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Kimura and Kiyota (2006, RWE)

Figure 1: Exports and FDI of Japanese Firms, 1994 and 2000

a. 1994 (21,232 firms)

Exports and FDI only
FDI (1,638) (664)
7.7% 3.1%

Exports only
(2,485)
11.7%
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Domestic
firms
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Kimura and Kiyota (2006, RWE)
In6;; = a + BY;; + yChar.sj; + €j;

where 6 is TFP, Y is a dummy variable indicating export/FDI status
Table 2: Export and FDI Premia

Dependent variable: TPF level

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
Export dummy 3.95 3.54
(7.05) (6.37)
FDI dummy 5.04 3.79
(7.79) (5.89)
FDI & Export dummy 8.00 6.43
(9.38) (7.57)
FDI only dummy 5.96 4.82
(6.81) (5.54)
Export only dummy 4.16 3.86
(6.83) (6.37)
Year No Yes No les No les
Industry dummy No Yes No Yes No Yes
Firm characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 153,147 153,147 153,147 153,147 153,147 153,147
R? 0.040 0.050 0.040 0.050 0.040 0.050

All differences are significant at 1 percent level. Figures in parentheses indicate t-statistics.
Note: Fixed-effect model is used for estimation. Estimated coefficients indicate the gap (percent) of TFP 15
level between exporters/firms engages in FDI and other firms.




Kimura and Kiyota (2006, RWE)

Table 3: Determinants of the Decision to Export and to Engage in FDI, 1994-2000

Dependent variable: All firms

Export dummy (t) FDI dummy (t)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Export dummy L 310" 2.9] % 0.62%**
(216.98) (204.35) (192.44) (34.40)
FDI dummy 0.59%** 3.05%** e 2. 82
(28.77) (176.54) (171.73) (155.89)
TEP D18 0.16** .13+ 17F 0.14%** 0.10"**

Note: Random-effect probit model is used for estimation. All indenpendent variables
are at period t - 1.
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TABLE 5.—THE DECISION TO EXPORT, PLANT CHARACTERISTICS,

AND ENTRY CoOSTS
— Bernard and Jensen
Fixed First ( 2004, R ESTAT)
Levels Effects Differences
(1) 2) 3)

Exported last year 0.655%** . 2ares 0.30]*** .-

(0.001) (0.004) (0.011) == %[E 7:‘; 1:& IEII ( 1 ) ’Ce ‘j:
Last exported two years ago ~ 0.271%** 0.027*%** 0.119*** il b S

(0.005) (0.005) (0.011) H-
Total employment VB e 0.040%** lagere _—_ ' |$ (j: ﬁ IL-\ o

(0.001) (0.005) (0.031)
Wage 0.037%%* D.03]1*** 0.035

(0.005) (0.009) (0.025) 3 u t
Nonproduction/total 0.031*** —(.025 —0.085 7,_

employment (0.008) (0.016) (0.054) *E ( ) 'Z ‘ j:

Productivity 0.017%** 0.001 —0.006 x d‘ E 3

(0.003) (0.004) (0.013) S \
Changed product DLZRerE 0.033%% 003" gijt |ﬂ£ [iﬁ'h‘ft’" L ©

(0.007) (0.007) (0.010)
Industry exchange rate —0.053* —D.059%* —0.073

(0.027) (0.026) (0.066)
Multiplant dummy 0.007 Note: $H“ II:I:II %i "%ﬁ li E o

(0.005)
Multinational DU1L7***

(0.003)
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes . = N o
Industry dummies Yes }I) 5” (3)?‘; Eﬂ P ;&@77 %*;“E
State dummies Yes < 3
N 94.902 04.902 70.852 1’?2*&&& L/T:s Arellano-Bond (1991)

GMM H#HEEEZXHLVTLVS,

All plant characteristics are lagged one year, that 1s, they are for year t — 1. and the product change
is between years t — 2 and t — 1. *¥* ** ¥ ipdicate significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels.
respectively. Second-order autocorrelation in the GMM estimates in column 3 is rejected at the 5% level.
All standard errors are heteroskedastic-consistent.
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6. Pecking order: i LIHE

Pecking order (FF%1]) {R E
Melitz (2003), Yeaple (2008, JIE)

EEMDSEFE . 2DOE (HIR) 2 -
FDITZE %o

Table 3
Market coverage premia

Advantage in levels

Ln(Employment) Ln(VA per Emp.) Ln(Average Wage)
Ln No. Markets  0.27%*%* 0.10%** 0.06%**
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Observations 3138 2946 3137
R? 0.17 0.12 0.26
Lawless (2009, JIE)
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Table 1

The scope and scale of U.S. multinationals’ foreign activities.

Scope: linear probability

Scale: OLS regression

(1)

(2) (3) (4)

Parent size 0.030
(0.001)

Parent TFP

Country FE Yes

Industry FE Yes

N 53,400

R-squared 0.187

0.538
(0.013)

0.010 0.765
(0.003) (0.067)
Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes
51,800 4102 4054
0.150 0.419 0.128

5D

Scope: FDIHE
Scale: FDI

Yeaple (2009, JIE)
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Eaton et al. (2011, Econometrica)
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Yeaple (2009): K{EEZE D BE/NMEE -H/NEEDBEBKRIEE

Average Number of Entrants by Quintile Size
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Firms Organized by Quintile: Largest to Smallest

Notes: There are approximately 200 firms per size category. The measure of size
is the parent firms’ sales in the United States.

Fig. 1. Predicted versus actual number of entrants by size of parent.
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(Z%) Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests(&7mEHhEMN ?

Figure 2: Export FDI Decision with Uncertainty

Probability density of productivity
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