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Abstrakt

Hlavn’'m c’'lem tZto price je diskovatvliv p'm"ch zahrani#n’ch investic v oblasti
mezinfrodriio obchodi. P'mZ zahrani#n’ investice jsou p&eatny za v'znamn"
zdroj kvalifikovanZpracovn’ s’ly, technologick'ch inovac’ a odborn”ch znalost’. Tud’$
se o#ekivit jejich pozitivn’ dopad na ekonomickstréexportn’ v'konnost hostitelskZ
zem&. NicmZn&, teoretick} a empirickf evidenceskgfuji zcela jasnZ stanovisko
zab'"vaj'’c’ se vztahem pI'm“"ch zahrani#n’ch investic a mezinfrodn’ho obchodu.
V empirickZ #isti tZto price aplikujeme Gravita#n’ modefeskt a n&meckt data,
abychom vy'etlili bilaterfIn’ toky p"'m"ch zahrani#n'ch investic, export% a import% a
identifikovali mo$n" vztah mezi p’m"mi investicemi a obchodn’mi toBosp&ly jsme

k ztv&ru $e mezi veli#inami nen’ $tdn" statisticky v'znamn" vztah

Abstract

The mainobjectiveof this thesiss todiscusghe effects of foreign direct investment on
international tradeThe FDI are considered as an importadurce of skilled labour
force, know-how and technological innovationshds it is expecteds positive impact
on economic growth andxport performance of host countHowever, the theoretical
andempiricalevidence do not pxide any clear statemedealing with relationship of
FDI and international tradén empirical parof the thesisye apply the Gravity model
on Czech and German ddtainvestigate bilateral flows of FDI, exports and imports
and to identify the possible relationship between FDI and trade fiMescame to the
conclusion that there is no statistically significant refegiop between these variables.
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Introduction

The importanceof foreign direct investment-DI) in world economy has steadily
grown during the last centuryThis relates with the strengthening activities of
multinational enterprises (MNES) on the global market. The participation on the global
marketenables MNEs to realize certain benefgsy. economies of scale, low labour
costs or opportunity to serve new marketsvhich will further enhance their

competitivenss.

Moreover, the foreign direct investment has becomentbhgr object of interest of
many policymakers in different countries. The vision of potential benefits related with
inflow of FDI into the economyorces them to improve attractiveness of thewrdry.

The main strategies include various international and redtipolicies stimulating
inward FDI. Although the impact of FDI o the host country is uncertain, politics and
economists are more aware of their positives, suttaasfer of technologyknow-how

and managerial skills. All of them underpin the economy of country and thus its growth

or economic performance

In addition, the relationship between FDI and export performance of host country is the
main subject of many theoretical and empgiriciscussions. There are numerous
approachg attempting to identify it. Sevadr empirical studies suggest &pply the
Gravity model as gossible solutionln our empirical analysidbasedon study of
Brenton, di Mauroand Lucke(1999) we will use the Graty model to investigate
bilateralFDI, exports and imports of Germany asfdhe Czech Republic

This study is orgarsed as follows. In Chapter i% defined tle concept of FDI. The
Chapter 2 discusses theories considering the motives of multinatidegbreses for
FDI. Chapter 3presents the main determinants of FDI including national and
international policies. In Chapter 5 is identified the impact of inward FDI on host
countries. Chapter 6 examines the relationship between FDI and trade. In Chapter 7
introducel Gravity Model. Chapter 8 includes an empirical analysis of Czech and



German foreign direct investments and trade flo@sapter 9 provides the conclusion

of the study.



1. The concept of FDI

The foreign direct investmerielongs to one of thenost important factors
influencing the current global market. Their impacts are linked with transfer of capital,
skilled labour, innovations in technology or with improvement of trade or current
account. FDI as a handy way how to finance and encourageraegogrowth became
the main object of interest of policymakers in many developed and developing countries
(such as Ireland, USA or China) as well as of various international organizations (e.g.
OECD, IMF or UNCTAD). The effort of monitoring these specitapital flows led
OECD and IMF to define the foreign direct investment in accordance with international

standard as:

O E internationalinvestment made by a resident entity in one economy (direct investor)
with the objective of establishing a lasting irgstr in an enterprise resident in an
economy other than that of the investor (direct investment enterprise). OLasting
interestO implies the existence of a ktegn relationship between the direct investor
and the enterprise and a significant degree ofuiafice by the direct westor on the
management of thenterprise. Direct investment involves both the initial transaction
between the two entities and all subsequent capital transactions between them and
among affiliated enterprises, both incorporated amihcorporatedd

(OECD & IMF, 2004)

In other words the foreign direct investmetgscribes an activitywhen a firm from
certain country expands or creates subsidiaries in anothe) doositryand thus gain
the significant control over the target firfihe minimumlevel ensuring the enough
voting power to thénvesting company was establishactording to OECD and IMBs
10% of ownership'

FDI is usually reported either as FDI stocks or as FDI flows. The stocks capture the
value of capital, reservesn@luding retained profits) and net indebtednesa 6fm to

the investing company at a given time, e.g. on Jufie2812 On the other hand FDI
flows refer to capital provided by or received from the investing companytamaet

firm during a given peri, e.g.yegrand consist of three componengsjuity capital,

! However Zhang (2006) states, tAidCs owning only 5% o$hares in a subsidiary firm can also have a



reinvested earnings and initampany loans (UNCTAD 19968)However it must be
considered that direct investment is not only related to the movement of capital and
financial resources but alsoviolves the transfer of knetwow, technology knowledge

or managerial skills, which are collectively labelled as-aquity forms of FDI.

% The relation between stocks and flows can be expressadftilowing equationPosition of stock at
the end of the period = Position of stock at the beginning of the period + FDI flows + price changes +
exchange rate changes + other adjustmefidsice 2003)



2. FDI in theory of Multinational Enterprise

The growing importance of foreign direct investment in the world economy
closely relates with strengthening position of multinational corporations on international
markets over the last 40 years. Due to changes and systematic trends in the world
economy, e.g. process of globalization, liberalization of trade or deregulation of
markets, the MNEs have become crucial players operating on the markets. Their
activities take place both in developed countries, such as Ipan or France and in
developing countries, e.g. India, China or Mexico. The MNEs attempt to enhance their
competiiveness through a full use of advantages offered them by participation on the
global markefrhis contributes to a remarkable growth of FDI and other capital flows as
means, which enable enterprises to realize benefits related with their involvement in
international production. These can be economies of scale, low labour costs or

diversified supply chains.

The theory of multinational enterprises studies the behaviour of MNEs and seeks to
clarify motives of firms leading them to undertake direct investnmefdreign country

The main theories explaining the motives behind these activities are internalization
theory, eclectic theory and theory distinguishing between vertical and horizontal FDI.

2.1. Overview of MNEOs theories

2.1.1. Internalization theory

The originsof this theory can be seen in CoaseOs (1937) concept of firm and
transaction costs. It suggests thaimfiwill internalize those assetwhose operating
costs are lower inside the firm then transaction costs of same activity at open market.
This idea wasdter further developed by the internalization themgsidering activities
of firms on international scale It was based on KindlebergerOs (1969) and HymerQOs
(1976) concept of FDI. They supposed that investment abroad brings tadfilitronal
costs and difficulties, which can be balanced by profitable advantage possessed by
market imperfections enhancing monopolistic or oligopolistic power. Buckley and
Casson (1976) extended this idea by the internalization theory by stating that the
profitability of FDI comes from internal production within MNE in the case of market



imperfections on intermediary market. As the strongest reason to internalize production
was considered the protection of knowledge, which cannot be sufficiently protected by

licensing or otkr means.

2.1.2. The OLI Paradigm

The OLI paradigm is an eclectic theory suggested by Dunning in 1378a©
meant to convey the idea that a full explanation of the transnational activities of
enterprises needs to draw upon several strands of economic thewrythat foreign
direct investment is just one of a number of possible channels of international economic
involvement, each of which is determined by a number of common fadorsnidg,
1988 p.]) These factors fall into three principal categories, wipidvide the investor
with particular advantage and thus influence his investment decision. These advantages
come from ownershigpecific and locatiosspecific factors and internalization factors.

Ownership Advantage
This advantage contains the ownershiigirm-specific assets enabling the firm to face
competitive pressures from domestic producers. These are mainly intangible assets such
as brand name, technology or knowledge. They help the firm to generate enough profit

compensating operational costtated with production abroad.

Location Advantage
The location of foreign production provides the investor with an opportunity to use
countryspecific characteristics, which can offer more favourable conditions and will
further stimulate more effective usé firm's assets. They include economic, political
and social factors such as market size, natural resources, lower labour costs, investment

risk or cultural differences.

Internalization advantage
This advantage will be beneficial for the investor ife tltosts resulting from
internalization, realized in the context explained above, are lower than cost incurred
during domestic production and exporting. Internalization is advantageous especially
when it enables the firm to retain its competitiveness ameg kensaction costs low
(Dunning 2000, Xun 2006).



2.1.3. Theories of vertical and horizontal FDI

Activities of MNEs are driven by different motives, which affect the suitable

firm strategy and consequently thge of their investment. The theory identifi@got

basic types of FDI. The first one is vertical and represents the segmentation of
production in different countries in order to reduce costs or to get access to limited
sources. The model was originally suggested by Helpman (1984) and assumed two
economes with different factor endowment. On the other hand Markusen (1984)
assumed the model for countries with similar endowment or technology and separation
of headquarters activities from activities of production facilities. This separation enable

the firmachieve the economies of scdle.

The second type of FDI is horizontal and means that the firm will decide to produce the
same goods and services in different countries. The model often assumed the similarity
between countries in size, endowment and teldgy and thus explains well the
bilateral investment between developed countries. The model was introduced by
Horstman and Markusen (1992) and by Brainard (1993) and it explains a motive for
horizontal FDI as situation, when pldevel economies of scalexceed firmlevel
economies of scale and high transaction cdkts means that for the firm will be
cheaper to set up a new affiliate in thest country rather than to extend domestic

production and subsequently export in the target country.

2.2. MNEsO Motiwes of FDI

Motives of FDI are driven mainly by needs of MNEs and thus play a significant
role in decision of investorOs strategynong the main motives belog, resource
seeking, efficiencyseeking and assseeking FDI (Dunning 2008). The Marksteking
FDI considers factors such as market growth and structure, access to regional or global
markets or countrgpecific consumer preferences (UNCTAD 1998). It represents
horizontal type of FDI. In contrast to this the vertical type of FDI is mostly
characteried by resourceand efficiencyseeking motives of FDI. The resowseeking
FDI is used by firm to obtain natural resources (e.g. raw materials) or cheap labour
force. The efficiencyseeking FDI attempts to minimize a wide range of costs such as

costs of mputs, labour costs, transportation costs or costs of resources (UNCTAD 1998).

% This could be similar to the Ford®s concept ofiajation of work



The result is higher efficiency of production. The last asseking FDI focuses on
factors such as specific physical infrastructure (ports, telecommunication),
entrepreneuriaknvironment or technological assets (Dunning 2008), which serve to
suitable conditions for future business. These motives are further developed with
regards to determinants of FDI related to country characteristics.



3. Drivers for FDI

Economic growth anddevelopment ensuring rgductive effective and
competitive economy is one of the primary goals of every country as well as its
policymakers. This can be significantly stimulated with inflows of foreign direct
investment, which are perceived as importaol to forming industry and economic
performance. Thischapterwill consider the main factorghat influence inestorsO

decision and motivate them to invest in a specific country.

3.1. The locational determinants of FDI

The choice of suitable host countries ign important aspect influencing the
future gains and losses from an investment. Investors must take into account a number
of factors that affect the final location of their FBhd thus its potential returns.
Therefore,a wide range of theoretical and empal studies tries to identify the main
reasons leadingp selection of the location of FDI in a certain foreign country. Frey and
Schneide(1985)distinguish between economic and political determinants, which have
impact on a geographical distributiari FDI. They state that the most pfevious
empirical analysis were concentrated primarily either on factmsideringthe impact
of political (in)stability, such asn works of Green (1972) and Thunell (1977), or on
economic factors disregarding pati influence. In contrast to DunningOs analysis of
locational factors, which indicate that FDI flows are influenced just by economic factors
and not by political (Dunning, 1981), Frey and Schneider (1985) emphasise the
simultaneous effect of economic goalitical factors on developing countries.

It must be admitted, however, that there is some diversity present among results of
empirical studies discussing the key determinants of FDI. The results are often
controversial and ambiguous and do not testiéarly about the importance of some of
determinants. This can be caused by the subject of interest, by the choice of data and
relating problems with their availability as well as by tiable methodology (Xun

2006).



3.1.1. Market -related determinants

Most of empirical studies based on aggregate econometric approach identify
altogether a group of the most influential factors. First of them are relatedrketof
host country and its characteristic such as masizet growth and structure. Not only
marketseeking investments but also a wide range of theoreticaleamgirical studies
prove the importance of market size and growth on investorOs decision.

Market size
The market size hypothesis suggests that a large market of a host counetgssary
for efficient utilization of resources and realization of economies of scale. This indicates
that large and growing markets are able to attract more FDI. Moreover the numerous
empirical evidence demonstrates a positive impact of market size on FDI. It stresses the
effect of current market size, such asSicaperlanda and Mauer (196%prrisi (1985),
Tsai (1994) or later in Bevan and Estrin (2004), as well as the effect of investorOs
expectationabout a market expansion leading to an inflow of RDIstudy of
Aristotelous and Fountas (199Market size plays a role not only in the current period,
but also in lagged periodXun, 200§. Whereas Schmitz and Bieri (1972) and Lunn
(1980) find the lagged variable significant, Cul&888 finds no significance.

Market growth
Not only the absolute market sizdlirencesdecisionof the investor, but alsgrowth of
market. The market growth hypothesis postulates that rapidly growing economies
provide more opportunities for generating profit than economies avilower orno
growth (Lim 1983) Foreign investors can perceive the extensive growth of an economy
as a favourable signal. The expansion of an economy stimulates them to create a long
term commitment and support the economic growth furtAdns will lead to
reinvesment of earnings (instead of their repatriation) and keep tlgoimg inflow of
capital at the same time (Torti4i985).1t is important to note that the causality between
the growth and FDI is often questioned, because it is not obvious if the growth
stimulates FDI or whether FDI contributes to growth. The empirical results are
ambiguous in this context, although understanding of their relationship is important for

formulating government policies.
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Market structure
Early theories suggest that marketperfections are the main reason for a future
presence of FDI (Hymer 1976, Kindleberger 1969, Caves 1%&imdleberger (1969)
even takes the view thahder condition of perfect competitive markets, there will be no
motive for foreign companies to investbaoad. The market imperfections provide
investors an opportunity to take a certain advantage over the competing local firms and
to invest in a host country. The investors assume that advanced technologshdmow
economies of scale and managerial skilils elp them to create barriers to enafyfor
local andforeignfirms and thus to obtain a bigger market share and related profits. This
leads investors to focus on industries in countries with higher market concerdration
with contestability of mart, where they can gain higher eengs. This point of view
proves empirical evidence. The econometric studies point out that there is a strong
correlation between the foreign ownership and market concentration (Blomstorm and
Perrson 1987, Lall 1979, Newfaer and Marsh 1992) as well as between market
imperfections and FDI (Blomstorm 1986Lall 1978, Willmore 1976). The previous
indicates that similarly as the market size and growth also market structure has its role

in investment decision making.

3.1.2. Trade-related determinants

The next important factors, which have impact on the choice of an appropriate
country, relate with its openness to trade. This does not include only the import
protection and trade barriers of a target country, which play crucialrra@edision of
investors whether enter in a new marketnot. Moreover it takes into account the
export orientation of a host economy and its connection with rest of the world. Because
of this the investing company can gain a larger market and achiees bayimings.

Openness to trade
The openness of economy is associated with its investment potential and economic
environment. The reason probably lies in an interest of multinational companies about
the tradable sectoX(@n 2006. The host country providenot only an opportunity to be
a base for current imports but also the possibility to become a base for future exports.
The importance of openness and orientation of host country to the international market
is stressed by Lucas (1993). He states in halyars of determinants in East and

Southeast Asia that FDI are more elastic concerning the aggregate demand in export
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markets than with regard to demand in the host country. Moreover other empirical
studies support the positive impact of openness to wadeDI. Schmitz and Bieri
(1972) found a fragile positive linetween openness and FDItheir analysis oEEC

tariffs andUS direct investmentChakrabarti(2001) identified a positive correlation of
openness to trade to FDI. Asiedu (2002) obtainedasimesults ahakrabarti (2001),

but the effect of openness to trade on FDI was smaller inS&bhran Africa in
comparison to other developing countries. On the other hand the later stGeynof
(2009 discovered the higher responsiveness of FRIp@nness of trade mainly among
SubSaharan countries

Trade discrimination
In contrast to the openness to trade, which symbolises the liberality of trade regime in
invested country, the autarky of country and import protection can significantly
influencea strategy of MNCs and motive them to invest in host economy. The trade
discrimination hypothesis suggested by Mundell (1957) considers trade and capital
movements as perfect substitutes for each other. In case of the imposition of high tariffs
and othermestrictions on trade, the trade discrimination will stimulate the increase of
investments of foreign producers in effort to maintain a market and simultaneously to
avoid obstacles to trade. According to this theoretical view the trade barriers have a
postive effect on inflow of FDf This inspired the many empirical studies to examine
more thoroughly this relationship and effect of tajffnping investments on the host
economy. Schmitz and Bieri (1972) confirm the trade discrimination hypothesis and
condude that tariffs of EEC remarkably affected US direct investment and trade.
Kawai and Lee (2006) observe similarly impact of trade restrictions on Korean outward
FDI in EEC (EU). However the study of Gastanaga, Nugent and Pashamova (1998)
come to conalsion that during the time the importance of tgtfhping investments
decreased and trade liberalization has become the stronger motive for foreign direct

investment.

Export Orientation
Even a country with relatively small domestic markets can be agettractive from
perspective of foreign investors. The important role there plays a tendency of such

* The literature recognizes this type of direct investments as uanifingO direct investments. These
investments are characterized by initial incentive to avoid import restrictions and tariffs.
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country to export. As it was mentioned above, Lucas (1993) stressed in his analysis of
East and Soutkast Asian countries the higher elasticity of F®Ildemand for export
than to domestic demand. FDI is also found to react to some extent to incomes in major
export market. This emphasises the meaningfulness of outwiartted policies of host
countries. The importance of export orientation of host ec@®memonstrates an
empirical study of Singh and Jun (1995). The closer relationship between foreign direct

investment and exports will be in more detail discussed later.

3.1.3. Cost -related determinants

According to economic theory most of activities goingmothie economy can be
characterised by two basic motives: profit maximisation and cost minimisation. The
location of FDI is selected in similar manner. The expectation is that the future profit
and benefits will offset all costs connected with investment iemrealization. As a
result the foreign investors must consider the factors such as costs of labour, transaction
costs or level of interest rate relating to the target destination.

Costs of labour
With primary aim to minimise the production codtse low price of labour and capital
can be perceived by investors as right tool to achieve this. The driving power of such
investments is given by efficiencyr resourceseeking motives of investors. The
countries with lower labour costs seem to be mafteactive for FDI relative to
industrialised countries (Asafadjei 2007). However, the low wage locations are
preferred only if savings otabour cost are not diminishé&y lower labour prductivity
(Bevan and Estrin 2000)The importance of labour castas a factor influencing the
decision of investors was suggested by Culem (1988). He stated a view thatiow
labour cost and large prior exgt flows would tend to stimulatenward FDL In
contrast to export flows, he did not find the significantaetpof EECOs labour cost on
US direct investment. Also other studies are not able to completely clarify the effect of
low wage costs on FDI and their results are controversial. The significant relationship
between FDI and low labour costs was identifiedsindies of Frey and Schneider
(1985), Lucas (1993) or Bevan and Estrin (2000), who emphasise even the effect of rate

of growth of unit labour costs on FDI.
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Transactioncosts
The investorsnust make a significant effort to analyse transaction costsiatsbwith
realizationof investment to be able to decide aboufutsre profitabilityand thus about
commitment to undertake it. This includes being completely familiar with factors such
as costs of transport, communication or costs of informagilaing with knowledge of
legal framework and tax system in host country. It is assumed, that the differences
between countries rise with longer distance from the country of origin and the
transaction costs become higher. Bevan and Estrin (2000) found aveeggact of
distance as a proxy of transaction costs on inflow of FDI. On the other hand it is
necessary to consider that the distance can serve as an impediment as well as incentive
to FDI. It works as an incentive in the case that a firm selects 8wbpiy of local
production rather than to face transaction costs and overcoming other barriers related
with exporting Asafo-Adjei 2007) Over all results of the effect of transaction costs can
be ambiguous (e.g. econometrically insignificant) becanfsenvestors different
motivations (efficiencyseeking vs. resouregeeking FDI).

Interest rate
Other factor remarkably influencing costs of investment is interesasaétemeasure of
costs of capital. The deer theories even perceived interest rateaasonly crucial
determinant of FDI. The motive to invest in countries with higher interest rate is an
expectation about higher future prafitinvestment. Therefor¢he developed countries
with low interest rate usually response to be a provider of Fil& is consequence of
fact that: Cdifferences in the financial cost of capital to a multinational firm with
affiliates in various host countries will be reduced if not eliminated byppertunity
of the parent to obtain marginal funds in the cheapeatketO (Kravis and Lipsey
1982, p.215) This in CulemOs (1938vords meanshat host countries with prevailing
higher interest rate receive their funds from outside their economy. He proved this in his
analysis of locational determinants of FDI amongustdalized countriesn which he
examined the impact of interest rate differential between host country and the rest of the
world on FDI. Furthermore he added that ldagn capital flows from US to EEC
countries ee positively related to interest rateepailing in host economies. Similarly
Cornell, Marchant and Koo (2002) analyse the negative effect of domestic interest rate
on outward FDI. They found that a decrease of interest rate stimulates outflow of FDI
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from US. The costs of capital, e.g. intenege, are influencing the country of origin of

funds.

3.1.4. Determi nants of macroeconomic stability

The possibility of additional costs, which can occur as a consequence of sudden
changes in the economy, lead the investors to consider macroeconomic stabilgy of
host country. Stable economic environment in the host country contributes to clear
expectations abouikely gains and losses and enables investors to chofesasile
strategy suitable for theisubsidiary.As key factors, which can easil§isrupt the
economic stability of a country and thusgatively influence its economic development
are mostly identifiednacroeconomic indicators such iaflation and exchange rate or

governmentndebtedness.

Exchange rate
The exchange rate can be a tricky aador. Although it might easily increase investorOs
wealth, it can also bring sudden losses. The theory suggests that the host country with
weaker currency will be more attractive for foreign investors. The explanation for this is
that the real depreciatioof host countryOs currency will increase the relative wealth of
foreign investors and this will stimulate them to further purchases of domestic assets
(Aristotelous and Founta%995. However thenecessary condition is exchange rate
stability. In other ase investors can suffer a significant 10Ss. it is important for
foreign investors to take into account not only the strenftlocal currency but also
exchange rate volatility. Some empirical studies suggest the negative impact of
exchange rate voldty on inward FDI. Quere, Fontagne, and Revil (2001) found that
nominalexchange rateolatility tends to reduce FDI inflowsCushman(1988)in his
study of uncertainty and FDI obtainedpositive impact of volatility on outward FDI.
The empirical evidnce also mentions the importance of weaker currency of host
economies. Studies dfristotelous and Fountad 995 or Blonigen (1997) confirmed
effect of depreciated currency on inward FDI.

Inflation
The often indicator of economic stability for foreignvestors is an inflation rate of host
country. The assumption is that the high inflation indicates an internal economic

tension, a failure of government to balance its budget and a loss of control of central
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bank over themonetary policy(Frey and Schneet 1985). The consequence is
macroeconomic instability in host country leading to uncertainty and higher riskiness of
investments. Investors will prefer the host countries with nmsieble economic
environment. It will result in alecreaseof FDI in county. The empirical evidence
shows the negative impact of high inflation rate on FDI (Frey and Schneider 1995, Li
and Liu 2004).

3.1.5. Determinants of political stability

As it was mationed abovethe political stability can be perceived as one of
crucial deterrmants of foreign direct investment&rey and Schneider (1995)

emphasise the importance of political stability for foreign investors:

A country in which there is political unrest or in which there is a threat of having
the investment nationalized (withtcadequate compensation) is more of a risk and
therefore ceterus paribus less attractive to invest in than a country offering
political stability and a guarantee of property rights.

(Frey and Schneider 1995, p. 161)

In other words although the host oty indicates favourable economic conditions to
undertake investment, the political risk representing for investors the possibility of
additional costs and loss of future profits will result in reluctanctom@ign firmsto
investthere. The host counétis that are unable to maintain political stability are seen as
non-credible and thus less attractive destinations for inward FDI. This implies a
negative impact of political instability on inflows of FDI. However the empirical results
are not always unandpious. The results obtained ISchneider and Frey (1985)
Edwards (1990) or by Brada, Kutan and Yigit (2004) demonstrate the significant
negative relationship between political instability and inward FDI. Conversely, Bennet
and Green (1972) did not obsemat political instability in recipient countries could
affect US direct investments and they even obtained the positive relationship between

them.

3.1.6. Other determinants

The investoDslecision about suitable location of his investment can be affectedyalso b
other influential factors. There should be mentioned mainly cultural similarities and

institutional framework of host country, which both can have positive influence on the
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FDI inflows. The cultural similaritiescan significantly contribute to loweringf o
investors cost in hogiconomy. This includes costs related with knowledge of language,
local habits or consumption patterns.ikewise, the same tastes and preferences of
domestic inhabitants help investors to achieve savings relating with product
differentiation Similarly the institutional frameworkencourages the FDI flows in
country. Functional legal system including clear definition of property rights, and
enforcement of lawsan promote the economic development and growth of country and

consequenyl the attractiveness of host economy.

A survey conducted by World Economic Forum (1997) also confirmed thetamge

of most of these factor3he survey, in which international executives evaluated major
determinants influencing the choice of the cogntound the following five factors:

size of national market of host country; expected growth in market size of host country;
ability to repatriate capital and remit profits; productivity and work habits of workers
and quality of infrastructure. Furtherrep in countries with sufficiently large and
growing markets the decision about FDI is driven by factors such as macroeconomic
stability of host country, regulatory regime and cost of labour (Worlsh&oec Forum,

1997, cited in Bariord and Handy, 2000)

3.2. Policies stimulating inflows of FDI

Policymakers see FDI as a powerful tool how to enhance economic performance
of a country. It has been an important topic on government agenda because the ability to
attract inflows of FDI can lead to economic growth amgroved competitiveness of
the country. This can be achieved through effective government policies of the potential
host countries, which are increasingly competing for foreign investors. The investors
can nowadays choose from various incentive schemieigh are meant to lure new
investments into the country. The following part will aim gdvernmentand
international policies creating the more favourable environment for foreign investors

and thusmproving the attractiveness thfeir country as receiverf FDI inflows.

3.2.1. National policies

The effort of policy makers to support countryOs economic growth through FDI
leads government to design national policies contributing to higher attractiveness of the

17



country. This includes both strategies ensuring it@sie economic environment and
wide range of governmenhdentivesmotivating transnational companies (TNC) to

invest in the particular country.

Unfortunately not at all factors can be successfully influenced by active countryOs
policy. There are asptsc like market size, natural resources, strategic location or
cultural similarity, which are expected to remain unchangeable intésnghorizon. On

the other hand there are numerous factors, whose improvement will generate the
suitable business environmte promising future development and luring foreign
investors. The importance most of these factors was mentioned above. Amargsthe
beneficial factors promoting higher interests in investetongskilled and educated
labour force,quality infrastructues or removal of trade barriers anther business
restrictions. This puts them in the spotlight of policymakers as well as of government

policies.

Skilled and educated labour force

The endeavour to improve the business environment leads the goveronesisute
higherquality of labour. The policynakers see skilled and educated labour as a source
of future technological growth as well as a source of improvement of national
competitiveness. Educational policies are aimed at attracting MNCs in the economy
which will consequently encourage further development of waraning and skills
upgrading However the possible increase in income inequality in the country is often
discussed as a negative consequence of educational policies (Velde 2001).

Quality infrastructure
Quality of infrastructure has become one of the latest priorities of policymakers. The
reason is that good infrastructure can enhance-termy growth and simultaneously
improve the competitive conditioms country(fgert, Kozluk,Sutherland2009). Hence
it increases the motivation of foreign investors to invest in the country and thus to

contribute to its further development.

Removal of trade barrierand business restriction
The effort of governments to open their economy to interndtioagket and to ensure
better accessibility for foreign investors is closely linked with the main goals of
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international policies. Countries must face strong pressure from rising globalisation
process of unification and linking of countries promising thbm future growth and
wellbeing. This includeselimination of trade barrierand free movement of capital,
investment, technology and skilled labour.

The elimination otrade barriersrelates with removal of protectionist measures such as
customs and téfs, import quotasor export subsidies. This promotes higher openness
of the economy, which provides foreign investors with more opportunities how to
effectively use domestic market as well as export potential of the country. For instance
some Asian counes use the mix of FDI and trade policies motivating MNCs to
support exportoriented economic strategieof their country (UNCTAD 1998)
However, the policy makers should be also aware of possible outflow of FDI, which
could be replaced by exports. Thepmontance of trade barriers and openness of the

economy on FDI inflow was discussed earlier in the text.

The removal ofbusiness restrictionsespecially the operational ones, may also
significantly stimulate investment potential of the country. This mssiforeign
investors better access to wide range of activities important for operation in the certain
country. The restrictions are associated vatimission and establishment, ownership
and control, and other operational measurBanga (2003, p.19) idé&fies following
aspectsof the admission and establishment restrictio@slosing certain sectors,
industries or activities to FDI; screening, authorization and registration of investment
and minimum capital requiremefsFurthermore he suggests somdedént forms of

the ownership and control restrictions such akowing only a fixed percentage of
foreign-owned capital in an enterprise; compulsory joint ventures; mandatory transfer
of ownership to local private firms, usualbyer a period of time; ahrestrictions on
reimbursement of capital upon liquidatiGnEven after entry firms can meet other

performance restrictions such as employment of their own top management (UNCTAD
1998).

Investmentincentives
Investment incentives are among the majoristaaf policy makers how to attract
attention of foreign investors in large global competition. They also serve as a
motivation for them to locate their investment in the specific country. These
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government incentives do not provide benefits only to forgigestors but mostly offer
the same opportunities to domestic investors anddbibute to growth ofhewhole

economy

Majority of national policiehaveidentified financial and fiscal incentigseaskey took

to secure higher attractiveness thfe economy and FDI inflowsThe financial
incentivesrelates with investment grantsybsidizel credits and credit guarantees (e.g.
interestfree and subsidized loans or loan guarantgeg)licly fundedventure capital
participating in investments involvirfggh commercial riskand gvernmeninsurance

at preferential rates protecting agaiasthangeatevolatility or currency devaluation.

On the other hand théiscal incentivesare considered as a less costly form of
government incentiveattracting foeign investors into the country (UNCTAD 2000).
This leads to their highgoopularity mainly among developing countries. The fiscal
incentives particularly include different tax policies such as tax holidays or other
reduction of tax burden, accelerated dep@on, investment and reinvestment
allowances and duty exemption (UNCTAD 2003a). The most important is probably the
reduction of corporate tax, which stimulates the interest of MNCs. A recent trend shows
strong competition among countries leading to #ignificant falling tax rates on
corporate incomeAs Bellak and Leibrecht (2008) suggest for the EU, the solution
might be in tax coordination measures combining the best from tax completion and tax

coordination.

Other incentives take into account agpesuch asregulatory incentivessecuring
environment, health, safety and labour standasif)sidized servicesupporting
services and infrastructurenarket privilegesincluding preferential government
contracts andoreign exchange privileggsroviding an agreed warranty dealing with
exchange rates (UNCTAD 2003a).

3.2.2. Intern ational policies

In contrast to national policies, which maintain some specific features reflecting
the needs and objectives of the host country, international policies represent the
tendency of countries to unify their interests and to converge their policies. This
demonstrates the growing impact of globalisation in decisiaking of countries about
their future developmenthe effort to achieve a certain level of economic performance
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leads the countries to liberalization of their economies and simultaneously to mutual co
operation. The countries coordinate their activities at bilateral, regional and multilateral
level in effort to promote FDI in their countries.

Bilateral Investment Teaties
The importance of bilateral investment treaties (BITs) in world has been growing
substantially since 1959, when first BIT was signed. Their amount increased by more
than threequartersduring 1990s and the number of treaties exceeded 2000 in 2002
(UNCTAD 1998, 2003b). Although they were initially addressed especially to
relationships between developed and developing countries, nowadays a significant
number of BITs is concluded only between developing countries. This change is mainly
fueled by incrasing importance of developing countries as a foreign investor.

The object of interest for many BITs remains in their concentration on aspects such as
investment protectioimcluding guaranties and compensations in case of nationalization
or expropriatiom; free transfer of fundsind repatriations of capital and profitand
provisions for settlement of disputestween both StatBtate and investestate. Some

BITs also contain other aspects considering provisions for the right to establishment or
performance requirements (e.g. local content, export conditions or employment
requirements) (UNCTAD 1999, 2003b). The significant advantage of the BITs can be
seen in their diversity, which leaves countries enough freedom to independently select
the contract parer as well as conditions related to their specific situation. On the other
hand, the weakness of BITs lies in asymmetric bargaining power implying the stronger
position of developed countries unlike the developing ones (UNCTAD 2003b).

Regional Investmet Agreements

Regional investment agreements are intended primarily for countries located in certain
regions. For this reason only limited number of countaes entitled toparticipate

Unlike BITs, the regional agreementse designed to cover laroadercomplex of
investment issues, whichill reflect different needs and objectives of individual
countries.Among the main aims targeted by regional agreements, however, belong
liberalization of restrictions to entrygstablishment of FDFollowed by theelimination

of discriminatory operational conditionsand aspects of investment protection
(UNCTAD 1996). This should ensure better investment environment supporting free
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flows of FDI. Although the most of regional instruments is legally bindégeptions
exist AsiabPacific Economic Cooperation (APEGJon-binding Investment ihciples
adopted in 1994an be named as an examp@laother one is ASEAN Investment Area
(AIA), which was signed in 1999 (UNCTAD 1996, 2003; Banga 2003).

Multilateral Investment Ageemens
Multilateral investmentagreements can be perceived as an effort of international
organisations, such a®rganisation for Economic Caperation and Development
(OECD), World Bank (WB) or World Trade Organisation (WTO)gt@mrantee foreign
investas consistent and stable conditions across countries, which will enhance their
investment activitieabroad They focus, similarly to regional and bilateral agreements,
on protection of investmentsagainst possible political risks controlled by the
Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MG a section of WB settlement of
investment disputedetween countries managed by th&ernational Centre on
Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSIID) WB or on performance requirements
dealing with theAgreementon Traderelated Investment Measures (TRIMsThe
Agreement on Traderelated Aspects of Intellectual Property Ry (TRIPS
Agreement) additionally protecistellectual property righof foreign investors and the
General Agreement on dde in Services (GRS) regulates=DI in service industries
(UNCTAD 1996). TheMultilateral Agreement on Investment (MARegotiated among
members of OECDhas also a considerable weight. The multilatdrstiplines give a
ground to discussiorts create a common legal basind so become a starting point for
the following regional and bilateral negotiations. Furthermore, multilateral negotiations
provide developing countriesith more negotiating power to meet desired goals than
bilateral and regional ones (UNCTAD 2003b)
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4. The impact of FDI on host country

OE the key is not necessarily how much FDI comes into the host country, but
rather the benefits the country derives from those investme(its€>-American
Development Bank, 2001)

The impact of FDI has a great potahtio underpin the economic growth of whole
country and thus improve its image in the world economy. For this reason a wide range
of countries seek attention of investors, attempt to create attractive investment
environment and so achieve the desired wl@f FDI in their economies.

The host economy can be affected by inflows of FDI with bengiffiestly related with
operations of MNEs in the country. Moreover, the economy can be further stimulated
also by variougndirect effects, which have influencever broad area of economic
activities. However the politicians and economists should be aware of negatives of
intensive FDI used to exploit target countries.

4.1. Direct and indirect effects of FDI

The effects of FDI on host country are assessed accomlingrious criteria.
The basic one is distinction between direct and indirect effects. The direct effects are
related with allactivitiesdirectly carried out by MNEs. They include especially positive
impact on employment, output and investment. Examglesch effects are greenfield
investment creating new jobs or higher productivity of foreign owned companies
stimulating GDP. The duration of direct effects of FDI is by large associated with
presence (and its duration) of MNEs in a particular country'l(GRubene, Zumer
2007).

In contrast to this the indirect effects of FDI are created by consequences of operations
of MNESs in a country and represent mainly technological and productivity spillovers in
economy. They characterise transfer of technologykaow/ledge and cause changes in
input and output demand. Therefore, they enhance productivity and competitiveness of
local enterprises and thus improve the efficiency of the whole economy.
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Productivity spillovers
The productivity spillovers are usuallyrther classified into two other categories,
which distinguish betweehorizontaland vertical spillovers The horizontal spillovers
are characterized by changes within one semtor thus they have impact mainly on
domestic producers competing with MNE®kko (1992) recognizes three major types
of effects related with the presence of foreign company in same sector, which affect the
productivity of local firms. The first one is demonstration effect, which is characterised
by imitation of advanced foreige¢hnology by local producers. However the influence
of this effect is often limited. The MNEs attempt to fully internalize their advantage at
local market and protect it with patents and other restrictions. The second type
represents competition effect, \wh force domestic firms to innovate their production
and use their resources more efficiently. The local producers must face the higher
pressure caused by enter of foreign company on the domestic market. The increase of
competition can lead to graduabarding out andeplacingdomestic firms by stronger
foreign companies. The last effect describes the movement of trained workers from
MNEs affiliates to local firms. The diffusion of managerOs khow among firms can
be named as an exampRBigmstrSm andokko, 1997)

On the other hand theertical spilloversrefer to activities of MNE, which affect local
producers operating in other sectors. Furthermore, the vertical spillovers are categorized
according to their nature of relationship with MNE as backveard forward spillovers.

The backward spillovers arise from the MNE affiliateOs activitiss suppliers, while

the forward spilloversstem from contacts with customerShe backward vertical
spillovers include impactsf direct help of MNE, which impras productivity and
efficiency of its local suppliers (e.g. provision of better technology or skilled managers)
as well as impacts of MNEOs pressure on local producers to meet higher standards of
guality of their goods and servicé&lomstrSm and Kokko 19B).

The forward vertical spillovers represent the opposite effect, when a local firm uses
inputs of higher quality produced by MNE and thus supports its productivity and
competitiveness on the market (Ger'l, Rubene, Zumer 2007).
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4.2. Negative impacts of FDI

The inflow of foreign direct investment can bring wide range of favourable
effects and benefits to the host country. However some effects of FDI and especially the
excessive usage represent a threat, which may deviate the economy from its
equilibrium. The min negative consequences of FDI influencing the-taeithg of host
country are: crowding out of domestic savings, inflation caused by an increase in the
monetary base, appreciation of currency related to a deficit growth of trade balance,
increase in wagewithout a corresponding growth in productivity or effect of the dual
economy (Bent#ek 2000). Moreover, the presence of FDI in the country may not have
harmful effect only on whole economy, but also poses a threat to individual domestic
producers. Their possibilities are mostly limited and the strong competition caused by

inflow of FDI frequently forces them to shutdown their production.

4.3. Positive impacts and desired effects of FDI

Whereas the negative effects of FDI can pose a certain threat to the host
economy, policymakers and economists are mostly aware of their benefietds.efs
was mentioned above the major benefits associated with the inflow of FDI include
effects such as positive impact on employment, an inflow of advanced technologies,
know-how and skilled labour force or financing of R&D programmes in the country.
Benacek (2000) further stresses these following positives of FDI: an external financing
of the shortage of domestic savings in ecorfbanymprovement of institutional system
in country related to higher effectiveness and competitiveness of markets, ipnotect
and enforcement of property rights or indication of credibility and future development
of the economy.

All these positive features contribute to two main desirable effects, which are often
associated with the influence of FDI on host country. Thexeeaonomic growth and
enhancement of competitiveness of the host country. Their importance can be also
confirmed by vast empirical literature dealing with relationships among FDI, growth

® The term Oual econom§ refers tthe situation, when eexist two separate economic systems within

one economy such as prosperous technologically advanced MNES in contrast to primitive techniques of
poor domestic producers. This effect is typical mainly for less developed countries.

® This can be expressed by equatidr (S-1) + (T-G), when foreign investmergtf) compensates the

excess of domestic demand for investménoyer supply of domestic (S) and governmdntsavings
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and export performance. Hansen and Rand (2006) applied the Grangalr teat and
proved the bdirectional relationship between FDI and Growth. Thalil®@ctional
causalities between FDI and growth and FDI and exports were also observed by
Burridgez, Liu and Siclair (2002) using ChinaOs aggregate data. In additiposithe
impact of FDI on growth may be identified by studies of Lall (1980), Blomstrom
(1986) and Kokko (1994) considering effects of FDI spillovers in host economy.
However, it must be considered that Dutt (1997) in his empirical analysis did not
idenify any effectsof the pattern of FDI on growth. Moreover, Hein (1992) came to
conclusion that FDI does not affaziddle-term growth in middleincome countriesn

Latin America and East Asia. The empirical studies examining the effect of FDI on
trade willbe discussed in the next chapter.
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5. Export performance and FDI

The foreign direct investment is considered as an influential tool with wide range
of possible consequences on host economy. As it has been already theted
enhancement of competitivenessone of them. This relates to productivity growth and
improvement of export performance of country on the global market. This chapter will
deal with the effect of FDI on export performance of the host country. Furthermore, it
will consider the relationspiof foreign direct investment and international trade, which

is often subject of numerous empirical studies.

5.1. History and last trends

The last century represented a number of changes in world economy. The main
of themare process of globalizatioliherdization and deepening integratiorhe effort
of mutual cooperation has led to the emergence of wide range of organizattbns
communities. The most influential are European Union, United Nations, WT@eor
trade areas such aSAFTA, EFTA or MERCOSUR.AIl of them remarkably
contributed to graduakmoving of barriers anegkstrctions andad widerinterconnection
of countries in world. This had a significant impact on trade, investments and capital
flows. The last trend indicas the growth of foreign ct investment andxports in
world economy. However, the development of FDI and exports reflects most of
significant changes, such as financial crises or Euro crsaording to UNCTAD
(2010), tlere 5 a recovery of FDI flows after financial crssdt represented the decline
of FDI inflows by 16% in year 2008 and 37% in year 2009. Despite this, we can
observe the positive growth of FDI inflows, which was $ 203 billions in 200255
billions in 2005 and 1,114 billions @009 UNCTAD 1996, 2002, 2010)Furtherwe
can stress the growing importance of some transition and developing countries, which
placed among the biggest recipient of FDhe trends of trade are very similar. The
substantial growth of trade during the period 12908 was 5,5Moreover the volume
of trade reflected both crises and slowdown in economic activity. It was noticed the 3
percentage points drop in 2007 (WTO 2008). Furthermore, in 2011 the growth rate was
only 5% in comparison with prerises average growth 6% (WTO 2012)
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5.1.1. FDI and Exports in  Germany

Furthermore, we will discuss the special case of Gernaamly the Czech Republic
which will be later the subpt of our empirical analysisAccording to UNCTAD
(2010), Germay belongs to most important players on global market. Gheman
companies are one of the main investors. Their FDI outflows reached $136 billions in
2009 and thus it occupied 4st rank in the world (UNCTAD 2010). Moreover, German
economy is one of the biggest receivers of FDI. In addition, the contractionlof FD
flows in 2009 related to the financial crises has no impact on Germany (UNCTAD
2010). As we can see from picture bellowed, the export potential of Germany is still
rapidly increasing. However, it shows a big leap in 2008 caused by financial crisis.

Chart 1: German exports and net inflows of FDI over the period 1995-2011
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5.1.2. FDI and Exports in the Czech Republic

The importance of the Czech Republic is gradually increasing in global context. This
fact was notice also by foreign investors. Similarly as other CEE countries, the Czech
Republic has become one of the target destinations in Europe. The reason can be seen in
a relatively cheap labour and strategic position in ceofré&urope. Moreover, the
accessiona European Union encouraged its attractiveness. From the picture we can see
the decline in 2003 caused by postpone of investments until the membership in EU.
Therefore, we can observe an increase in year 2005. Declines in years 2009 and 2011
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reflect the inpact of recent crises. The picture also indicates the strengthening
importance of exports of Czech Republic. The sharp increase in 2004 can be considered

as one of consequences of membership in EU related to removal of barriers.

Chart 2: Czech exports and net inflows of FDI over the period 1995-2011
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5.2. FDI and trade in the framework of theory

There is aonly limited number of theories considering the linkage between trade
and foreign direct investment. Thesti one, which should not be omitted, is the theory
of comparative advantagéhe next one represents the theoretical concept of the impact
of FDI on international trade suggested by Kojima (19T7Bg last theory considers the
complementary and substitugi relationship between FDI and trade with respect to
horizontal and vertical activities of MNESs.

5.2.1. Theory of comparative advantage

The theory of comparative advantg@) can be considered as one of the most
important theories explaining the internatioti@de among two and more countries.
The original idea is based on the SmithOs concept of absolute advantage, which should
ensure a certain country a profit from mutual trade, when the country will produce the
goods with higher efficiency than another coynHowever, Ricardo proved that both
countries could be better off, if they will specialize their production accordingeto t

relative efficiencies. Thedea of comparative advantage was further developed in
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HeckshetOhlin modelof factors endowment, ich takes into account the different
proportions of factors in production technologies. According to this, countries will
concentrate on production of goods, which uses their abundant factor (e.g. labour or
capital). The contrast between developing coestabundant with cheap labour and
developed countries rich in advanced technologies and-kioewcan be given as an
example of different factor endowments. In context with foreign direct investments, the
theory supposes that investment will appear mainlycountries and sectors with
comparative advantage (Sokol 2006). Barry and Hannan (1996) came to similar
conclusion that the presence of FDI was higher in sectors, in which Ireland had revealed

comparative advantage (e.g. Chemicals, Metals or Engingering

5.2.2. KojimaOs theoretical approach

The idea considering the influence of CA on international trade and foreign
direct investment was further developed by Kioshi Kojima (1975). In his theoretical
work International trade and foreign investment: Substitute€a@mplementse builds
on previous studies suggested by Mundell (1957) and Purvis (1972). The MundellOs
study demonstrates that under the strict assumptions of HeRbliarSamuelson
model, trade and FDI will create complete substitutes for each athewntrast to this,

Puvis indicates complementarity between trade and FDI with a necessary assumption
that production functions differ between two countries. According to Puvis, Kojima
defines complementarity between FDI and trade as situation, when F&e&iEs and

Jor expands the opportunity to import one product amaxport the other produ€
(Kojima 1976, p.4) Moreover, he identifies this kind of FDI Geadecreating) or
Qradeoriented Similarly, OEf the initial capital outflow decreases oririnates the
opportunityto import one product and to export the other product, this kind of foreign
investment "substitutes” for product trade and is thus "t@eroying” or "antitrade-
oriented."O(Kojima 1976, p.4)

Furthermore, Kojima examines th@pact of FDI on international trade according to
comparative advantage of the investing country. If country invests ineoprparative
disadvantage industtyit will lead to improvement of production technology of host

country through training of lalw, marketing and transfer of superior technologies. The

" The precomparative disadvantage industry is considérem the perspective of the investing country.
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expansion of production contributes to a new harmonious commodity trade and
improves the total net gain of both countries. Thus this type of FDI is trade oriented.
Symmetrically, the foreign direatvestment in pre&comparative advantage industry will

be tradedestroying or antirade oriented as the competition between countries will

increase.

5.2.3. Theory of complement s and substitut es

As it has been already mentionelde nature of relationship betwetade and
foreign direct investment may be identified according to the impact of FDI on trade.
This often relates to a particular type of foreign direct investment, which was
undertaken by MNEs. The horizontal type of EBuggests that firm will try toveid
high transaction costs and thus will prefer to set up a new affiliate in a foreign country
instead of exporting there. The production of new affiliate will displace the original
amount of exports and thus horizontal type of FDI and trade are sudss(iliarkusen
1984).

On the other hand, the vertical type of FDI supposes the complementarity relationship
with trade. The firm will attempt to reduce costs or to get access to limited source and
thus will disperse its production across different cousi{iielpman 1984)As the firm

will export intermediate inputs and impdiihal goodsfrom the host country, the
volume of trade among countries will increaldewever, it must be admitted, that both
theory and empirical findings do not provide the enticd®ar evidence about the nature

of relationshipbetween FDI and tradend their conclusions acétenambiguous.

5.3. Empirical Evidence

This section should provide a brief summary of literature and empirical studies
dealing with impact of foreign direct insements on trade and export performance of
host country. The studies can be further classified according to various criteria. Firstly,
we will make an overview of studies, which consider exporting as one of possible
strategies of MNEs. Grossman, Helpan aad Szeidl (2003) demonstrateat more
productive firms willuse the strategy including complex of FDHasxports. Similarly,

Wagner (B05) proved thabnly firms with higher productivity are able to serve the

® For more details about horizontal and vertical type of FDI see section 3.1.3
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foreign markets and the mgstoductive of temwill choose to serve these markets via
foreign direct investmentshis is in accordance with results of study conducted by
Girma, Kneller and Pisu (2003) examining MNEs in Great Britain. Furthermore,
Kneller and Pisu (2005) examined the impact of Filleasers on export performance

in UK andfound thatexport-oriented MNEs appear to be the source of strexjgprt
spillovers. Aitken, Hanson, and Harisson (1994) obtained similar results in case of
Mexico.

Further studies attempt to identify whethee inward foreign direct investment is
exportoriented or whetheit improves the export performance of country. Singh and
Jun (1995) applied the Granger causality test on sample of 31 countries for period 1970
1993 and detected the exportentation as a ging motive of FDI. Bezuidenhout and
NaudZ (2008) obtained similar results for South Africa developing countries.
FurthermoreFelmingen and Zhang (2001) analysed ChinaOs provincial trade and found
the bidirectional relationship between exports and FDiemgions with high and low
amount of inward FDI and causal relationship from exports to inwardfédtDegions

with medium amount of FDI.

Finally, we will mention the empirical analysis dealing with complementary and
substitutive relationship. Thewrge oy severalworks, which indicate the substitutive
relationship. For example, studies suggested by Cushman (B¥88igen (2001)and
Swenson (2004). On the other hand, there isonsiderableempirical evidence
recognizingFDI and trade as complements. T$tedies of Africano and Magalhaes
(2005), Brainard (1997), Eaton and Tam(t896 andBrenton,(1996 seem to be one

of the most important for our further empirical analysis. These studies of bilateral
distribution of FDI applied the gravity model to idiéy the relationship between trade

and foreign direct investment.
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6. Gravity Model

The concept of gravity model was originally introduced by Tinkerg 1962 and
its form was inspired by the Newtonian gravity equation. The Newton gravity law states
that the gravity force!" between two objects is proportanto the product of the
masse®f the two objects , and! , divided by thesquare of the distandé between
them(Baldwin and TaglionR006):

where G is gravitation constan(7.1)
Similarly, the gravity model defines bilateral tralde between two countries, which is
directly proportional to aggregate incomes of countrjgds and inversely to distance

'« between them:

(7.2)
The loglinearized form will be:
Ml L L Iny b,
(7.3)
The variable Tij represents the trade flows (exports or imports) between countries,
and!; characterize a@conomic size of country ardis commonly measured by GDP;

I'» measures the transaction costs proxied by distance between countries. The

coefficients of national incontig and!, are expected to have a positive impact on
trade. As the income of country increases, the inhabitarnksspend more money. On
the other hand, the coefficient of distantg is assumed to negatively influence the
trade as the transaction cost will rishe coefficient ; represents the gray constant

(intercept)

Although the original studies of Tinberger (1962) and Linnenman (1966) were criticized
for their weak theory, the current form of model can be derived from several economic
theories. Th first one suggested by Leamer and S(@870) was based on probability
model. Anderson (1979) used the Cdbbugles expenditure function armbnstant
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elasticity of substitutiofCES) and derived the gravity model based on the assumption
that goods are differentiated according to country of arigiBergstrand (1985)
developed model with CES usage of prices. Further theoretical studies of gravity model
include the monopolistic competition model applied by Bergstrand (1989) or Hecksher
Ohlin model employed in wirof Evenett and Keller (1998Pne d the last approaches

to the gravity model includes the theory suggested by Anderson and van Wincoop
(2003). They approximated prices from the BergstrandOs (1985) model with CES by
price indices for exports and imports, which they assumed as a conditonsi$tent
estimation. Thus they generalized the previous model. However, this approach can be
used only for crossectional d&. Recently, Baldwin and Taglior{006) further
simplified the AndersowanWincoopOs model and enabled to apply it on patal d

6.1. Baldwin -Taglio niOsgravity model

As it has been leeady noted, Baldwin and Taglioriollowed the work of
Anderson and van Wincoop and modified their concept of gravity model to allow for
panel data. The theoretical foundation of their innovated Mmisddivided into six

specific steps.
6.1.1. The expenditure share identity

Thefirst step derives thexpenditure share identity for a single exported from country

| to country j. It assumes that quantity of gobdsexported from country i to country |
multiplied by price of goods$,. inside the country j, is equal to expenditutesof
country j on goods, that compete with imports from country i, multiplied !By .
representing the share of expenditures in country i on varigypichl made in country
j.

Pl

plp UOTEIE T

(7.1.1)

6.1.2. The expenditure function: shares depend on relative

prices

According to microeconomic theory glexpenditure share dependselation of
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relative prices and income levels. didg CES function, when we will assume that all

goods are tradk theexpenditure share will link only with relative prices.

H | RICIRE

NEET (l'—'l> R IR | (Z;”!!!!!H!”!) 1>

(7.1.2)
ThevariablePj represents the ideal CES price index, R is the number of natisihe
elasticity d substitution amongarieties(assumed to beymmetrica), ! , is thenumber

of varieties exported from countky
6.1.3. Adding the pass -through equation

The price of goods imported form country i to country j must correspond to the

production cost$,lin country i, the bilateral maryp!! and to thebilateral tradecosts

Ly

L 11T

(7.1.3)
In addition, we will assumé ! 1 asin Dixit-Stiglitz monopolistic completion or

perfect competition with Armingtons goods.
6.1.4. Aggregating across individual goods

We aggregate parariety exports from country i to country j by multiplying the
expenditure share equation by number of symmetiteties! offered by country i.

Thus we obtain the total value of trade.

n 111 :
!!"! !”S!!#!"!!! n”!!!!i]'!"'—ll!!
1

(7.1.4)

6.1.5. Using general equilibrium in the exporting nation to

eliminate the nomi nal price

The producer pricé, in country i must reflect that the country i can sell its output
either at home or abroad. Assuming market clearing condition, wages and price in
country i must adjust in such extent that production of tradelgyao country i will
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equal to its sales.

If we solve the previous equation forl | * , we obtain:

Lt ,!—!,!! L1 ”!!=Z! (1;.,!! %)
| (7.1.6)

The variable); represents the market potendald measures openness of country i.

(1 115)

6.1.6. A first -pass gravity equation

When we substitute the equation 7.1.6 into previous equatlofy Wwe get arequation

|||< NWE )
P UL [ ——
: ! !!!!1!!
(7.1.7)

Finally, if we approximaté ; by GDP of country j, we obtain the gravity equation:

in form:

n 1 ' I
PESRLSH TN e ol
!ll#$% (!"#$!").. ! | Ol 1 1"H3%& &% (

(7.1.8)

The variable G includes all GDP and bilateral trade costs, thus it is instable over time.

6.2. Problems of gravity model

The gravity model, sinarly, as other theoretical coaptsand models faces to
its several specifiproblems. As aresult, the estimated values méag incorrect
Foldvari (2006) identifies some weaknes®f gravity model. The first one is the
application of quite common lelinearized form of gravity model, whiccould be
replaced by BoCox transformation. This form of model would be estimated by
method of Maximum Likelihood estimations. Further shortcoming of gravity model is
an approximation of transaction cost (TrC) by distance, which does not reflect the las
trend of decreasing transaction costs wuieinfluence of internet or cell phones.

36



Baldwin and Taglion{2006) also reflect severdifficulties of the gravity model, which
cause its biases. The major problem they see in correlation of omitteshigh trade
costs term. A a consequencef this, the estimated values will be overestimated.
Another mentioned mistake is inappropriate deflation of nominal trade values by US

aggregate price index. This can be fixed by including time dummies in gramitglm
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7. Empirical Model

The aim of our empirical analysis is to identify the nature of relationship between
foreign direct investment and trade. For this purpose, we will apply a similar procedure
as was employed by Brenton and Di Mauro (1999) in thepigeal work considering
the impact of the economic integration between European Union (EU) and Central and
East European countries (CEECs) on FDI. They used the gravity model to estimate
long-term level of FDI in individual CEECS by major investing coi@gtrand to further

analyse of the relationship between FDI and trade in CEE countries.

The gravity type of model will be also the main objective of our empirical analysis. This
approach will enable us to study the bilateral distribution of FDI, impodseaports

and furthermore to investigate whether there is present complementary or substitute
relationship betweeRDI and tradeWe will employtwo types ofmodel The first one
applied on case of Germauill have the following form:

!n#$ | | | | !.!| ! Y": ! | !!"! ' 'I"#'ée(l ! B!t e L DI L 4 TEF ) | g
(8.1)
After the logarithmization of equation (7.1) we ohtailinear model:
Pl U0 DL b Iy U e D I gy L M, D0 g
Py e Do oyl
(8.2)

where Tij is the value of either FDI stocks or flowe exports andmports from
country i to country j in year it and Yjt are incomes of a particular country in year t
measuredy GDP of countryljt representspopulation of partnerOs country j; Dijt is
distance between country i and j. Furthermore, dummy variables in our model are bor ijt
examiningthe impact of mutual borders betweentpar countries, EUjt capturing
influence of membership in European Union (EU) inrygaNM1jt and NM2jt
characterizingthe new members of EU from years 2004 and 2007 and last one is
economic freedom index considering degree of economic freedom in partner country j

overyears t. The variablg.; represents the error term in equation.
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The second type model witle used in our analysi®f relationship betwen inward FDI
and trade flowsn the Czech Republidts logarithmic form will be

I e P e I T Y L FE L R B

ol

(8.3)
where the impact aiew memberg NM1 and NM2)will be omitted.

In addition we expect the péive impact of Yi and Yj on tradeas well as on FDI
According totheory of FDI, we assume thatogving markes are able attrachore FDI

and that the more productive countries with strong companies will invest'fritie.
influence of population should be negative lboth FDI and trade. The larger countries
with higher population are usuallyare selfsufiicient (Brenton ,Di Mauro and Lucke

1999). The distance as proxy of TrC has the deteriorated effect on trade. However, its
impact on FDI is not fully clear. The firm often chooses betwieBh ad exportso

serve foreignmarket On the other hand, the ap#ional costs rise with the distance.
The impact of dummy variables EU, MN1 and MN2 is expected to be positive in
accordance with benefits related to Single European Market. Further, we expect positive
influence of borders an@f Index of Economic Feedom associated with better
economicconditions for investors artdaders

Ourempirical analysisvill consist ofthreemainsteps for each country. In the first step
we will estimate the impact of our variables on Fidid compare it with expected
values Furthermore, we determine the most influential variables affecting foreign direct

investment activities in examined country.
Secondly, we will apply our extended gravity model to explain the bilateral trade flows
between our country and its partnerbe oltained results will be again compared with

the expected values of e@cients.

Finally, we will detect the nature of relationship between FDI and flows of trade.

% see Chapter 7
10 see 4.1.1 marketlated determinants of FDind Chapter 5
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According to Brerin, Di Mauroand Lucke(1999) we will substitute the residuals from
FDI regressionnto our gravity equation. The new form of equation will be:
For Germany:

R A R T L T B O A L P B O L R P R Y O A
I O T L PN I O L N - P 11
(8.4)
Forthe Czech Republic
T T R A L T O O P B L I O T L I I T R
I I L~ 2 I P[]
(8.5)

The theory suggested by Graham (1996) states that the coefficlent®fFDI will be

negative for substitutes and positive for complements.

7.1. Data

In our empirical analysis we wil use thetwo unbalanced panetlata sets
providing us a sufficient number of observations for both countries of our interest. In
case of German, we obtained 928 observations including 63 @suotrer the period
19952009. Howeverthe data set used fidne Czech Republic offers th&gnificantly
lower nunberobservationlt contains only 374 observations for 34 countries during the
years 1992009. The strong limitation was a poavailability of data on foreign direct

investments.

The data for exportsmports and GDP of analysed countrieere obtained from
Eurostat. The Data on GDP and population of partner countries are taken from the IMF
database. The data on distance are collected from CEPII, the foreign direct investment
are from online archivesf mational banks ((NB and Deutsche Bundesbank) and the
data source Index of Economic Freedom is the Heritage Foundation.

7.2. Methodology

7.2.1. Fixed and Random Effects Models

There are severahodels, which are usually applied on panel data. slihelest
one is themodel of Pooled Ordinary Least Squard®LS), which is only rarely the
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suitable technique to estimate panel data. However it progidgsd background for

default strategy for further steps.

Other possibility how to estimate the panel datixed efécts modelFormally, it may
be expressed by following equation:
N O P e L G T N A R AN IR T O A

(8.2.11)
where! ;; is idiosyncratic or error term specific to each observationis unobserved
or fixed effect. The unobserved effeadtsorls all time-invariant factorswhich differs
the individual crossection& units and we assume that it is correlated to explanatory
variable (Cipra 2008) If we use fixed effects model, we cannot incluble variables,
which constanbver a time for individuatrosssectionalunits. Thus the fixed effect
model will skip our variables such as distance or borderhé&umore, it enables to
apply the estimation with robust standard errons case of detected group

heteroscedasticity

In contrast to fixed effects mdel is model with random effectsharacterizé by
following equation:
L DL Bl b b L L I (LRI v o ymer rr vy
(8.21.2)
where random effects, !, are mutually independent for all j and t (Cipra 2008/e
assume that unobserved effegis uncorrelated with explanatory variable in each

period (Wooldrige 2003), therefore:

g (Lpglag) ! O I=10 G
(8.21.3)
Moreover, !I! | is part of composite terrh., !, ! !, and v is serially correlated
across time:
gt (L 1) ! ﬁ PP Qg g (0),  tr
(8.21.4)

7.2.2. Tests of the suitability of models

To identify the most suitable modek will use several tests.
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Pooled OLS vs. Fixed effects model
The null hypothesis is that all cressctional units have same intercept. If we accept the
null hypothesis the mded OLS model will be more beneficial.

Breusch-Pagan test
The null hypothesis of Breds-Pagan test states that! !"# (1,)! !.If we reject
the null hypothesis, we will consider as more appropriate the random effects model.

Hausman test
The null hypothesis of Hausman test tisat unobserved effect iuncorrelated with
explanatory variables, therefore, "# (1,,!1,)! 1. The test is based on a
measurement distance H between fixed and random effect. If the value oigH, ithk
fixed effects model will be suitable.

7.3. Results

At the beginning, we would like to mention several aspects, which seem to be
same in whole empirical analysis. In the first step we apfhieestimation with pooled
OLS, which helped us toeltter asess the entire model. Thigcludes tests osome of
basic assumptian In both datesets we identify the heteroscstigity. However, we
must concluded, that in such large sampleaintries with different sizes, the presence
of heteroscedasticity was macted. Furthermore, we are aware of fact that estimated
coefficients of variables stay unchanged. The heteroscedasticitythese®re serious
problem on the estimates of standard errors, which can be consequentyalvated.
Although we appliedog-linearized form of our model, we have to face problem with
normality of data. One of the possible explanation may be that logarithmization has
impact on skewness of distribution of data.

Furthermore, we did a panel data diagnostic with all above refeeseslin all case
both Czech and German data we reject the null hypothesis of same intercept for all
crosssection units in favouof fixed effects models. Similarly, we reject the null

hypothesis of Brewh- Pagan test in favour of random effects modeisally, we reject

42



the null hypothesis of Hausman test, that the model with random effects is consistent, in
favour of models with fixed effects.

In addition we estimatedall models withfixed effects. To identify the presence of
group heteroscedastigj we applied Wald test with null hypothesis, that idiosyncratic
errors are groupwise homoscedastic. In all cases, the extremelyvalwef (p < 0,

05) indicates the presence gfoupwise heteroscedasticity. ThatOs why we estimated
our final resultawvith fixed effects with robust standard errors. As the result, we obtained
statistically less significant coefficients without overestimation.

As we notedabove, we divided our empirical analysis into 3 basic steps. Firstly we will
evalwete the reslis d foreign direct investment. Seconglye will considerthe impact
of our explanatory variable on trade. Finally we will attempt to identify whether FDI

and trade flows are complements or substitutes
7.3.1. Result s for outward and inward FDI

The case of German
As we can see from the tabieost of estimatedoefficients have expectedhpact on
German outward FDI except the variable of German incavhé&h importance cannot
be omitted. The Yindicates as the prosperity of country increasesir firm are less
willing to invest abroad. The possible explanation could be, that Germeneasing
income of inhabitantsause a sufficiently big demand at the local market. Thus the
firms will prefer operational activities at home rather abrétavever its influence is
not significant. We identified national income of partner countries as significant
variable. It indicates the marketientation of German outward FDIAnother
significant variable are new members of EU. It could be accepted that membership in
EU provide Geman investors certain guaranteddthough, the rest of variables is
statistically insignificant, the coefficient of determinati®nis 0,95, which indicate that
the selected variable should be explain 95% of model.

1 See results in Appendix
12 The obtaineg-valuewas mostly around 0
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Fixed Effects Model withRobust(HAC) standard errors

Dependent variablé: outFDI
Skipped variabled_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chybapod’'l p-hodnota

const )3.53511 6.26049 )0.5647 0.5724
Y] 1.25769 0.519237 2.4220.0156 **
|_Yi )0.172523  0.841032 )0.2051 0.8375
| Lj )1.08451 1.49442 )0.7257 0.4682
EU 0.187259 0.117730 1591 0.1121
NM1 0.385884 0.439699 0.8776 0.3804
NM2 1.03895 0.291443 3.565 0.0004 ***
IEF 0.017541 0.0125122 1.405 0.1605

The case othe Czech republic
For Czech Republic we concentrated rather on inward FDI. Thengstical evidence
suggests that there is @ertain potential of the Czech Repub(iCR) for foreign
investors. However, thebtained results shw that the most influentiavariable is only
GDP for partner country. This leads ttee concluson thatmore productive countries
have bigger potential to beconmain investors in the Czech Republithe!' of
estimated model was 0,97, athis similarly as for Germaryuite hidh.

Fixed Effects Model withRobust (HAC) standard errors

Dependent variablé: inFDI
Skipped variables: |_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba -pod| phodnota
const )44.5004  9.72567 )4.576 6.81e06 ***
|_Yi 0.940073 1.14492 0.821D.4122
| Yj 2.97680 0.950963 3.130 0.0019 ***
| Lj 0.622132 3.87088 0.1607 0.8724
EU 0.201125 0.313319 0.6410.5214

IEF )0.017911 0.0294977)0.6072 0.5441
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7.3.2. Results for trade flows

The case of Germany
The model of German exportsidicates as the most significant variable the GDP of
partnerand economicfreedom indexHowever, the estimated impaof statistically
insignificantNM1, NM2 and Yi is quite interesting. The suggested explanasidhat
German exportsn new member countries were replaced by exports of others. The
negatie coefficient of GDRcould be similarly as in previous case with FDI explained
by sufficient demand at local market. The coefficient of determination issaigdigh
(0,99)

Fixed Effects Model withRobust (HAC) standard errors

Dependent variablel_Xij
Skipped variabled_Dij Bor

koeficient ~ smé&r. chybat-pod’l p-hodnota

const )3.66830  2.33405 )1.572 0.1164
L_Y] 1.25410 0311817  8.261 5.45el6 ***
l_Yi )0.0869745 0.304503 ) 0.2856 0.7752
|_Lj )1.07020 0.703766  )1.521 0.1287
EU 0.193517 0.0377802 5.122 3.73e07 ***
NM1 )0.0824972 0.0861662 )0.9574 0.3386
NM )0.0353609 0.124472  )0.28410.7764
IEF 0.0116544 0.00354967 3.283 0.0011 ***

The model of German imports displades very similar results as we haeepected
The excepton is thecoefficient of NM2, whichindicatesthe lowering of import from
Bulgaria and Romania after their accession to EUweier, its impact is not
significant. Theonly significant variablein this model wasYj. The coefficient of
determinations

Fixed Effects Model withRobust (HAC) standard errors

Dependent variabld: Mij
Skipped variabled_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba-pbd’l p-hodnota

const )6.18554  3.36675 )1.837 0.0665 *
L_Y] 0.829918 0.234099 3.545 0.0004 ***
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L_Yi 0.513226 0.386917 1.326  0.1850
|_Lj )1.32412  0.910840 )1.454 0.1464
EU 0.209765 0.154455 1.358 0.1748
NM1 0.0353709 0.209517 0.1688 0.8660
NM2 )0.0361035 0.208062 ).1735 0.8623
IEF 0.00266611 0.00479670 0.5558 0.5785

The case Czech Republic
The results of Czech exports damconsidered as classic example of Gravity trade with
significant variables Yi, Yj,and Lj. approximating the absolute size of countfje
variable for distance was not inclubléen fixed effects model due to its correlation.
Except the coefficient of EU, all coefficients have expected sighs. leads to the
conclusion that small coums with strong O demandO create main markets of Czech
exports.
Fixed Effects Model withRobust (HAC) standard errors

Dependent variable: |_Xij
Skiiped variables : |_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba-pbd’l p-hodnota
const )10.6367 4.31219 )2.467 0.0142 **
|_Yi 1.16216 0.572329 2.031 0.0431 **
Y] 1.13591 0.456798 2.487 0.0134 **
| Lj )3.21809 1.69122 )1.903 0.0579 *
EU )0.132749  0.0922764)1.439  0.1512
IEF 0.009048930.0147686 0.6127 0.5405

We identified only one significant variable Yilt indicates that growth of domestic

market by 1 % will cause increase of imports by almostT8!.' is 0,99.

Fixed Effects Model withRobust (HAC) standard errors

Dependent variablel_Mij
Skipped vaibles |_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba-pbd’l p-hodnota
const  )19.9957 2.35417 )8.494 7.28el6 ***
|_Yi 1.88529 0.633347 2.977 0.0031 ***
| Yj 0.479775 0.633934  0.75680.4497
| Lj )0.723524 0.961779)0.7523 0.4524
EU 0.0415950 0.103833  0.40060.6890
IEF )0.0101412 0.01014560.9996 0.3183
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7.3.3. The results for regression with FDI residuals

The case of Germany
Unfortunately the variable of outward FDI is in both regressions for exports and
imports statistically insignificant. In other case, we could identify the complementarity
between both types of flows.The better resudtwe would obtain, if do not take into
account the groupwise heteroscedasticity in our data. The fixed effects model without

robust standard errors show the strong complementarity in both cases.

The case ofCzech Republic
Neither final results for Czech republic did noshow any significant relationship
between inward FDI and trade flows. addition, we could detect the complementarity
of inward FDI with exports in case of fixed models without robust standaors. It
would support the theory of Czech Republic as the export platform.

The results for both countries are disappointnregbmparisorwith results of Brenton
Di Mauro and Lucke(1999), who found a significarositive relationshipbetween
outward FDI and exports fo¥ countries oubf 11. Analogously, they obtain significant
positive relationshipetween imports and FDI for 5 countries out of Ihlcontrast to
Brenton, DiMauro and Lucke(1999), who used the gravity model for cregstional
data, we applied it on panel datts.

1 . . . .
% The estimated values of regression are in appendix
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8. Conclusion

The aim of our thesiwasto discusghe effects of fagign direct investment on trade and
analyse the relationship between thdfor this purpose, we focusemh case of the
Czech Republic, as our holaed, and Germany, as one of the most important investors
in the global marketAccording to the empirical study suggested by Bren» Mauro

and Lucke (1999)we usedthe Gravity model to inveggate thenature of bilateral
exports,imports and foreigrdirect investmenbetween our countries and their partners.
In contrast taheir study intendedonly for crosssectional data, we applied our model
on panel data sets, which reflect both cresstional and time series dimension.

In our model we considehe traditional Gravity model variables extended by dummy
variables, such as borders, membership in European Union or Index of Economic
Freedom.Furthermore, we estimated the possible impact of our variables on bilateral
trade flows and foreign direct iegtment and attempted to detect the relationship
between themWe applied fixed effects model with robust standards errors due to

presence of groupwise heteroscedasticity in our data.

In case of Germanyye identifiedmarketoriented character of outwafdreign direct
investment. This hypothesis could be supported by the most significant variable
including last members of European Union (e.g. Bulgaria and Romavh&h offer
the possibility to invest in a new market. The German exports inditzedey are
driven mainly by economic growth and stability of partner countfigsher by their
membership in EU. The imports seem to be significantly influgiocdy by national

income of the partner country.

The inward foreigrdirect investment in the Celk Republic is mostly dependent on the
growth of partnerOs GDI suggests, that foreign firms are more willing to invest with
their increasing profit. The rals for Czech exports confirrthe theoy of Gravity
model and indicatpopulation of partner amtry and both GDRs the most significant
variables The model with Czech imports displaced the positive impacatoaiestic
GDP.
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Unfortunately, we did not identify any significant relationship either between outward
foreign direct investment and tradews in case of Germany or between inward foreign
direct investment and trade flows in the Czech Republic.
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Appendix

Results for Germany

Pooled OLS

OLS, za pou$it’ 928 pozorovin’

Zahrnuto 63 pr%!'ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minim$In& 11, maxim#in& 15
Ztvisle promé&nni: outFDI

koeficient sm&chyba 4pod’| phodnota

const 3.96300 3.44435 1.151  0.2502

LYj .14937 0.0552221 20.81 4.07e79 ***
L_Yi )0.728880 0.247414  )2.946 0.0033  ***
[_Dij )0.402193 0.0494205 )8.138 1.30el5 ***
_Lj )0.302840 0.0542687 )5.580 3.16e08 ***
Bor 0.831374 0.120170 6.918 8.57el2 ***
EU 0.855231 0.106052 8.064 2.29el1l5 ***
NM1 0.522396 0.167678 3.115 0.0019  ***
NM2 0.232070 0.393194 0.59020.5552

IEF 0.05645490.00473218 11.93 1.32e30 ***

Test normality rezidw
Nulovi hypotZza: chyby jsou norm#In& rozd&lenZ
Testovac’ statistika: CHvadrtt(2) = 79.0088
s phodnotou = 6.97353&8

White#tv test heteroskedasticity
Nulovi hypotZza: nen’ zde heteroskedasticita
Testovac’ statistika: LM = 340.744
s phodmotou = P(Chtkvadrit(46) > 340.744) = 1.282426

Panel diagnostic

Rozptyl rezidu’167.299/(928 70) = 0.194988

Sdru$ent signifikanaezd’In"ch stledn’ch hodnot po skupinich:

F(62, 858) = 52.1603 spodnotou 7.95321248

(N’zkt phodnota vypov'dt mti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvittn’, a ve prospé&ch alternativy pevn'ch efekt%.)

BreuschPaganova testovac’ statistika

LM = 3363.14 s ghodnotou = prob(chkvadrit(1) > 3363.14) =0

(N'zkt phodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze hgemadn" OLS model
je adekvttn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy nthodn"ch efekt%.)

Hausmanova testovac’ statistika

H = 22.5499 s fhodnotou = prob(ckkvadrit(7) > 22.5499) = 0.00204096
(N'zkt p-hodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e model s nthodsfakiy
je konzistentn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn“ch efekt%.)

Test pro r%znZ intercepty mezi skupinami
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Nulovt hypotZza:  Skupiny maj’ spole#n" intercept
Testovac’ statistika: F(62, 858) = 52.1603
s phodnotou = P(F(62, 858) > 52.1603y985321e248

Wald#v test heteroskedasticity neztvisl% na rozd&len’
Nulovt hypotZza: jednotky maj’ stejn” rozptyl chyb
Asymptotickt testovac’ statistika: Ckvadrit(63) = 8355.17
s phodnotou =0

Fixed Effects with Robust Standard Errsr

PevnZefekty, za poulit928 pozorovin’

Zahrnuto 63 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minim$In& 11, maxim#in& 15
Ztvisle promé&nni: outFDI

Robustn’ (HAC) sm"rodatnZ chyby

Vynechino z d%vodu plesnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient  smé&r. chyba -pod’l phodnota

const )3.53511 6.26049 )0.5647 0.5724

LYj 1.25769 0.519237 2422 0.0156 **
L_Yi )0.172523  0.841032  )0.2051 0.8375

[_Lj )1.08451 1.49442  )0.7257 0.4682

EU 0.187259 0.117730 1.591 0.1121

NM1 0.385884 0.439699 0.8776 0.3804
NM2 1.0389 0.291443 3.565 0.0004 ***
IEF 0.0175741 0.0125122  1.405 0.1605

Stledn’ hodnota z4visle prom&inZ ~ 7.312065
Sm. odchylka ztvisle prom&nnZ 1.999852

Sou#et #tverc% rezidu’ 167.2993

Sm. chyba regrese 0.441574
Koeficient determinace 0.954875
Adjustovan" koeficient determinace 0.951246
F(69, 858) 263.1273
P-hodnota(fy 0.000000
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti )521.8283
Akaikovo kritZrium 1183.657
Schwarzovo kritZrium 1521.969
HannanQuinnovo kritZtium 1312.704
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.750827
Durbin-Watsonova statistika 0.453076

zde je poznimka o zkratktch statistik modelu
Pooled OLS

HromadnZ OLSza poulit' 930 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 63 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minim$In& 11, maxim#in& 15
Zivisle prom&nndl: Xij

koeficient smé&r. chyba t-pod’l phodnota

const 4.95191  1.63195 3.034 0.0025 ***
LY 1.23375 0.0261974  47.09 2.436247 ***
| Yi )0.425754  0.117205 )3.633  0.0003 ***
| Dij )0.774452  0.0234686 )33.00  3.37e158 ***
| Lj )0.342138  0.025781 )13.29 5.59@37 ***
Bor 0.0654647 0.0570759 1.147  0.2517
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EU )0.000369158 0.0503664  )0.00732%9.9942

NM1 0.323186 0.0796400 4.058 5.37e05 ***
NM2 0.252462  0.186777 1.352 0.1768

IEF 0.0214496 0.00224809  9.541  1.2Qe***

Test normality rezidw
Nulovi hypotZza: chyby jsou norm#In& rozd&lenZ
Testovac’ statistika: CHvadrit@) = 6.3949
s phodnotou = 0.0408663

White#tv test heteroskedasticity
Nulovi hypotZza: nen’ zde heteroskedasticita
Testovac’ statistika: LM = 187.291
s phodnotou = P(Chkvadrit(46) > 187.291) = 5.8433868

Panel diagnostic

Rozptyl rezidu’: 3(B069/(930- 70) = 0.035822

Sdru$ent signifikance rozd’In%ch stledn’ch hodnot po skupinich:

F(62, 860) = 67.3859 sipodnotou 2.97148286

(N’zkt phodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvittn’, a ve prospé&ch alternativy petméfekt%.)

BreuschPaganova testovac’ statistika:

LM = 4177.27 s ghodnotou = prob(chkvadrit(1l) > 4177.27) =0

(N'zkt phodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvttn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy nthodn"ch efekt%.)

Hausmamwva testovac’ statistika:

H = 21.9632 s fhodnotou = prob(chkvadrit(7) > 21.9632) = 0.00257775

(N'zkt p-hodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e model s nthodn"mi efekty
je konzistentn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn“ch efekt%.)

Test pro r%znZ intapty mezi skupinami
Nulovi hypotZza: Skupiny maj’ spole#n" intercept
Testovac’ statistika: F(62, 860) = 67.3859
s phodnotou = P(F(62, 860) > 67.3859) = 2.971286

Wald#v test heteroskedasticity neztvisl% na rozd&len’
Nulovi hypotZza: jedky maj’ stejn" rozptyl chyb
Asymptotickt testovac’ statistika: Gkvadrit(63) = 8722.7
s phodnotou =0

Test normality rezidw
Nulovt hypotZza: chyby jsou norm#In& rozd&lenZ
Testovac’ statistika: Ckvadrt(2) = 239.338
s phodnotou = 1.069e-52
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Fixed Effects with Robust Standard Errsr

PevnZ efekty, za poulit’ 930 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 63 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minim$In& 11, maxim#in& 15
Ztvisle prom&nnil_Xij

Robustn’ (HAC) sm"rodatnZ chyby

Vynechino z d%vodu p'esnZinarity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient ~ smé&r. chyba t-pod’l  p-hodnota

const )3.66830 2.33405 )1.572 0.1164
LYj 1.25410 0.151817 8.261 5.45el6 ***
LYi )0.0869745 0.304503  )0.2856 0.7752
_Lj )1.07020 0.703766  )1.521 0.1287
EU 0.193517 0.0377802 5.122 3.73e07 ***
NM1 )0.0824972 0.0861662 )0.9574 0.3386
NM )0.0353609 0.124472  )0.2841 0.7764
IEF 0.0116544 0.00354967 3.283 0.0011 ***

Stledn’ hodnota z4visle prom&inZ  8.005738
Sm. odchylka ztvisle prom&nnZ 1.657148

Souttet #tverc% rezidu’ 30.80689
Sm. chyba regrese 0.189267
Koeficient determinace 0.987924
Adjustovan" koeficient determinace 0.986956
F(69, 860) 1019.679
P-hodnota(F) 0.000000
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti 264.8496
Akaikovo kritZrium )389.6993
Schwarzovo kritZrium )51.23637
HannanQuinnovo kritZtium )260.6076
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.609091
Durbin-Watsonova statistika 0.696071
Pooled OLS

HromadnZ OLS za poulit’ 930 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 63 pr%lez&h jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minim$In& 11, maxim#in& 15
Ztvisle prom&nni: Mij

koeficient smé&r. chyba -pbd’l phodnota

const 7.61661  2.48437 3.066 0.0022 ok
Y] 1.00851 0.0398810 25.29 1.53elQ7 ***

L_Yi )0.499047 0.178425 )2.797  0.0053 hx
|_Dij )0.900705 0.0357269 )25.21 4.84el1l07 ***

L )0.0675406 0.0392017 )1.723  0.0852 *

Bor 0.130992 0.0868885 1.508  0.1320

EU 0.0943333 0.0766743 1.230 0.2189

NM1 0.398997 0.11238 3.291 0.0010 el
NM2 )0.0568843 0.284337 )0.2001 0.8415

IEF 0.0368065  0.00342233 10.75 1-2%e ***

Test normality rezidw
Nulovi hypotZza: chyby jsou norm#In& rozd&lenZ
Testovac’ statistika: Ckvadrit(2) = 29.2544
s phodnotou = 4.441167
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White%v test heteroskedasticity
Nulovi hypotZza: nen’ zde heteroskedasticita
Testovac’ statistika: LM = 175.578
s phodnotou = P(Chkvadrit(46) > 175.578) = 5.03246&

Panel diagnostic

Rozptyl rezidu’: 61.7858/(93070) = 0.0718439

Sdru$ent signifikance rozd’In%ch stledn’ch hodnot po skupinich:

F(62, 860) = 80.0229 sipodnotou 0

(N’zkt phodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvittn’, a@ prosp&ch alternativy pevn'ch efekt%.)

BreuschPaganova testovac’ statistika:

LM = 4141.78 s ghodnotou = prob(ckkvadrit(1l) > 4141.78) =0

(N'zkt phodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvittn’, a ve prosp&ch alternatishodn"ch efekt%.)

Hausmanova testovac’ statistika:

H = 48.2673 s fhodnotou = prob(ckkvadrit(7) > 48.2673) = 3.156 798

(N'zkt p-hodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e model s nthodn"mi efekty
je konzistentn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn'fetiktgs.)

Test pro r%znZ intercepty mezi skupinami
Nulovi hypotZza: Skupiny maj’ spole#n" intercept
Testovac’ statistika: F(62, 860) = 80.0229
s phodnotou = P(F(62, 860) > 80.0229) = 0

Wald#v test heteroskedasticity neztvisl% na rozd&len’
Nulovi hypotZza: jednotky maj’ stejn” rozptyl chyb
Asymptotickt testovac’ statistika: Gkvadrit(63) = 76726.4
s phodnotou =0

Fixed Effects with Robust Standard Errsr

PevnZ efekty, za poulit’ 930 pozorovin’

Zahrnuto 63 pr%!'ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #aovZ lady: minimtin& 11, maxim#In& 15
Ztvisle prom&nnil_Mij

Robustn’ (HAC) sm"rodatnZ chyby

Vynechino z d%vodu plesnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba-pbd’l phodnota

const )6.18554  3.36675 )1.837 0.0665 *
Y] 0.829918 0.234099 3.545 0.0004 ***
LYi 0.513226 0.386917 1.326 0.1850
[_Lj )1.32412  0.910840 )1454 0.1464
EU 0.209765 0.154455 1.358 0.1748
NM1 0.0353709 0.209517 0.1688 0.8660
NM2  )0.0361035 0.208062 )0.1735 0.8623
IEF 0.00266611 0.0047967M®.5558 &B785

Stledn’ hodnota ztvisle prom&nnZ  7.682535
Sm. odchylka ztvisle prom&nnZ 1.783103

Souttet #tverc% rezidu’ 61.78579
Sm. chyba regee 0.268037
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Koeficient determinace 0.979082
Adjustovan" koeficient determinace 0.977404

F(69, 860) 583.3761
P-hodnota(F) 0.000000
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti )58.76015
Akaikovo kritZrium 257.5203
Schwarzovo kritZrium 595.9832
HannanQuinnovo kritZtium 386.6120
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.651026
Durbin-Watsonova statistika 0624771
Pooled OLS

HromadnZ OLS, za poulit’ 928 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 63 pr%!'ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minim$In& 11, maxim#in& 15
Ztvisle prom&nni: Xij

koeficient ~ smé&r. chyba -pod'l phodnota

const 5.11861 1.63293 3.1350.0018  ***
LYj 1.23582 0.0261801  47.20 1.16e247 ***
L_Yi ) 0.438171  0.117296 )3.736 0.0002  ***
|_Dij ) 0.775449  0.0234297 )33.10 1.11e158 ***
_Lj ) 0.344007  0.0257281 )13.37 2.21e37 ***
Bor 0.0636369 0.0569712  1.1170.2643

EU )0.00224764 0.050277  )0.04470 0.9644
NM1 0.325660 0.0794940 4.097 4.56e05 ***
NM2 0.256222 0.186409 1.375 0.1696

IEF 0.0214652 0.002243479.568 9.76e21 ***

res_outFDI 0.0701952 0.0341711 2.054 0.0402 **

Test normality rezidw
Nulovi hypotZza: chyby jsou norm#In& rozd&lenZ
Testovac’ statistika: Ckvadrit(2) = 6.06193
s phodnotou = 0.0482691

White%v test heteroskedasticity
Nulovi hypotZza: nen’ zde heteroskedasticita
Testovac’ statistika: LM = 194.451
s phodnotou = P(Chkvadrit(56) > 194.451) = 3.52831&

Panel diagnostic

Rozptyl rezidu’: 29.8747/(92871) = 0.0348596

Sdru$ent signifance rozd’In"ch stledn’ch hodnot po skupintch:

F(62, 857) = 69.0606 sipodnotou 2.01308289

(N’zkt phodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvittn’, a ve prospé&ch alternativy pevn'ch efekt%.)

BreuschPaganova testovac’ afistika:

LM = 4184.33 s ghodnotou = prob(chkvadrit(1l) > 4184.33) =0

(N'zkt phodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvttn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy nthodn"ch efekt%.)

Hausmanova testovac’ statistika:
H = 22.6402 s fhodnotou = prob(chkvadrit(8) > 22.6402) = 0.00385823
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(N'zkt p-hodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e model s nthodn"mi efekty
je konzistentn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn“ch efekt%.)

Fixed Effects

Pevné efekty, za pouZiti 928 pozorovani

Zahrnuo 63 pr%'ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minim$In& 11, maxim#in& 15
Ztvisle prom&nni: Xij

Vynechino z d%vodu plesnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba-pbd’l phodnota

const )3.70888  1.23302 )3.008 0.0027 ***

LYj 1.25380  0.0791648 15.84 9.57e50 ***
LYi )0.0845077  0.140139  )0.6030  0.5467

| Lj )1.06604  0.172627 )6.175  1.008 ***
EU 0.193720 0.137076 1.413  0.1580

NM1 )0.0829428 0.143793  )0.5768 0.5642
NM2 )0.0349377 0.165401  )0.2112 0.8328
IEF 0.0115771 0.00198265 5.839 7.44e09 ***
res_outFDI 0.0701952 0.0144349  4.863 1.38e06 ***

Stledn’ hodnota z4visle prom&nnZ  8.007888
Sm. odclylka ztvisle prom&nnZ 1.658269

Souttet #tverc% rezidu’ 29.87470
Sm. chyba regrese 0.186707
Koeficient determinace 0.988280
Adjustovan" koeficient determinace 0.98332
F(70, 857) 1032.403
P-hodnota(F) 0.000000
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti 277.5383
Akaikovo kritZrium )413.0766
SchwarzovdkritZrium )69.93131
HannanQuinnovo kritZtium )282.1854
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.601000
Durbin-Watsonova statistika 0.706706

Test pro r%znZ intercepty mezi skupinami
Nulovt hypotZza: Skupiny maj spole#n" intercept
Testovac’ statistika: F(62, 857) = 69.0606
s phodnotou = P(F(62, 857) > 69.0606) = 2.013288

Wald#v test heteroskedasticity neztvisl% na rozd&len’
Nulovt hypotZza: jednotky maj’ stejn" rozptyl chyb
Asymptotickt testovac’ statistika: Gkvadrit(63) = 6622.87
s phodnotou =0

Fixed Effects with Robust Standard Errsr

PevnZ efekty, za poulit' 928 pozorovin’

Zahrnuto 63 pr%!'ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minim$In& 11, maxim#in& 15
Ztvisle pom&nnil_Xij

Robustni (HAC) smérodatné chyby

Vynechino z d%vodu plesnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba -pod’l phodnota
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const )3.70888  2.22282 )1.669  0.0956  *

Y] 1.25380 0.138468 9.055 9.06e19 ***
LYi )0.0845077 0.275806 )0.3064 0.7594

_Lj )1.06604  0.623193 )1.711  0.0875 *
EU 0.1937® 0.0306734 6.316 4.32el1l0 ***

NM1 )0.0829428 0.0910478 )0.9110 0.3626
NM2 )0.0349377 0.113911 )0.3067 0.7591
IEF 0.01157710.00338721  3.418 0.0007 ***
res_outFDI 0.0701952 0.0436585 1.608 0.1082

Stledn’ hodnota ztvisle prom&nnZ  8.007888

Sm. odchylka ztvisle prom&nnZ 1.658269
Souttet #tverc% rezidu’ 29.87470
Sm. chyba regrese 0.186707
Koeficient determinace 0.988280
Adjustovan" koeficient determinace 0.987323
F(70, 857) 1032.403
P-hodnota(F) 0.000000
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti 277.5383
Akaikovo kritZrium )413.0766
Schwarzovo kritZrium )69.93131
HannanQuinnovo kritZtium )282. 18!
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.601000
Durbin-Watsonova statistika 0.706706
Pooled OLS

HromadnZ OLS, za poulit’ 928 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 63 pr%!'ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minim$In& 11, maxim#in& 15
Ztvisle promé&ni: |_Mij

koeficient smé&r. chyba -ptd’l phodnota

const 8.01108  2.48640 3.222 0.0013 ok
Y] 1.01320 0.0398636 2542 2.6868 ***

L_Yi )0.528344 0.178603 ) 2.9580.0032 hx
|_Dij )0.902971 0.0356756 ) 25.31 1.3087 ***

_Lj )0.0717460 0.0391754 ) 1.8310.0674 *

Bor 0.126832 0.0867480 1.4621441

EU 0.0900950 0.0765563 1.170.2396

NM1 0.404779 0.121043 3.34@.0009 rx
NM2 )0.0481575 0.283838 )0.1697 0.8653

IEF 0.0368465 0.00341605 10.79 12B8e ***

res_outFDI 0.0641637 0.0520311 1.233 0.2178

White#v test heteroskedasticity
Nulovt hypotZza: nen’ zde heteroskeditsti
Testovac’ statistika: LM = 188.445
s phodnotou = P(Chkvadrit(56) > 188.445) = 3.083016

Panel diagnostic

Rozptyl rezidu’: 61.0178/(92871) = 0.0711993

Sdru$ent signifikance rozd’In%ch stledn’ch hodnot po skupinich:

F(62, 857) = 80.2629hodnotou 0

(N’zkt phodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvittn’, a ve prospé&ch alternativy pevn'ch efekt%.)
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BreuschPaganova testovac’ statistika

LM = 4083.61 s ghodnotou = prob(ckkvadrit(1l) > 4083.61) = 0

(N'zkt phodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvttn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy nthodn"ch efekt%.)

Hausmanova testovac’ statistika:

H = 50.4043 s fhodnotou = prob(ckkvadrit(8) > 50.4043) = 3.4108

(N'zkt phodnota vypov'dt prohulovZ hypotZze, $e model s nthodn"mi efekty
je konzistentn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn“ch efekt%.)

Fixed Effects

PevnZ efekty, za poulit’ 928 pozorovin’

Zahrnuto 63 pr%!'ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minim$In& 11, maxim#in& 15
Ztvisle promé&nt |_Mij

Vynechino z d%vodu plesnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba -podl phodnota

const ) 6.24756 1.76217 )3.545%.0004  ***

LYj 0.829051  0.113138  7.328 5H3ew
LYi 0517120  0.200279  2.582 0.0100 ***
| Lj )1.31721 0.246709  )5.339 1.20B ***
EU 0.20018  0.195902  1.072  0.2840
NM1 0.0348736 0.205501  0.1697 0.8653
NM2 ) 0.0352253  0.236383 )0.1490 0.8816
IEF 0.00255042 0.00283350 0.9001 0.3683

res_outFDI 0.0641637 0.0206296  3.110 0.0019 ***

Stledn’ hodnota ztvisle prom&nnZ  7.683338

Sm. odchylka ztvisle prom&nnZ 1.784940
Souttet #tverc% rezidu’ 61.01783
Sm. chyba regrese 0.266832
Koeficient determinace 0.979340
Adjustovan" koeficient determinace 0.977653
F(70, 857) 580.3454
P-hodnota(F) 0.000000
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti ) 53.82930
Akaikovo kritZrium 249.6586
Schwarzovo kritZrium 592.8038
HannarQuinnovo kritZtium 380.5497
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.647724
Durbin-Watsonova statistika 0.629307

Test pro r%znZ intercepty mezi skupinami
Nulovi hypotZza: Skupiny maj’ spole#n" intercept
Testovac’ statistika: F(62, 857) = 80.2629
s phodnotou = P(F(62, 857) > 80.2629) = 0

Wald#v test heteroskedasticity nez#visl% na rozd&len’
Nulovi hypotZza: jednotky maj’ stejn" rozptyl chyb
Asymptotickt testovac’ statistika: Gkvadrit(63) = 57027.2
s phodnotou =0

Fixed Effects with Robust Standard Errer

PevnZ efekty, za pou!if28 pozorovin’
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Zahrnuto 63 pr%!'ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minim$In& 11, maxim#in& 15
Ztvisle prom&nni: Mij

Robustn’ (HAC) sm"rodatnZ chyby

Vynechino z d%vodu plesnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba-pbdl p-hodnota

const ) 6.24756 3.35517 )1.862 0.0629 *

Y] 0.829051 0.233342 3.553 0.0004 ***
L_Yi 0.517120 .878493 1.366 0.1722

[_Lj ) 1.31721 0.851140 )1.548 0.1221

EU 0.210018 0.147713 1.422 0.1554
NM1 0.0348736 0.209434 0.1665 0.8678
NM2 ) 0.0352253 0.198009 )0.1779 0.8588

IEF 0.00255042 0.00483235 0.5278 0.5978

res_outFDI 0.0641637 0.0427941 1499 0.1341

Stledn’ hodnota ztvisle prom&nnZ 7.683338

Sm. odchylka ztvisle pro&nnZ 1.784940
Souttet #tverc% rezidu’ 61.01783
Sm. chyba regrese 0.266832
Koeficient determinace 0.979340
Adjustovan" koeficient determinace 0.977653
F(70, 857) 580.3454
P-hodnota(F) 0.000000
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti ) 53.82930
Akaikovo kritZrium 249.6586
Schwarzovo ktZrium 592.8038
HannanQuinnovo kritZtium 380.5497
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.647724
Durbin-Watsonova statistika 0.629307
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Results for the Czech Republic

Pooled OLS

HromadnZ OLS, za poulit’ 358 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtIn& 1, maximiin& 11
Ztvisle prom&nni_inFDI

koeficient smé&r. chybapbod’l phodnota
const )31.7109 6.33469 )5.006 8.8Bk ***
LYi 1.29021 0.543105 2.376 0.0181 **
Y] 2.00702 0.209875  9.563  2:1%e***
| Lj )1.31470 0.207203)6.345 6.89e10 ***
|_Dij )0.616664 0.125032 )4.932 1.266 ***

Bor 1.11355 0.331698 3.357 0.0009 ***
EU 1.00303 0.227905 4.401 10OBe™*
IEF 0.04988690.0156712 3.183 0.0016 ***

Test normality rezidw
Nulovi hypotZza: chyby jsou norm#In& rozd&lenZ
Testovac’ statistika: CHvadrft(2) = 25.7168
s phodnotou = 2.6042186

White%v test heteroskedasticity
Nulovt hypotZza: nen’ zdeteroskedasticita
Testovac’ statistika: LM = 123.32
s phodnotou = P(Chkvadrft(33) > 123.32) = 2.36589¢

Panel diagnostic

Rozptyl rezidu’: 233.684/(35839) = 0.732552

Sdru$ent signifikance rozd’'In%ch stledn’ch hodnot po skupinich:

F(33, 319) =29.978 s ghodnotou 1.37478&8

(N’zkt phodnota vypov’'d proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvitn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn“ch efekt%.)

BreuschPaganova testovac’ statistika:

LM =771.824 s ghodnotou = prob(chkvadrit(1) > 77824) = 7.213054.70
(N’zkt phodnota vypov’'d proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvitn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy nthodn"ch efekt%.)

Hausmanova testovac’ statistika:

H = 6.53042 s fhodnotou = prob(chkvadrit(5) > 6.53042) = 0.257969

(N'zkt p-hodnota vypov’'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e model s nthodn"mi efekty
je konzistentn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn“ch efekt%.)

Test pro r%znZ intercepty mezi skupinami
Nulovi hypotZzaSkupiny maj’ spole"'n% intercept
Testovac’ statistika: B@, 319) = 29.978
s phodnotou = P(F(33, 319) > 29.978) = 1.37478e
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Wald%v test heteroskedasticity nezivisl” na rozd&len’
Nulovi hypotZza: jednotky maj’ stejn" rozptyl chyb
Asymptotickt testovac’ statistika: Ckvadrit(33) = 31731.5
s phodndou =0

Fixed Effects with Robust Standard Errer

PevnZ efekty, za poulit’ 358 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtIn& 1, maximiin& 11
Ztvisle prom&nni: |_inFDI

Robustn’ (HAC) sm"rodatnZ chyby

Vynechino z d%vodu p!esnZitkearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient sm&r. chyba -pod’l phodnota
const  )44.5004 9.72567 )4.576 6.8 ***
LYi 0.940073 1.14492 0.8211 0.4122
Y] 2.97680 0.950963 3.130 0.0019 ***
| Lj 0.622132 3.87088 0.1607 0.8724
EU 0.201125 0.313319 0.6419 0.5214

IEF )0.0179111 0.029497%0.6072 0.5441

Stledn’ hodnota ztvisle prom&nnZ  4.792569

Sm. odchylka ztvisle prom&nnZ 2.875263
Sout#et #tverc% rezidu’ 233.6841
Sm. chyba regrese 0.855893
Koeficient deérminace 0.920822
Adjustovan” koeficient determinace 0.911390
F(38, 319) 97.62856
P-hodnota(F) 9153
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti )431.6253
Akaikovo kritZrium 941.2506
Schwarzovo kritZrium 1092.591
HannarQuinnovo KritZtium 1001.439
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.482217

DurbinrWatsonova statistika 0.873814
Pooled OLS

HromadnZ OLS, za poulit’ 364 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtIn& 1, maximiin& 11
Ztvisle prom&nni: I_Xij

koeficient smé&r. chyba -pod’l phodnota

const )4.16272 2.37513 )1.753 0.0805 *

LYi 1.01115 0.204244 4.951 1.14e06 ***

Y]j 0.741486 0.0793132 9.3491.00=-18 ***

ILj 0.118071 0.0782054 1.5100.1320

[_Dij )1.32471 0.0471755 )28.08 2.69e92 ***

Bor 0.507345 0.125763 4.034 6.71e05 ***

EU 0.0286336 0.0861896 0.3322 0.7399

IEF 0.0208196 0.00581211  3.582.0004 rx
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Test normality rezidw
Nulovi hypotZza: chyby jsou norm#In& rozd&lenZ
Testovac’ statistika: Ckvadrft(2) = 249.981
s phodnotou = 5.2152685

White%v test heteroskedasticity
Nulovt hypotZza: nen’ zde heteroskedasticita
Testovac’ statistika: LM = 97.32
s phodnotou = P(Chkvadrit(33) > 97.32) = 2.911898

Panel diagnostic

Rozptyl rezidu’: 51.017/(36439) = 0.156975

Sdru$ent signifikana®zd’In%ch stledn’ch hodnot po skupinich:

F(33, 325) = 17.3462 sipodnotou 1.58552863

(N'zkt phodnota vypov’dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvitn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn“ch efekt%.)

BreuschPaganova testovac’ statistika

LM =526.077 s ghodnotou = prob(chkvadrit(1) > 526.077) = 2.015824 6
(N'zkt p-hodnota vypov’'d proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvitn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy nthodn"ch efekt%.)

Hausmanova testovac’ statistika:

H = 25.5192 p-hodnotou = prob(ckhkvadrit(5) > 25.5192) = 0.000110584
(N'zkt p-hodnota vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e model s nthodn"mi efekty
je konzistentn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn“ch efekt%.)

Test pro r%znZ intercepty mezi skupinami
Nulovi hypotZzaSkupiny maj’ spole#n" intercept
Testovac’ statistika: F(33, 325) = 17.3462
s phodnotou = P(F(33, 325) > 17.3462) = 1.58553e

Wald%v test heteroskedasticity nezivisl” na rozd&len’
Nulovi hypotZza: jednotky maj’ stejn" rozptyl chyb
Asymptotikd testovac’ statistika: Clikvadrit(33) = 21699.3
s phodnotou =0

Fixed Effects with Robust Standard Errer

PevnZ efekty, za poulit’ 364 pozorovin’

Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtin& 1, maximiin& 11
Ztvisle prom&nni: I_Xij

Robustn’ (HAC) sm"rodatnZ chyby

Vynechino z d%vodu plesnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient sm&r. chyba-pbd’l phodnota
const )10.6367 4.31219 )2.467 0.0142 **
LYi 1.16216 0.572329 2.031 0.0431 **
Y] 1.13591 0.456798 2.487 0.0134 **
| Lj )3.21809 1.69122 )1.903 0.0579 *
EU )0.132749  0.092764 )1.439 0.1512
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IEF 0.00904893 0.0147686 0.6127 0.5405

Stledn’ hodnota ztvisle prom&Qn29.281857
Sm. odchylka zfvisle prom&nnzZ 2.093607

Sout#et #tverc% rezidu’ 51.01698
Sm. chybaegrese 0.396201
Koeficient determinace 0.967936
Adjustovan” koeficient determinace 0.964187
F(38, 325) 258.1835
P-hodnota(F) 2.5e219
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti )158.8645
Akaikovo kritZrium 395.7290
Schwarzovo kritZrium 547.7180
HannanrQuinnovo KritZtium 456.1376
rho (koeficent autokorelace) 0.598148

DurbinrWatsonova statistika 0.793230
Pooled OLS

HromadnZ OLS, za poulit’ 364 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtIn& 1, maximiin& 11
Ztvisle prom&nni: |_Mij

koeficient sm&r. chyba t-pod’l  p-hodnota
const )13.1994 2.89037 )4.567 6.84e06 ***
I_Yi 1.11716  0.248550 4.495 9.43e-06 ***
L_Yj 1.00375 0.0965186 10.40 2.70e22 ***
I_Lj )0.0331572 0.0951705 )0.3484 0.7277
|_Dij )0.884282 0.0574092 )15.40 2.21e41 ***
Bor 0.786522 0.153045 5.139 45687 ***
EU 0.0977416 0.104887 0.9319 0.3520
IEF )0.00426368 0.007072930.6028 0.5470

Test normality rezidw
Nulovi hypotZza: chyby jsou norm#In& rozd&lenZ
Testovac’ statistikaCh’-kvadrit(2) = 11.1153
s phodnotou = 0.00385792

White%v test heteroskedasticity
Nulovt hypotZza: nen’ zde heteroskedasticita
Testovac’ statistika: LM = 194.947
s phodnotou = P(Chkvadrft(33) > 194.947) = 7.15382&

Panel diagnostic

Rozpyl rezidu’: 20.3716/(364 39) = 0.0626819

Sdru$ent signifikance rozd’In"ch stledn’ch hodnot po skupinfch:
F(33, 325) = 91.008 s-podnotou 1.04127&43

(N’zkt phodnota vypov’'d proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvitn’, a ve prosp&cleahativy pevn'ch efekt%.)

BreuschPaganova testovac’ statistika:
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LM = 1282.93 s phodnotou = prob(chkvadrit(1) > 1282.93) = 5.7834281
(N'zkt phodnota vypov’'d proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvitn’, a ve prospé&ch alternativigadn”ch efekt%.)

Hausmanova testovac’ statistika:
H = 22.7361 s fhodnotou = prob(ckkvadrit(5) > 22.7361) = 0.000379111
(N’zk¥ phodnota vypov'd¥ proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e model s nfhodn"mi efekty

Test pro r%znZ intercepty mezi skupinami
NulovihypotZza: Skupiny maj’ spole#n" intercept
Testovac’ statistika: F(33, 325) = 91.008
s phodnotou = P(F(33, 325) > 91.008) = 1.041-248

Wald%v test heteroskedasticity nezivisl” na rozd&len’
Nulovi hypotZza: jednotky maj’ stejn" rozptyl chyb
Asymptotickt testovac’ statistika: Gkhvadrt(33) = 2040.23
s phodnotou =0

Fixed Effects with Robust Standard Errer

PevnZ efekty, za poulit’ 364 pozorovin’

Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtIn& 1, maximiin& 11
Ztvisle prom&nni_Mij

Robustn’ (HAC) sm"rodatnZ chyby

Vynechino z d%vodu plesnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient sm&r. chyba t-pod’l p-hodnota

const )19.9957 2.35417 )8.494 7.28el6 ***

LYi 1.88529  0.633347 2.977 0.0031 ***
LYj 0.479775 0.633934 0.7568 0.4497

[_Lj )0.723524 0.961779 )0.7523 0.4524

EU 0.04159% 0.103833 0.4006 0.6890

IEF )0.0101412 0.0101456 )0.9996 0.3183

Stledn’ hodnota zfvisle prom&nnZ 6.024192
Sm. odchylka ztvisle prom&nnZ  2.093039

Sou#et #tverc% rezidu’ 20.37161
Sm. chyba regrese 0.250363
Koeficient determinace 0.987190
Adjustovan” koeficient determinace0.985692
F(38, 325) 659.0773
P-hodnota(fr 6.4e284

Logaritmus v&rohodnosti 8.214514
Akaikovo kritZrium 61.57097
Schwarzovo kritZrium 213.5600
HannarQuinnovo KritZtium 121.9796
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.628512
DurbinrWatsonova statistika 0.627446

Test pro r%znZ intercepty mezi skupinami
Nulovi hypotZza: Skupiny maj’ spole#n" intercept

74



Testovac’ statistika: F(3323) = 91.008
s phodnotou = P(F(33, 325) > 91.008) = 1.041-248

Pooled OLS

HromadnZ OLS, za poulit’ 358 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtIn& 1, maximiin& 11
Ztvisle prom&nni: I_Xij

koeficient  smé&r. chyba t-pod’l  p-hodnota

const )5.20574  2.35642 )2.209  0.0278 **

LYi 1.09896  0.202028 5.440 1.01e07 ***
Y]j 0.772944 0.0780707 9.901 1.57e20 ***
[_Lj 0.0836057 0.0770767 1.085 0.2788

|_Dij )1.32175 0.0465101 )28.42  8.02e93 ***
Bor 0.520015 0.1233¢9 4.214 3.19e05 ***
EU 0.0504337 0.0847774 0.5949 0.5523

IEF 0.0155370 0.00582948  2.665 0.0081  ***

res_inFDI 0.07739820.0402668 1.922 0.0554 *

White%v test heteroskedasticity
Nulovt hypotZza: nen’ zde heteroskedasticita
Testovac’ statistika: LM = 177.355
s phodnotou = P(Chkvadrit(42) > 177.355) = 1.469618

Test normality rezidw
Nulovi hypotZza: chyby jsou norm#In& rozd&lenZ
Tesbvac’ statistika: Chkvadrit(2) = 267.574
s p-hodnotou = 7.8879489

Panel diagnostic

Rozptyl rezidu’: 49.2252/(35840) = 0.154796

Sdru$ent signifikance rozd’In"ch st'edn’ch hodnot po skupinfch:

F(33, 318) = 16.2502 sipodnotou 2.50732860

(N’zkf p-hodnota vypov’di proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvitn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn“ch efekt%.)

BreuschPaganova testovac’ statistika:

LM = 426.885 s ghodnotou = prob(ckkvadrit(l) > 426.885) = 7.7421-86
(N’zkt p-hodnota vype'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvitn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy nthodn"ch efekt%.)

Hausmanova testovac’ statistika:
H = 16.5956 s fhodnotou = prob(chkvadrit(6) > 16.5956) = 0.0108904

(N'zkt phodnota vypov’'dt proti nulovZ hgtZze, $e model s nthodn"mi efekty
je konzistentn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn"ch efekt%.)

Fixed Effects

PevnZ efekty, za poulit’ 358 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek
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DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtIn& 1, maximiin& 11
Ztvisle prom&nni: I_Xij
Vynechino z d%vodu plesnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient sm&r. chyba t-pod’l p-hodnota
const )10.3265 1.97028 )5.241  2.91e0Q7 ***
LYi 1.21904 0.370128 3.294 0.0011 ***
Y] 1.14135 0.309388 3.689 0.0003 ***
| Lj )3.53139 0.966209 )3.655  0.0003 ***
EU )0.141188  0.111866 )1.262  0.2078
IEF 0.00743464 0.00971513 0.7653 0.4447

res_inFDI  0.0773982 0.0257375 3.007 0.0028 ***

Stledn’ hodnota zfvisle prom&nnZ9.311851
Sm. odchylka ztvisle prom&nnZ 2.084704

Sou#et #tverc% rezidu’ 49.22520
Sm. chyba regrese 0.393442
Koeficient determinace 0.968273
Adjustovan” koeficientleterminace 0.964382
F(39, 318) 248.8455
P-hodnota(F) 1.7e214
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti )152.8212
Akaikovo KritZrium 3856424
Schwarzovo kritZrium 540.8637
HannanrQuinnovo KritZtium 447.3742
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.370189
DurbinrWatsonova statistika 1.030878

Test pro r%znZ intercepty mezi skapii-
Nulovt hypotZza: Skupiny maj’ spole#n" intercept
Testovac’ statistika: F(33, 318) = 16.2502
s phodnotou = P(F(33, 318) > 16.2502) = 2.507%3Re

Wald%v test heteroskedasticity nezivisl” na rozd&len’
Nulovi hypotZza: jednotky maj’ stejn"zutyl chyb
Asymptotick? testovac’ statistika: Gkwvadrt(33) = 81334.3
s phodnotou =0

Fixed Effects with Robust Standard Error

PevnZ efekty, za poulit’ 358 pozorovin’

Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtin& 1, maximiin& 11
Ztvisle prom&nni: I_Xij

Robustni (HAC) smérodatné chyby

Vynechino z d%vodu plesnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba t-pod’l p-hodnota

const )10.3265 4.24261 )2.434 0.0155 **

LYi 1.21904 0.554288 2.199 0.0286 **
Y]j 1.14135 0.442481 2.579 0.0103 **
[_Lj )3.53139 165665 )2.132 0.0338 **
EU )0.141188 0.0966457)1.461 0.1450
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IEF 0.00743464 0.0149883 0.4960 0.6202
res_inFDI  0.0773982 0.0908503 0.8519 0.3949

Stledn’ fodnota ztvisle prom&nnZ  9.311851
Sm. odchylka zfvisle prom&nnzZ 2.084704

Sou#et #tverc% rezidu’ 49.22520
Sm. chyba regrese 0.393442
Koeficient determinace 0.968273
Adjustovan” koeficient determinace 0.964382
F(39, 318) 248.8455
P-hodnota(F) 1.7e214
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti )152.8212
Akaikovo KkritZrium 385.6424
Schwarzovo kritZrium 540.8637
HannarQuinnovo KritZtium 447.3742
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.370189
DurbinWatsonova statistika 1.030878
PooledOLS

HromadnZ OLS, za poulit’ 358 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtIn& 1, maximiin& 11
Ztvisle prom&nni_Mij

koeficient sm&r. chyba t-pod’l p-hodnota

const )13.3929 2.93678 )4.560  7.08e06 ***
LYi 1.14080 0.251785 4531 8.08e06 ***
LYj 1.01846 0.0972988 10.47 1.76e22 ***
[_Lj )0.0508145 0.0960599 )0.5290 0.5972
|_Dij )0.889138 0.0579651 )15.34 5.92e41 ***
Bor 0.781288 0.153776 5.081 6.14e07 ***
EU 0.0938396  0.105657 0.8882 0.3751
IEF )0.00705147 0.00726523 )0.9706 0.3324

res_inFDI  0.0263951 0.0501841 0.5260 0.5992

White%vest heteroskedasticity
Nulovi hypotZza: nen’ zde heteroskedasticita
Testovac’ statistika: LM = 196.447

s phodnotou = P(Chkvadrt(42) > 196.447) = 7.9029@2

Test normality rezidw
Nulovi hypotZza: chyby jsou norm#In& rozd&lenZ
Testovac'statistika: Chrkvadrft(2) = 11.8708
s phodnotou = 0.00264416

Panel diagnostic

Rozptyl rezidu’: 19.335/(35840) = 0.0608018
Sdru$ent signifikance rozd’In"ch stledn’ch hodnot po skupinfch:
F(33, 318) = 92.73 s-podnotou 8.14101&43

(N'zkt p-hodnot vypov'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvitn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn“ch efekt%.)
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BreuschPaganova testovac’ statistika:

LM =1230.69 s ghodnotou = prob(chkvadrit(1) > 1230.69) = 1.3065269
(N'zkt phodnota vypov'dt mti nulovZ hypotZze, $e hromadn" OLS model
je adekvitn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy nthodn"ch efekt%.)

Hausmanova testovac’ statistika:

H = 17.665 s fhodnotou = prob(chkvadrift(6) > 17.665) = 0.00712622
(N'zkt phodnota vypov’'dt proti nulovZ hypotZze,rodel s nthodn"mi efekty
je konzistentn’, a ve prosp&ch alternativy pevn"ch efekt%.)

Fixed Effects

PevnZ efekty, za poulit’ 358 pozorovin’
Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtin& 1, maximiin& 11
Ztvisle prom&nni: |_Mij

Vynechino -%vodu p'esnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba t-pod’l  p-hodnota
const )19.5772  1.23483 )15.85 4.04e42 ***
L Yi 1.85276  0.231969 7.987 2.56el14 ***
Y] 0.541186 0.193902 2.791 0.0056 ***
I_Lj )0.993149 0.605549 )1.640 0.1020
EU 0.0340506 0.0701097 0.4857 0.6275
IEF )0.0102280 0.00608873)1.680 0.0940 *

res_inFDI  0.0263951 0.0161303 1.636.1028

Stledn’ hodnota ztvisle prom&Qn26.064379
Sm. odchylka zfvisle prom&nnzZ 2.08021

Sou#et #tverc% rezidu’ 19.33497
Sm. chyba regrese 0.246580
Koeficient determinace 0.987482
Adjustovan” koeficient determinace 0.985947
F(39, 318) 643.2088
P-hodnota(F) 1.5e278
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti 14.45255
Akaikovo KritZrium 51.09490
Schwarzovo kritZrium 206.3162
HannanQuinnovo kritZtium 112.8267
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.602034
DurbinrWatsonova statistika 0.660020

Test pro r%znZ intercepty mezi skupinami
Nulovt hypotZza: Skupiny maj’ spoletintercept
Testovac’ statistika: F(33, 318) = 92.73
s phodnotou = P(F(33, 318) > 92.73) = 8.141043

Wald%v test heteroskedasticity nezivisl” na rozd&len’
Nulovi hypotZza: jednotky maj’ stejn" rozptyl chyb
Asymptotick} testovac’ statistikahGkvadrft(33) = 1738.25
s phodnotou =0

Fixed Effects with Robust Standard Erre
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Pevné efekty, za pouZziti 358 pozorovani
Zahrnuto 34 pr%!ezov"ch jednotek

DZlka #asovZ !ady: minimtIn& 1, maximiin& 11

Ztvisle promé&nni: |_Mij
Robustni (HAC) smérodatné chyby

Vynechino z d%vodu plesnZ kolinearity: |_Dij Bor

koeficient smé&r. chyba t-pod’l

const )19.5772  2.22722 )8.790

LYi 1.85276  0.614344 3.016
Y]j 0.541186 0.627176 0.8629
[_Lj )0.993149 0.989630 )1.004
EU 0.034096 0.101033 0.3370
IEF )0.0102280 0.00980933 )1.043

res_inFDI  0.0263951 0.0269106 0.9808

Stledn’ hodnota zfvisle prom&nnz6.064379
Sm. odchylka ztvisle prom&s 2.080021

p-hodnota

9.56e17 ***

0.0028
0.3888
0.3164
0.7363
0.2979
0.3274

Sou#et #tverc% rezidu’ 19.33497
Sm. chyba regrese 0.246580
Koeficient determinace 0.987482
Adjustovan” koeficient determinace 0.985947
F(39, 318) 643.2088
P-hodnota(F) 1.5e278
Logaritmus v&rohodnosti 14.45255
Akaikovo KritZrium 51.09490
Schwarzovo kritZrium 206.3162
HannanQuinnovo kritZtium 112.8267
rho (koeficient autokorelace) 0.602034
DurbinrWatsonova statistika 0.660020
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