNCs and policy makers better understand the opportunities and challenges of Chinese OFDIs.



Through focusing on American economic stakeholders, we are able to identify the dual nature of their sentiments toward Chinese MNCs’ growing innovative capability. Both positive and negative sentiments among stakeholders increase as Chinese MNCs’ innovative capability grows, reflecting the struggle to balance economic considerations and wariness of the growing competence of firms from a rival nation. Further, compared with liberal-leaning states, economic stakeholders from conservative-leaning states tend to reduce their positive sentiments towards innovative Chinese firms, likely due to the rising nationalistic movement. Lastly, the economic stakeholders in conservative states will temper their negative sentiments towards Chinese POEs only. For Chinese SOEs, the negative sentiment will increase. Our findings have both theoretical and practical implications.



5.1. Theoretical Implications


Employing the stakeholder management framework, we can gain particular insight into the operational environment of Chinese MNCs in the U.S. Previous studies on Chinese MNCs mainly employed an institutional perspective and were dominated by the examination of one stakeholder, governments [7]. The study of how non-government stakeholders from developed economies perceive investments from innovative Chinese MNCs has received little attention. While assumptions have been made about these stakeholders’ views towards Chinese OFDIs, such as liabilities of origin and emergingness [22,73], these assumptions have not been extended to fully reflect the dual nature of the relationship between these stakeholders and innovative Chinese MNCs: the economic gains and the potential nationalistic concerns.



Our findings help fill this gap. We indeed reveal the intricate nature of how American economic stakeholders truly feel about innovative foreign firms from a rival nation. The dual nature of economic stakeholders, i.e., simultaneously positive and negative sentiments, greatly expands previous studies that focus on negative political propaganda and Chinese MNCs’ liabilities and puts stakeholders’ economic needs back into the picture. Our study also avoids the pitfall of previous sentiment studies where a stakeholder is only assumed to be dominated with one sentiment and demonstrates the paradox that many stakeholders face in reality. Through doing so, we avoid a biased and incomplete view of the stakeholder environment for Chinese MNCs and instead highlight both the opportunities and challenges inherent in a large advanced market, which is increasingly dominated by polarized views.



These findings confirm the importance of sustainability efforts by MNCs. Previous studies have indicated that socially responsible activities provide an insurance-like effect, i.e., they act as a buffer for a company from negative stakeholder sentiments when public relation crises occur [126]. However, our study indicates that the effort to cultivate positive sentiments among local economic stakeholders (e.g., through responsible and sustainable activities) is also imperative for innovative Chinese MNCs. This is because positive sentiments are not merely the opposite of negative sentiments, and a growing positive sentiment helps balance out the negative sentiments of economic stakeholders.



We by no means try to downplay the importance of the rising tides of polarization and nationalism across the U.S. In fact, we factor the impact of these movements into our model and examine if conservative-leaning states, presumably a hotbed for these movements, indeed host a more hostile stakeholder environment for innovative Chinese MNCs than liberal states. Much like the dual nature of economic stakeholder sentiments, we also identify complicated impacts of state-level ideologies. Compared with their counterparts in liberal-leaning states, economic stakeholders in conservative-leaning states are indeed more likely to reduce their positive sentiments towards innovative Chinese MNCs. However, we do not find evidence that these stakeholders heighten their negative sentiments towards innovative Chinese MNCs. This finding reveals great nuances in how ideologies affect innovative Chinese MNCs’ relationship with American economic stakeholders. These stakeholders are willing to lend less enthusiasm towards foreign investments, i.e., a capping effect, but they also refuse to allow negative sentiments to overgrow, i.e., a lack of a chilling effect. Juxtaposing the presence of the capping effect and the lack of the chilling effect, we reveal the boundaries of how ideologies affect economic stakeholders’ sentiments.



Furthermore, we found that the relatively muted changes in the negative sentiment of economic stakeholders in conservative-leaning states are mostly directed toward Chinese SOEs. For POEs, conservative-leaning stakeholders will in fact reduce their negative sentiment. This finding is important because few Chinese OFDI studies can be conducted without consideration of the ownership structure of Chinese MNCs, given the major role played by the state [34,88] and the aggressive expansion of SOEs in recent years [68]. Often being viewed as an extension of the Chinese government and being associated with various questionable business practices, Chinese SOEs are not received well by American stakeholders, especially in conservative-leaning states. Innovative Chinese SOEs are viewed as a direct threat to the market-driven principles that are dear to these stakeholders. Thus, economic stakeholders demonstrate their clear preference for POEs over SOEs. In other words, although there is a lack of the chilling effect on innovative Chinese MNCs in general, the chilling effect on SOEs is pronounced in conservative states. As such, the application of stakeholder management theory in studying MNCs’ OFDIs can reveal important nuances that are complementary to the institutional perspective.




5.2. Practical Implications


Our findings have important implications for innovative Chinese MNCs. The global expansion of these firms is set to continue even with growing counteracting measures, especially from the U.S. These measures are mostly represented through political talking points and actions [127] and have drawn the most attention from scholars. As a result, Chinese MNCs focus most of their attention on just one stakeholder, governments, and often lack the motivation, knowledge, or skills to interact with non-political stakeholders. This singular stakeholder focus comes with costs. It was found that through placing less emphasis on non-government stakeholders, Chinese MNCs ended up having more frictions and conflicts with them than with government [51]. Our study has suggested that political sentiments do not fully reflect the sentiments of economic stakeholders, and Chinese MNCs should make a clear distinction between them. In a polarized environment, economic stakeholders still have positive sentiments towards innovative Chinese firms. Although economic benefits may help to elevate such positive sentiments, Chinese MNCs should do more to address the concerns of these stakeholders. Many of these concerns are derived from the worry that innovative Chinese firms, especially SOEs, will leverage American resources to grow the Chinese government’s power, extend its influence, and challenge long-held market-driven principles. The uneven openness of markets to each other’s innovative firms also plays a role in forming negative sentiment [65]. Understanding these concerns, innovative Chinese POEs should emphasize their non-state-owned status while SOEs should emphasize their respect and full acceptance of market-driven principles.




5.3. Limitations and Future Studies


There are limitations to this study. First, although we aim to provide a more balanced stakeholder view of innovative Chinese MNCs, we only focus on the contractual economic stakeholders as a contrast to previously dominant views of regulatory stakeholders. The choice of one stakeholder type allows us to thoroughly examine its paradoxical sentiments but also raises a critical question in connecting this study with previous findings: what role is played by regulatory stakeholders in forming economic stakeholders’ paradoxical sentiments or vice versa regarding Chinese FDIs? The answer to this question can significantly improve the predictive nature of the stakeholder theory and offer prescriptive benefits to policymakers as well as investors from China or other similar countries. Second, for the purpose of parsimony, we omitted non-contractual and non-regulatory stakeholders such as communities and activist groups in our study. These stakeholders are strong forces in the U.S. and the omission may indivertibly misrepresent societal sentiments. To offer a comprehensive view on stakeholder sentiment, the inclusion of other stakeholders is highly recommended in future studies.





6. Conclusions


Relying on stakeholder management theory, we reveal a dual nature of American economic stakeholders’ sentiments: simultaneously positive and negative sentiments towards innovative Chinese firms. While stakeholders in conservative-leaning states may temper their positive sentiments compared with their peers in liberal-leaning states, their negative sentiment is not necessarily stronger, unless the investment is made by Chinese SOEs. These findings help gain particular insights into the complex stakeholder sentiment, complementing previous institutional studies.
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Figure 1. The two—way moderation effect of the political environment and innovative capability on the positive sentiment. 
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Figure 2. The three—way moderation effect of SOE, the political environment, and innovative capability on the positive sentiment. 
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations, minimums, maximums, and Pearson correlations.
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	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13





	Mean
	3.43
	0.09
	1.39
	0.44
	0.41
	0.44
	0.90
	0.03
	0.10
	0.15
	7.33
	54,435.71
	21,480.87



	Standard deviation
	8.65
	0.34
	2.35
	0.09
	0.49
	0.50
	0.31
	0.59
	0.13
	0.70
	2.40
	9333.07
	12,683.52



	Minimum
	0
	0
	0
	0.32
	0
	0
	0
	−10.30
	0
	−0.01
	−0.06
	35,051.67
	9615.56



	Maximum
	103
	2
	8.20
	.73
	1
	1
	1
	15.25
	2.22
	14.12
	13.05
	82,742.73
	76,884.27



	1. Positive sentiment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	2. Negative sentiment
	0.12 †
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	3. Innovative capability
	0.31 ***
	0.29 ***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	4. Political environment
	−0.20 **
	−0.07
	0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	5. SOE
	−0.13 *
	0.01
	−0.15 ***
	0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	6. M&A
	0.15 *
	−0.05
	−0.07 *
	−0.10 ***
	−0.16 ***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	7. Ownership
	0.05
	0.05
	0.13
	0.05 †
	0.14 ***
	−0.42 ***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	8. ROA
	0.04
	0.02
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	−0.00
	0.04
	
	
	
	
	
	



	9. Slack
	0.13 *
	0.05
	0.23 ***
	0.08 *
	0.05
	−0.04
	0.02
	−0.01
	
	
	
	
	



	10. Intangible
	0.39 ***
	0.14 *
	0.10 **
	−0.01
	−0.11 **
	0.12 ***
	0.02
	−0.02
	−0.02
	
	
	
	



	11. Size
	0.10
	0.21 **
	0.30 ***
	0.08 **
	0.46 ***
	−0.20 ***
	0.13 ***
	0.03
	0.08 **
	−0.26 ***
	
	
	



	12. Regional income
	0.16 **
	0.15 *
	0.06 †
	−0.68 ***
	0.04
	0.12 ***
	−0.04
	−0.03
	−0.01
	0.02
	0.07 *
	
	



	13. Transportation
	−0.19 **
	−0.07
	−0.01
	0.68 ***
	0.05
	0.06 †
	−0.00
	0.02
	0.05 †
	0.03
	0.05 †
	−0.53 ***
	



	14. Patent
	0.25 ***
	0.13 *
	0.07 †
	−0.58 ***
	−0.11 **
	−0.05
	−0.09 **
	−0.00
	−0.08 *
	−0.09 **
	−0.04
	0.51 ***
	−0.70 ***



	15. Lambda
	−0.06
	−0.01
	−0.04
	0.17 ***
	−0.14 ***
	0.04
	−0.02
	−0.04
	0.12 ***
	0.01
	−0.21 ***
	0.15 ***
	0.16 ***



	16. USA
	0.18 **
	0.17 †
	0.45 ***
	−0.01
	0.03
	−0.12 ***
	−0.18 ***
	−0.04
	0.06*
	0.18 ***
	−0.06 *
	−0.01
	0.03



	17. PRC
	−0.12 *
	−0.07
	−0.47 ***
	0.01
	−0.09 **
	0.15 ***
	−0.12 ***
	0.03
	−0.20 ***
	−0.09 **
	−0.08 **
	0.05†
	−0.09 *



	18. Industry
	−0.12 †
	0.07
	0.04
	0.17 ***
	−0.24 ***
	−0.16 ***
	0.13 ***
	0.01
	0.02
	−0.09 **
	−0.21 ***
	−0.20 ***
	0.15 ***



	19. Y1
	−0.11 †
	0.13 *
	−0.03
	0.03
	−0.01
	−0.00
	0.00
	0.02
	−0.03
	−0.04
	−0.06†
	−0.20 ***
	0.00



	20. Y2
	−0.02
	0.03
	−0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	−0.00
	0.00
	−0.05
	−0.02
	−0.03
	−0.03
	−0.13 ***
	0.00



	21. Y3
	0.03
	0.01
	−0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	−0.00
	−0.00
	0.06
	0.04
	−0.03
	−0.11
	−0.05 †
	0.00



	22. Y4
	0.03
	0.04
	0.01
	−0.01
	0.00
	−0.00
	−0.00
	−0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.00



	23. Y5
	0.17 **
	0.01
	0.02
	−0.02
	0.00
	−0.00
	−0.00
	−0.00
	0.03
	0.04
	0.03
	0.12 ***
	−0.00



	
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	
	14
	15



	Mean
	8.58
	0.09
	0.29
	0.48
	0.54
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	Mean
	8.58
	0.09



	Standard deviation
	1.37
	0.03
	0.46
	0.50
	0.50
	0.37
	0.37
	0.37
	0.37
	0.37
	Standard deviation
	1.37
	0.03



	Minimum
	5.72
	0.01
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	Minimum
	5.72
	0.01



	Maximum
	10.61
	0.15
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	Maximum
	10.61
	0.15



	15. Lambda
	−0.25 ***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	15. Lambda
	−0.25 ***
	



	16. USA
	−0.07
	−0.08 **
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	16. USA
	−0.07
	−0.08 **



	17. PRC
	0.09 **
	0.09 **
	−0.62
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	17. PRC
	0.09 **
	0.09 **



	18. Industry
	−0.05
	0.08 **
	0.07 *
	0.15 ***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	18. Industry
	−0.05
	0.08 **



	19. Y1
	−0.05
	−0.12 ***
	0.00
	0.00
	−0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	19. Y1
	−0.05
	−0.12 ***



	20. Y2
	−0.02
	−0.11 ***
	0.00
	0.00
	−0.00
	−0.20 ***
	
	
	
	
	20. Y2
	−0.02
	−0.11 ***



	21. Y3
	0.00
	−0.07 *
	0.00
	−0.00
	−0.00
	−0.20 ***
	−0.20 ***
	
	
	
	21. Y3
	0.00
	−0.07 *



	22. Y4
	0.03
	0.01
	0.00
	−0.00
	−0.00
	−0.20 ***
	−0.20 ***
	−0.20 ***
	
	
	22. Y4
	0.03
	0.01



	23. Y5
	0.04
	0.10 ***
	0.00
	−0.00
	−0.00
	−0.20 ***
	−0.20 ***
	−0.20 ***
	−0.20 ***
	
	23. Y5
	0.04
	0.10 ***







† p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.













 





Table 2. Hypothesis test results.
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Positive Sentiment

	
Negative Sentiment




	

	
M1

	
M2

	
M3

	
M4

	
M5

	
M6

	
M7

	
M8






	
M&A

	
0.79

(0.57)

	
0.64

(0.51)

	
0.61

(0.49)

	
0.76

(0.52)

	
1.18 †

(0.69)

	
1.85

(1.12)

	
1.20

(1.62)

	
2.13

(2.35)




	
Ownership

	
3.11 ***

(0.73)

	
2.78 ***

(0.69)

	
2.71 ***

(0.68)

	
2.87 ***

(0.70)

	
16.88 ***

(1.20)

	
15.00 ***

(1.92)

	
16.15 ***

(2.61)

	
19.31

(23.33)




	
ROAt−1

	
1.96

(1.34)

	
1.10

(1.21)

	
0.73

(1.24)

	
0.52

(1.34)

	
0.30

(2.31)

	
−0.16

(3.33)

	
−4.15

(5.35)

	
−12.93

(11.56)




	
Slackt−1

	
0.85

(0.71)

	
0.62

(0.70)

	
0.99

(0.66)

	
0.67

(0.64)

	
−5.59 †

(3.09)

	
−6.54 *

(3.22)

	
−7.79 *

(3.45)

	
−4.54

(3.71)




	
Intangiblet−1

	
0.00

(0.47)

	
−0.24

(0.42)

	
−0.13

(0.49)

	
−0.36

(0.49)

	
1.91

(1.46)

	
1.97

(2.23)

	
0.44

(3.86)

	
18.50 †

(11.17)




	
Sizet−1

	
0.25 *

(0.10)

	
0.18

(0.11)

	
0.21 *

(0.10)

	
0.21 *

(0.10)

	
0.20

(0.05)

	
−0.04

(0.20)

	
0.15

(0.23)

	
0.84

(0.62)




	
Regional incomet−1

	
−0.00

(0.00)

	
−0.00

(0.00)

	
−0.00

(0.00)

	
−0.00

(0.00)

	
0.00

(0.00)

	
0.00

(0.00)

	
0.00

(0.00)

	
−0.00

(0.00)




	
Transporta-tiont−1

	
0.00

(0.00)

	
−0.00

(0.00)

	
−0.00

(0.00)

	
0.00

(0.00)

	
0.00

(0.00)

	
0.00

(0.00)

	
0.00

(0.00)

	
0.00

(0.00)




	
Patentt−1

	
0.39 *

(0.16)

	
0.30

(0.19)

	
0.22

(0.16)

	
0.30

(0.22)

	
0.96 ***

(0.37)

	
0.74 *

(0.31)

	
1.36 †

(0.74)

	
1.72 *

(0.87)




	
lambdat−1

	
1.58

(2.59)

	
1.01

(3.16)

	
−0.98

(3.72)

	
0.19

(4.36)

	
−6.80

(3.50)

	
−9.66

(16.94)

	
4.40

(18.22)

	
−30.33

(24.50)




	
USA

	
0.80 †

(0.47)

	
0.15

(0.63)

	
0.37

(0.62)

	
0.64

(0.38)

	
0.74

(0.84)

	
−0.33

(1.25)

	
0.68

(1.98)

	
−1.44

(2.51)




	
PRC

	
0.17

(0.37)

	
0.23

(0.31)

	
0.32

(0.34)

	
0.34

(0.33)

	
0.48

(0.84)

	
0.21

(1.00)

	
−0.03

(1.70)

	
0.60

(1.13)




	
Industry

	
−0.49

(0.36)

	
−0.85 *

(0.35)

	
−0.80 *

(0.34)

	
−0.62

(0.45)

	
0.83

(0.60)

	
0.95

(1.14)

	
−0.05

(1.70)

	
2.57 *

(1.08)




	
Y1

	
(omitted)

	
(omitted)

	
(omitted)

	
(omitted)

	
(omitted)

	
(omitted)

	
(omitted)

	
(omitted)




	
Y2

	
0.71

(0.43)

	
0.84 †

(0.47)

	
0.93 *

(0.47)

	
1.03 *

(0.47)

	
0.97

(0.93)

	
0.41

(1.37)

	
2.04

(1.89)

	
4.48

(2.98)




	
Y3

	
0.10

(0.26)

	
0.08

(0.29)

	
0.17

(0.31)

	
0.25

(0.31)

	
0.46

(0.85)

	
0.46

(0.71)

	
1.68

(1.04)

	
4.54

(2.96)




	
Y4

	
0.19

(0.32)

	
0.30

(0.32)

	
0.33

(0.30)

	
0.43

(0.31)

	
1.19

(1.13)

	
1.28

(1.31)

	
1.98

(1.52)

	
4.52 †

(2.55)




	
Y5

	
0.57 *

(0.27)

	
0.67 *

(0.28)

	
0.85 **

(0.29)

	
0.85 **

(0.30)

	
0.39

(1.74)

	
0.50

(1.97)

	
1.20

(1.92)

	
4.66 *

(1.91)




	
Innovative capabilityt−1

	

	
0.21 *

(0.10)

	
0.16 †

(0.10)

	
0.13

(0.10)

	

	
0.26 *

(0.13)

	
1.45

(0.13)

	
−0.87

(0.83)




	
Political environ-mentt−1

	

	

	
−4.08

(3.00)

	
−2.66

(3.43)

	

	

	
4.54

(11.23)

	
−39.03 **

(14.80)




	
Innovative capability × political environmentt−1

	

	

	
−0.11 *

(0.54)

	
−0.94 †

(0.53)

	

	

	
−3.15

(2.03)

	
−10.45

(6.55)




	
SOE

	

	

	

	
0.12

(0.33)

	

	

	

	
3.74

(2.58)




	
Innovative capability × SOEt−1

	

	

	

	
−0.22

(0.15)

	

	

	

	
3.02 *

(1.18)




	
SOE × Political environmentt−1

	

	

	

	
−1.14

(4.00)

	

	

	

	
−3.00

(14.29)




	
Innovative capability × political environment × SOEt−1

	

	

	

	
−0.73

(1.46)

	

	

	

	
32.58 *

(15.38)




	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Obs. #

	
127

	
121

	
121

	

	
127

	
121

	
121

	
121




	
Wald Chi

	
−909.72

	
503.29

	
435.07

	

	
317,261.99

	
819.88

	
2237.97

	
2.09 × 107




	
Prob > Chi(2)

	
0.000

	
0.000

	
0.000

	
0.000

	
0.000

	
0.000

	
0.000

	
0.000








† p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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