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ABSTRACT  

The diverse developing countries of Southeast Asia - Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, 

Philippines, Laos, and Myanmar –have by and large embraced globalization through trade 

liberalization, integration with global production networks, and engagement with multinational 

corporations. These foreign owned firms remain key actors in Southeast Asia’s rapid economic 

development. Many of the region’s policymakers are committed to a policy framework that aims 

to harness the capital, technology, and know-how of these foreign firms in order to achieve 

domestic policy objectives. Foreign firms are attractive to policymakers as they are seen as being 

better than domestic firms due to their superior technology, access to capital, human capital, and 

other characteristics which give them a competitive advantage. Many countries develop a 

framework of incentives to attract, retain, and expand the operations of these foreign firms in order 

to maximize the potential benefits these firms bring, including to a host country’s human capital. 

This is based on an assessment that foreign firms provide positive human capital ‘spillovers’ to 

local employees through firm-level training and other mechanisms. There is a gap in researchers’ 

and policymakers’ understanding of how this process happens at the firm-level as much of the 

current literature is based on country-level data, including in Southeast Asia. This paper helps fill 

this gap by using firm-level data to show that majority foreign owned firms are more likely to 

provide human capital development through formal training programs. The empirical results have 

important implications for policymakers trying to generate positive spillovers, showing that not all 

foreign firms are alike and that a comprehensive strategy of engagement, beyond initial fiscal 

incentives, is needed to maximize the potential spillovers.  
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Introduction 

Since the World Bank labeled Southeast Asia as an ‘economic miracle’ policymakers 

from around the world have looked to emulate its policies in an effort to replicate its rapid 

economic development (World Bank 1993). Foreign direct investment (FDI) in the developing 

countries of Southeast Asia increased from US$281 million in 1970 to US$60.76 billion in 2013 

(appendix table 7). In 2013 the five largest members of the Association of Southeast Asian 

Nations (ASEAN) – Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand) received 

more FDI than China (Song 2014). Multinational corporations have established an extensive 

presence in the region through these investment flows.  

A key feature of the region’s economic model has been its outward looking policy 

settings that embrace the forces of globalization and its main agent – the multinational 

corporation (MNC). The heterogeneity of developing countries of Southeast Asia (appendix table 

6) extends to the degree of openness and the role of MNCs, but even the most closed country – 

Lao People’s Democratic Republic – has tentatively started to adjust its policies to be more in 

line with its neighbors. These foreign owned firms have played a key role in Southeast Asia’s 

economic development through successive waves of investment, advanced technology, network 

connections, and know-how. Southeast Asia’s position at the center of one of the world’s most 

dynamic and trade focused regions means it is home to networks of MNCs working in a range of 

sectors from low-cost textiles to high-tech electronics (appendix table 5).  

Policymakers in Southeast Asia spend considerable time, money and effort attracting and 

retaining MNCs. MNCs are seen as bringing positive ‘spillovers’ to the domestic economy by 

stimulating growth, employment, wages, exports, technology, productivity, entrepreneurship, 

and human capital development. These effects can cross-over into the host country through 
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demonstration, agglomeration, competition, and linkage effects (Tavares and Teixeira 2005).  In 

a practical sense these effects manifest themselves in technology transfers from the MNC’s 

parent to affiliates through capital investments (e.g. IT and factory equipment), patent licensing, 

and from labor turnover (Slaughter 2002). Domestic firms and workers adapt their behavior after 

interacting with MNCs in some way, and in doing so, become more efficient and productive.  

However, as Slaughter (2002) points out, these externalities are, by definition, market failures. If 

profit-maximizing MNCs are aware of their ability to generate spillovers, then their operational 

decisions may be endogenous to this possibility and thus may try to minimize spillovers’ benefits 

to competitors.1 Such an operational decision would likely come at the cost of reduced 

productivity and efficiency.  

Research into MNC operations in developing countries has largely focused on MNC’s 

most identifiable and easily measurable characteristic – FDI. FDI features prominently in 

research given the depth and breadth of its statistical collection. FDI is commonly used as a 

macro-level indicator of MNC activity. However, this indicator doesn’t give an accurate 

indication of firm-level activity, especially in regards to less tangible measurements of human 

capital development. For FDI to lead to long-term economic growth, beyond the short-term boost 

it provides to growth through capital accumulation, policymakers and political leaders need to 

adopt policies that ensure it encourages the development of other factors that are conducive to 

long-term economic growth, such as human capital development (Liu 2008). Human capital is 

seen as the critical determining factor for economic growth in the long-term as it facilitates 

innovation and technology creation, assimilation, and dissemination. Policymakers have 

                                                           
1 Slaughter (2012) points to studies which support this minimization argument. These showed that U.S. MNCs 

transferred older technologies to affiliates that were joint ventures – and thus where knowledge spillovers were more 

likely – than they do technologies to wholly owned affiliates. 
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increasingly started to focus on human capital as economies become more knowledge, 

technology, and skills intensive. Human capital development is a major concern for 

policymakers in South East Asia as the region competes with advanced regional economies, such 

as Taiwan, South Korea, and Japan, on this measure. Inadequate education and workforce 

training systems means future economic development is going to be a challenge. The recently 

followed economic pathway to high-income status – shifting people and production from 

agriculture to low cost manufacturing and then up the technology and knowledge value chain to 

high-tech manufacturing and well developed services sector – is no longer as applicable as in the 

past. The economic prospects for Thailand and Malaysia are particularly troublesome as they 

face the ‘middle income trap’ of transitioning from middle- to high-income status and the 

economic structural changes this requires. Policymakers see foreign firms as playing an 

important supporting role in the region’s developments through their ability to supplement 

nation-state education and workforce training systems. Policymakers want local employees, 

companies, and research and training institutes to benefit from the know-how of these MNC. The 

challenge for policymakers in Southeast Asia is how to design policies that best harness the 

benefits from MNCs.  

This paper’s hypothesis is based on country-level analysis and ‘stylized fact’ that foreign 

firms bring positive spillovers in the form of human capital development, especially through 

firm-level training (Tavares and Teixeira 2005). While the 2002 OECD meeting of FDI, human 

capital, and education experts remains the most comprehensive collection of papers on the issue 

(See Ritchie 2001; Slaughter 2002), even it lacks firm-level evidence to support many of the 

current policy settings for MNCs. Given the scale of financial and other incentives given to 

MNCs it is surprising that there is such a lack of firm-level empirical research into this 
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relationship between MNCs and human capital development, with few exceptions (see Narula 

and Marin 2003; Gashi and Adnett 2012; Tavares and Teixeira 2005). Correspondingly, there is 

also a lack of empirical support to guide policymakers on how best to maximize the potential 

benefits from MNCs.  

This study shows policymakers and researchers that there is firm-level support for their 

view on the positive spillovers from foreign firms as the study shows a significant and positive 

relationship. However, it also points towards the need for policymakers to take a more discerning 

and targeted approach to designing the policy framework for MNCs as  not all MNCs are alike, 

and therefore, that the likelihood of positive spillovers also varies. Policymakers need to realize 

that such desired spillovers do not happen in a policy vacuum and that a broader strategy is 

needed to maximize the potential benefits of MNCs once they have setup operations.  

Literature Review 

Human capital, and the formation thereof, has been characterized as the “engine of 

growth” within endogenous growth theory (Ehrlich 1990). It is well established that educational 

attainment has a positive effect on the productivity of workers, which flows through to firms and 

countries’ growth (Becker 1962; Nelson and Phelps 1966; Lucas 1988). The relationship 

between the inherent human capital advantages of MNCs and host country workers is a less 

studied part of the human capital development process. This is significant given the crucial role 

that both firms and human capital plays in facilitating economic growth and development 

(Teixeira and Tavares-Lehmann 2014; Romer 1986; Luas 1998; Grossman and Helpman 1991).  

The OECD defines human capital as the productive wealth embodied in labor, skills, and 

knowledge. A firm’s human capital can be acquired or developed through both education 

(‘general’ human capital) and professional experiences and skills (‘specific’ human capital). 
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Both forms contribute to the explicit and tacit knowledge of the firm (Tavares and Teixeira 

2005) ‘General’ human capital is that which can be used across jobs, firms, and industries, while 

‘specific’ skills can be used only within a particular job or firm (Becker 1964). Employer-

provided training is an important source of human capital development after individuals exit the 

education system and enter the labor market (Hansson 2009). Firms do this to improve the 

efficiency, productivity, and ultimately, the profitability of their operations. Studies have shown 

that firm-level training has a far greater impact on firm-level efficiency than the formal education 

level of workers (Bhaumik and Dimova 2013). However, research has not yet developed a strong 

basis of empirical evidence at the firm-level on what firm characteristics are positively 

associated with the decision to invest in human capital.  

Developing countries are attracted to MNCs as their operations can augment a host 

country’s human resources (UNCTAD 1999) as the host country’s productivity is enhanced by 

interactions with the MNC’s human capital (Zhao and Zhang 2010). However, insights into the 

relationship between a country’s human capital and MNCs can be difficult for policymakers and 

researchers to accurately assess given potential endogeneity. Firstly, it has been argued in the 

literature that training is endogenous to firm characteristics (Blundell et al 1996). This raises 

research issues for identifying and isolating the specific causes of a firm’s internal decision to 

train its workers. Secondly, there is possible two-way causality between a country’s level of 

human capital and a MNCs decision to setup operations - a country’s level of human capital can 

attract MNCs and MNCs can contribute to country’s human capital. Developing countries are 

advised to invest in education in order to attract MNCs and due to studies which show the FDI-

economic growth relationship is increased when the level of human capital in the host country is 

higher (Borensztein, Gregorio and Lee 1998). From the MNC’s perspective, a country’s human 
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capital is a key criteria in their investment decision making process (Noorbakhsh et al 2001; 

Mengistu and Adhikary 2011; Iwai and Thompson 2012). The quality of a country’s human 

capital is important as it allows workers to absorb, assimilate, and manage new technologies, 

processes, and skills. Conversely, MNCs directly contribute to human capital formation as they 

affect both supply and demand of skilled labor (Slaughter 2002; Bellak 2004).2 This potential 

endogeneity3 needs to be kept in mind when considering MNCs decisions overseas operations, 

but it shouldn’t detract from the potential firm-level insights this study can provide policymakers 

dealing with policies related to MNCs.    

Policymakers’ decisions on these issues has been largely build upon country-level 

research using aggregate measures, such as cross-country regressions, and anecdotal and case 

study evidence. These studies have generally shown a positive relationship between FDI, MNCs, 

and economic growth (such as Barro and Lee 1993; Benhabib and Spiegel 1994; Hanushek 

2013). Firm-level empirical studies are far rarer (Tavares and Teixeira 2005; Gashi and Adnett 

2012). A wide range of studies have looked into the positive spillovers of MNCs (Rodriguez-

Clare 1996; Gorg and Greenaway 2004), but there is also a body of research that questions the 

significance of these effects, if positive (Castellacci and Archibugi 2008). Researchers have used 

these uncertain and conflicting views on the spillovers from MNCs to advise policymakers to 

reconsider the attention and funds directed towards MNCs (Hanson 2001). It is into this gap that 

                                                           
2 Slaughter (2012) points out that MNCs contribute to host country human capital development in the short-term by 

providing formal training, support for local educational institutions and other ways. In the long-term MNCs 

contribute through the macro environment by raising productivity, providing a source of foreign capital, paying 

taxes and other ways which improve the host country’s ability to fund education. 
3 Bhaumik and Dimova (2013) look at the issue of endogeneity of training in detail. At the individual level, 

endogeneity may be a factor when individual workers are not chosen at random for training, but that this decision is 

based on unobservable characteristics of these workers. At the firm-level, endogeneity might be a factor when the 

training is either related to the overall characteristics of workers, such as their skill level, or to outcomes such as 

firm performance. On this latter point, the authors point to studies that show that firms are more likely to introduce 

human resources practices, such as training, when they are in trouble or when their productivity is below average. 
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a growing body of firm-level research emerges, especially as the quality and quantity of firm-

level data increases. This offers the opportunity to examine existing research findings, and 

corresponding policy recommendations, by looking at the firm-level perspective, which is 

considered a more appropriate perspective to research the influence of MNCs (Gorg and Strobl 

2001).  

MNCs feature prominently in the minds of policymakers in developing countries due to 

their perceived competitive advantages - higher productivity, innovation, financial returns, and 

wages and better access to capital, business networks, and know-how (Criscuolo and Martin 

2009; Hitt et al 1997; Azzam et al 2013). It is MNC’s ability to combine their possession of 

knowledge assets, such as patents, proprietary technology, and trademarks, with their people and 

processes that make them more competitive and productive compared to firms in developing 

countries. It is also the fact that many of these assets and capabilities are transferrable from the 

parent company to subsidiaries overseas that policymakers from developing countries are 

ultimately relying on to generate positive spillovers (Slaughter 2002). MNCs seek to leverage 

these tangible and intangible assets in establishing operations overseas operations to achieve 

greater profits (Hymer 1976). These assets and characteristics create a performance gap between 

domestic and foreign firms, which is what make makes MNCs attractive to policymakers. This 

performance difference can be more prevalent in some sectors than others, such textiles firms, 

where technology hasn’t changed in 30 years (Bhaumik and Dimova 2013), and the high-

technology sector (Bellak 2004; Gorg et al 2007; Driffield and Taylor 2002). In one of the few 

firm-level studies that looks at how this relates to training, Gashi and Adnett (2012) show the 

greater the share of foreign ownership, the greater the probability that a firm will provide training 

and that there will be greater training intensity. Policymakers are similarly attracted by MNCs 
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that setup a subsidiary to act as an ‘export platform’ to target foreign markets. This business 

model is commonly associated with MNCs and attracts some similar policy prescriptions as 

those associated with MNCs more generally. Aw, Roberts and Winston (2007) look at how 

export orientated firms make investments in research and development and how this influences 

worker training.  

Policymakers need to be mindful that not all MNCs are the same and their likelihood of 

producing positive spillovers varies. Studies show that MNCs setup to operate as an export 

platform (Ekholm et al 2007), as part of an asset seeking strategy (Narula and Zanfei 2005), as 

part of a complex internationalization strategy (Helpman 2006), can make the superior 

production technology from the parent and the human capital advantage irrelevant (Gelubcke 

2013).  

The perceived strengths of MNCs, described in both empirical research and ‘stylized 

facts’, make MNCs attractive to policymakers as they seek to leverage these firm characteristics 

into helping achieve domestic policy objectives. However, the relationship between MNCs and 

human capital development is complex and difficult to decipher partly due to the scant firm-level 

research on the topic. The predominant use of cross-country and macro-level analysis creates a 

gap in the researchers and policymakers understanding of the firm-level processes involved in 

human capital development. In order to bridge this intellectual gap and to study the dynamics in 

the context of Southeast Asia, this study aims to use firm-level data to analyze the relationship 

between foreign owned firms and firm-level human capital development, through the prevalence 

of formal training programs offered by firms for employees. The firm-level analysis allows the 

study to also consider other related firm-level characteristics typically associated with MNCs, 

such as market orientation, sector, size, and a host country’s characteristics.  
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Data Description 

The World Bank World Enterprise Survey (WBES) dataset used in this study has the 

most in-depth and comprehensive firm-level coverage of business conditions in developing 

countries around the world. The WBES includes data collected from the developing countries of 

Southeast Asia in various years between 2005 and 2014. Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam have 

been surveyed twice. The variation in the number of firms surveyed between countries is 

explained by WBES’s differentiation between economy sizes: 1200-1800 in larger economies; 

360 in medium-sized economies; and 150 in smaller economies. Over 90 percent of the questions 

objectively ascertain characteristics of a country’s business environment. The remaining 

questions assess the survey respondents’ opinions on what are the obstacles to firm growth and 

performance. The survey is answered by business owners and top managers in the firm. The 

survey is designed to provide a representative survey of an economy’s private sector. 

The firm-level data for these countries in Southeast Asia covers 9,700 firms (appendix 

table 8). There are 7,054 firms from the manufacturing sector and 2,429 from the services 

sector.4 World Bank surveys focus on the manufacturing and services sectors, but due to the 

nature of these developing economies, the manufacturing sector is broken down into more sub-

categories compared to services (appendix table 9). The distribution of firm size is fairly even 

with 33 percent small firms (5 to 19 employees), 36 percent medium sized firms (20 to 99 

employees) and 32 percent large sized firms (more than 100 employees) (appendix table 10).   

Model Description 

The model uses a linear probability model. All regressions use heteroskedasticity-

consistent robust standard error estimates. The core consideration of the model’s design is to 

                                                           
4 Some of the WBES sectors are simply defined as ‘other’ and can’t be categorized into either services or 

manufacturing. 
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isolate for the relationship between foreign firm ownership and the decision to offer firm-level 

training to full-time, permanent employees.  

Main Hypothesis: majority foreign owned firms are more likely to undertake firm-level training 

in developing countries in Southeast Asia. 

Baseline Regression Equation 

𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚 𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒

= 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑡 +  𝑀𝑎𝑗𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦𝐹𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑂𝑤𝑛𝑒𝑑𝐹𝑖𝑟𝑚𝑠

+ 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠 (𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑦, 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟, 𝑆𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟 ) 

Key Dependent Variable – Offering of a Firm-Level Formal Training Program 

The prevalence of a firm-level formal training program is the key dependent variable of 

interest. The survey addresses this in the question about whether the firm offered a formal 

training program for its full-time, permanent employees. The question implies that it contains 

both general and firm-specific training and that it covers both skilled and unskilled workers, 

which are the two key categories of workers covered in the survey. The model uses a binary 

variable equal to 1 if the firm answered “Yes” and 0 if it answered “No.” Of the firms surveyed 

8,607 responded to this question (appendix table 11). Missing data from this key question is an 

issue with this dataset. A related weakness is that the survey lacks detailed questions about firms’ 

training program, budget, and design, which would enable an analysis of training intensity, 

prevalence, and impact (also see Gashi and Adnett 2012). 

Key Independent Variable – Majority Foreign Owned Firms  

Majority foreign-owned firms, previously referred to as MNCs, are the primary actor of 

interest in this study due to the innate capabilities outlined earlier. WBES records for the percent 

ownership by type – domestic, foreign, government, and other – so the study is able to specify a 
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greater than 50 percent ownership level as a cutoff (also used in Bellak 2004; De Backer and 

Sleuwaegen 2005; Tavares and Teixeira 2005). These firms are most likely under the direct and 

active control of foreign owners and are therefore more likely to capture the impact this factor 

has on firm-level training decisions. Minority foreign owners may still exhibit some of the same 

characteristics and outcomes, but the potential for such outcomes is less as some foreign owners 

may be a silent stakeholder. In the dataset there are 1,383 majority foreign owned firms (see 

appendix table 12) and 1,699 minority foreign owned firms. Majority owned firms are clustered 

in a few key sectors of interest – 198 in the garments sector (84 in Cambodia and 37 in Vietnam), 

174 in electronics (65 in Malaysia and 93 in the Philippines), 136 in the plastics and rubber 

sector (70 in Malaysia and 36 in the Philippines), 70 in the machinery and equipment sector (26 

in Malaysia and 25 in Thailand), 69 in the textiles sector (48 in Vietnam), and 66 in the chemical 

sector (27 in Malaysia and 20 in the Philippines). The distribution of these firms amongst these 

sectors is reflective of the relative levels of openness to foreign investment in the different 

countries, the respective comparative advantages countries have in terms of labor costs, skilled 

labor, land, infrastructure, and raw materials, and the objectives and strategies of various MNCs.  

Key Independent Variable – Market Orientation 

A firm’s market orientation is another key independent variable of interest as MNCs are 

commonly associated with using operations in a developing country as an ‘export platform’ for 

overseas sales. Studies have focused on the influence this export orientation has on the 

performance gap (Bilgin et al 2012)5 between domestic and foreign owned firms (Cohen 1973), 

including on human capital. The survey asks each firm for the percent of sales derived from 

                                                           
5 Bilgin et al (2012) point out that exporting may help firms improve performance, but the evidence is mixed. While 

there are papers which show a positive relationship between firm performance and exporting, the authors point out 

that exporting behavior is an endogenous choice of a firm and therefore empirical measurement may not be able to 

isolate the causal effect of exporting on firm productivity. 
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domestic, indirect export (including distributors), and export markets. Direct exports were the 

majority of sales (greater than 50 percent) for 1,569 firms surveyed (appendix table 13). An 

export orientated firm that is foreign owned would be indicative of vertical FDI while a foreign 

own firm that is focused on the domestic market would be indicative of horizontal FDI (Damijan 

et al 2003).   

Controls – Year, Country, Size, and Sectors 

The models use a series of controls to help identify and isolate for the relationship 

between foreign owned firms and the incidence of firm-level training. Country and year controls 

are used given the significant variation that could arise based on these factors. The model also 

uses two sectorial controls – manufacturing and services – to remove any fixed effects that 

would be present due to permanent characteristics across these two sectors. The model also uses 

size controls to remove the variation caused by different business sizes, which could be 

considerable given the economies of scale gained by larger firms in regards to paying and 

benefiting from firm-wide formal training programs. The model also uses the three different firm 

sizes for robustness checks to estimate the different impact that this characteristic has on the 

prevalence of firm-level formal training programs. 

Sector Variables 

The model uses service and manufacturing sector dummy variables based off the 

consolidation of the underlying sectorial categories the WBES uses (appendix table 9 and 17). 

This design allows the model to use the sectors as controls while leaving open the use of 

individual sectors for specification tests. WBES takes a standard approach to defining sectors 

across all countries and in providing individual sectors within the manufacturing, services, 

transportation and construction sectors. WBESs do not generally include public utilities, 
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government services, healthcare, and financial services sectors. However, there is significant 

variation in the degree of sectorial break down provided in the surveys for some of the Southeast 

Asian countries in this study. 6 However, re-categorization of the variables into services or 

manufacturing allows us to capture the different characteristics between these two types of firms.    

Results 

Baseline Model 

Table 1 shows the baseline model estimates. Model 1 shows the basic model estimate for 

the relationship between majority foreign owned firms and the prevalence of formal training 

without any of the controls.  

Table 1 - Regression Results - Baseline Models 

 

                                                           
6 An example is the use of “Other Manufacturing” and “Other Services” catch-all categories in the WBES surveys 

for Cambodia, Vietnam, Indonesia, and the Philippines. As the level of sectorial detail is not consistent across all 

countries it is therefore not possible to get a perfectly comparable sectorial variable for each to use to test in looking 

at the differences in firm-level formal training. However, there are still significant numbers of firms in key sectors of 

interest to provide an indication of these relationships of key interest. 

VARIABLES

Baseline 

Model 1

Baseline 

Model 2

Baseline 

Model 3

Baseline 

Model 4

Majority Foreign Owned 

Firms 0.260*** 0.218*** 0.223*** 0.0992***

(0.0146) (0.0143) (0.0144) (0.0147)

Constant 0.399*** 0.852*** 0.911*** 0.228***

(0.00571) (0.0589) (0.0661) (0.0679)

Observations 8,607 8,607 8,607 8,607

R-squared 0.035 0.154 0.155 0.244

Controls

Year NO YES YES YES

Country NO YES YES YES

Manufacturing Sector NO NO YES YES

Services Sector NO NO YES YES

Size NO NO NO YES

Standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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The results show a positive and significant relationship. These results are consistent with 

the often cited view of policymakers who view MNCs as a central driver behind human capital 

formation. The baseline model is expanded by adding a series of commonly used controls in 

order to remove time invariant sources of change in this core relationship. The second column 

adds controls for the years of the survey and country, the third column for sectorial controls 

(services and manufacturing), and size (small, medium and large categories). The results in each 

column - moving from the basic model (model 1) to the full model (model 4) - shows that the 

initial significant and positive relationship is robust to these controls. The coefficient in the full 

model (model 4) estimates that majority foreign owned firms are 9.92 percent more likely to 

offer a formal training program to their permanent, full-time employees compared to all other 

firms. The estimated positive relationship reduces in magnitude with the addition of each set of 

controls, while the corresponding level of variation captured by the model increases 

substantially. However, it also indicates that the heterogeneous characteristics of firms will lead 

to different approaches to developing human capital. These baseline models highlight some of 

the relationships that will be examined in detail in subsequent robustness checks. 

Robustness Check – Ownership, Majority Exporters and Size 

The level of foreign ownership, an export market focus, and a company’s size are three of 

the most defining characteristics of MNCs in developing countries. Many political leaders and 

policymakers have a tendency to place an outsized emphasis on the export potential of MNCs, 

especially of large foreign firms, when considering related policy incentives and settings. The 

degree of foreign ownership is dependent on both the respective country government (e.g. 

governments often restrict foreign ownership in certain sectors) and of the individual firms (e.g. 

a venture partner may help navigate local issues). Large firms tend to naturally attract the most 
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attention from policymakers given the corresponding size of the investment involved, which 

firms can use to play one country off against another in search of the best package of incentives. 

Large firms are also in a stronger position to more clearly showcase technological and other 

advantages to host countries as they discuss potential investments. Table 2 shows robustness 

checks focusing on these key MNCs characteristics, which will help determine the strength of 

the significant and positive relationship identified in the baseline model.  

Table 2 - Regression Results - Ownership, Majority Exporters, and Size 

 

The estimated coefficients on the ownership variables (models 1-3) suggest that the 

relationship between foreign ownership - from minority to wholly foreign owned - remains 

positive and statistically significant. The minority ownership (greater than 20 percent) variable in 

model 1 estimates that firms with minority foreign owners are 11.5 percent more likely to offer 

formal training, which is slightly larger in magnitude than majority owned firms and wholly 

foreign owned firms. This result suggests that stylized literature on minority ownership stakes is 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

VARIABLES

Minority 

Foreign 

Ownership

50/50 

Joint 

Venture

Wholly 

Foreign 

Owned

Majority 

Exporters

Inter - Majority 

Foreign Owned 

and Majority 

Exporters

Inter - Wholly 

Foreign Owned 

and Majority 

Exporters

Small 

Firms

Medium 

Firms

Large 

Firms

Minority Foreign Owned Firms 0.115***

(0.0137)

50/50 Joint Venture 0.149**

(0.0601)

Wholly Foreign Owned 0.0838***

(0.0170)

Majority Exporters 0.0457***

(0.0137)

Inter - MFOxMajority Exports 0.0696***

(0.0199)

Inter - Wholly Foreign 

OwnedxMajority Exports 0.0669***

(0.0231)

Majority Foreign Owned 0.221*** 0.140*** 0.0544***

(0.0461) (0.0281) (0.0188)

Constant 0.224*** 0.200*** 0.222*** 0.213*** 0.211*** 0.209*** 0.147 0.586*** 1.106***

(0.0677) (0.0679) (0.0680) (0.0680) (0.0679) (0.0679) (0.126) (0.112) (0.124)

Observations 8,607 8,607 8,607 8,607 8,607 8,607 2,524 3,178 2,905

R-squared 0.247 0.240 0.242 0.241 0.241 0.241 0.168 0.097 0.137

Controls YES YES YES YES YES YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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not necessarily true, in that such foreign firms are less likely to trust the transfer of skills lest it 

be used by its foreign partners to setup competing operations.  

Joint ventures (50/50 ownership between foreign firms and domestic partners) are a 

classic entry model used by many developing country governments to maximize the possibility 

for skill and technology spillovers. Model 2 estimates that joint venture firms are 14.9 percent 

more likely to offer formal training programs. It is interesting to note that this result is larger in 

positive magnitude than any other ownership variable. While this entry form isn’t as common in 

Southeast Asia as compared to other countries, such as China, there are 52 joint venture firms in 

this dataset, mainly in the Philippines and Cambodia (appendix table 14). This result is 

interesting as it is inconsistent with studies (e.g. Moran 2001) that show the firms that are forced 

into 50/50 joint ventures due to government regulations are less likely to transfer the latest 

technology and skills from the parent company and are less likely to invest in the capabilities of 

the joint venture. This result suggests that host governments can achieve a greater level of human 

development by stipulating a joint venture entry model.  

Studies have suggested that wholly foreign owned firms are more likely to transfer the 

latest skills and technology as part of an effort to maximize the capabilities of local subsidiaries 

as they have full control (Slaughter 2002; Moran 2001). This minimizes the threat of local 

partners (in a joint venture or minority stake ownership model) of gaining company-specific 

advantages. Appendix table 15 shows there are 967 of these firms, mainly in Cambodia, 

Malaysia, Vietnam and the Philippines, and that these firms are predominately in manufacturing 

(83 percent). However, model 3 shows an estimate that wholly foreign owned firms are 8.38 

percent more likely to offer a formal training program. This estimated relationship is only 
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slightly less positive than the baseline model, suggesting that there is not much difference in the 

prevalence of formal training between majority and wholly foreign owned firms.  

The next set of robustness checks focuses on firms which sell the majority of their 

products via direct export (compared to domestic sales or indirect exports). This characteristic is 

often associated with MNCs that use developing countries as export platforms. Around 15 

percent of firms surveyed were focused on direct export sales (appendix table 13). These types of 

firms were concentrated in Thailand, Malaysia and Vietnam in the electronics, garments, plastic 

and rubber, and machinery and equipment sectors. Many policymakers and studies have focused 

on the policy structure to encourage exporters to setup operations due to perceived benefits in 

investment, tax revenue, and export earnings, such as through the setup of special economic 

zones. Such a model is associated with MNCs taking a vertical business operating strategy to 

utilize local comparative advantages (such as low labor, land, and power costs) to use the 

subsidiary as an export platform for foreign markets.  

Model 4 in table 2 estimates the relationship between majority exporters and formal 

training. Of the 1383 firms which are majority foreign owned, just over half were majority 

exporters. The results show that majority exporters – of any ownership – are estimated to have a 

significant and positive relationship with the prevalence of formal training programs. Firms 

which focus on export sales are estimated to be 4.5 percent more likely to have a formal training 

program. Models 5 and 6 build on this by using two interaction variables - between majority 

exporters and majority foreign ownership and between majority exporters and wholly foreign 

owned firms. These interaction variables are used to capture the specific MNC characteristics of 

key interest to my study. The estimates from both models 5 and 6 are significant and positive. 

The coefficients are slightly larger in magnitude compared to majority exporters of any 
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ownership, indicating that the foreign ownership plays a role in increasing the prevalence of 

formal training programs. These models suggest that an export market orientation does not lead 

to a significant increase in the prevalence of formal training programs compared to the baseline 

model, which simply focuses on majority foreign owned firms.  

Size is a key robustness check to use in analyzing the relationship between MNCs and 

formal training given the intuitive advantages those larger firms would have in terms of access 

and dissemination of know-how and their ability to widely spread the cost and reap the benefits 

of training. Appendix table 10 shows that the survey is fairly evenly distributed between small, 

medium and large firms across all countries. One key differentiating characteristic is that firms 

with some level of foreign ownership (minority, majority and wholly foreign owned) tend to be 

medium or large.  

Models 7, 8 and 9 are baseline models that only use firms from each respective size 

category– small, medium and large – in the study, while maintaining other controls. The 

coefficient estimates show that the relationship between MNCs and formal training remains 

positive, but becomes less positive as firm size increases from small (model 7) to medium 

(model 8) to large (model 9). Large firms are estimated to be 5.44 percent more likely to offer 

formal training programs, compared to 22.1 percent for small firms. This result is contrary to the 

view about the inherent advantages that many larger MNC firms have in terms of developing 

human capital. The results suggest that small and medium MNCs warrant as much attention from 

policymakers as large MNCs if the aim is to maximize positive human capital spillovers.  
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Robustness Check – Country Groupings by Level of Economic Development 

MNCs invest overseas for a variety of business reasons, such as for horizontal and 

vertical market entry and operations. The motivation for these strategies can depend upon each 

country’s competitive advantages, such as raw materials, low cost labor and sizable domestic 

market. A country’s level of economic development is another heterogeneous factor that is likely 

to differentiate the characteristics of MNCs in developing countries.  In Southeast Asia there is a 

markedly different level of economic development between developing countries. As appendix 

table 6 shows, the United Nations Human Development Indicator rankings for these countries 

varies from 62nd for Malaysia to 150th for Myanmar and Gross National Income per capita from 

$21,824 for Malaysia to $2,805 for Cambodia. Countries have been grouped based according to 

broadly similar levels of economic development. The region’s varying levels of economic 

development provides the study with a broad base of comparison to use in model specifications 

as certain types of MNCs may prefer certain country characteristics over others, which may lead 

to MNCs taking different approaches to firm-level human capital development.  

Table 3 - Regression Results – Country Groupings by Level of Economic Development  

 

(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES Upper Middle Economies Middle Economies Least Developed Economies

Majority Foreign Owned 0.111*** 0.107*** 0.109***

(0.0147) (0.0148) (0.0147)

Group 1 - MLY & THL -0.00655

(0.0316)

Group 2 - IND, PHIL & VIET -0.0906***

(0.0108)

Group 3 - MYN, LAOS, & CAMB -0.189***

(0.0141)

Constant 0.0805** 0.116*** 0.0355

(0.0350) (0.0371) (0.0347)

Observations 8,607 8,607 8,607

R-squared 0.224 0.186 0.195

Controls YES YES YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 3 shows the estimates of the relationship between MNCs in each of the three 

categories of country development – upper middle economies, middle economies, and least 

developed countries. The model shows that despite these differing levels of economic 

development majority owned foreign firms are estimated to retain a significant and positive 

relationship with formal training. The coefficients for each are broadly similar, estimating that 

majority foreign owned firms are estimated to be 10 to 11 percent more likely to offer a formal 

training program.  Majority foreign owned firms, despite the likely use of different motivations 

and strategies, are estimated to be equally likely to provide formal training.  

Robustness Check – Sector-by-Sector Differences  

It is intuitive to see how policymakers differentiate between MNCs depending on their 

respective sector given the characteristics often associated with each sector – electronics and 

chemicals are seen as investment, technology, and skills intensive while garments and textiles 

are seen as labor intensive and low tech. Southeast Asia is home to many MNCs operating in the 

electronics sector, partly due to political leaders and policymakers seeking to attract these firms 

and the investment, technology and human capital these firms are seen to bring. It is therefore 

important to test for different approaches to human capital decisions – through the provision of 

formal training – in various sectors to see whether the positive relationship thus far estimated 

holds across different sectors. Table 4 shows the estimates for the relationship between the 

offering of a formal training program and majority owned firms in a number of individual 

sectors.  
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Table 4 - Regression Results – Sector-by-Sector Analysis 

 

Consistent with the common view among policymakers the results in table 4 show that 

majority owned firms in the chemicals and electronics sectors are estimated to have a significant 

and positive relationship with the prevalence of a formal training program. Majority foreign 

owned firms in the electronics sectors are estimated to be 14.4 percent more likely to offer a 

formal training program, while firms in the chemicals sector are 12.4 percent more likely.  Firms 

in the garments sector are the only sector to have a significant and negative relationship between 

majority foreign ownership and formal training. Majority foreign owned firms in this sector are 

estimated to be 29 percent less likely to offer a formal training program to their employees. This 

result may suggest that countries that court firms in this sector are focused on other benefits from 

MNC operations, such as export earnings and employment, as opposed to human capital 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

VARIABLES

Textile 

Firms

Garment 

Firms

Food 

Firms

Chemical 

Firms

Plastics & 

Rubber 

Firms

Machinery & 

Equipment 

Firms

Electronics 

Firms

Retail 

Firms

MFO Textile Firms -0.102

(0.0623)

MFO Garment Firms -0.290***

(0.0416)

MFO Food Firms 0.0528

(0.0400)

MFO Chemical Firms 0.124**

(0.0603)

MFO Plastics and Rubber Firms -0.0545

(0.0437)

MFO Machinery and Equipment Firms 0.0824*

(0.0450)

MFO Electronics Firms 0.144***

(0.0371)

 MFO Retail Firms 0.226

(0.158)

Constant 0.648*** 0.352** 0.644*** 0.657*** 0.667*** 0.631*** 0.665*** 0.643***

(0.158) (0.158) (0.158) (0.157) (0.157) (0.158) (0.157) (0.157)

Observations 1,314 1,314 1,314 1,314 1,314 1,314 1,314 1,314

R-squared 0.140 0.172 0.139 0.141 0.139 0.139 0.146 0.139

Controls YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Note: MFO = Majority Foreign Owned

Note: Regression only run on majority foreign owned firms in each sector
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development. These estimates are generally consistent with the view that more sophisticated and 

technology intensive sectors involve more human capital and a greater likelihood for formal 

training of local employees.  

Policymakers in Southeast Asia view some sectors as being more attractive than others, 

such is the case with electronics. Given the scale of the fiscal incentives provided to MNCs, the 

results suggest that these firms are more likely to bring human capital development, which 

otherwise would not have happened if the MNC had not setup operations. These sector results 

confirm previous results which indicate that MNCs are indeed more likely to bring the positive 

human capital spillover that countries in Southeast Asia need to encourage economic 

development in the long-term. A set of negative results would have suggested that policymakers 

and countries may have been overly focused and reliant on the short-term FDI-driven boost to 

growth. This sector-by-sector analysis, when combined with other robustness checks, show that 

not all MNCs are the same. Firm characteristics are important when considering the likelihood 

that firms will generate positive human capital spillovers. These differentiating characteristics 

are important for policymakers to consider when designing incentives and policies for MNCs.  
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Conclusion and Policy Implications 

This paper examined the relationship between majority foreign firm ownership and the 

prevalence of formal training programs in the developing countries of Southeast Asia. The study 

builds on existing research by using firm-level data to empirically analyze and compare the 

relationship across the region– a first for Southeast Asia. It adds a level of detail missing from 

the current literature’s reliance on anecdotal reports, individual sector and firm analysis, and 

cross-country level studies. The firm-level analysis is especially valuable to policymakers given 

the critical role played by foreign firms in the region’s impressive economic development.  

The model breaks new ground in providing analysis into some of the most commonly 

held perspectives about the role and impact of MNCs in Southeast Asia. Multiple iterations of 

the World Bank Enterprise Survey provide a growing dataset for policymakers and researchers to 

examine the specific arguments in favor of MNCs that have long permeated amongst political 

leaders and policymakers. A valuable next step would be expanding survey data collection into 

firm-level human capital development processes by asking about firm-level training intensity, the 

provision of different types of training, spending on training, and outcomes from training. 

Expanding upon this aspect would allow the analysis of other key human capital development 

issues, such as the link between foreign ownership, training, and research and development 

prevalence and intensity. Given Southeast Asia’s economic development and graduation to more 

sophisticated and knowledge intensive goods and services, these high-level human capital 

processes are emerging as another key focal point for researchers and policymakers as they look 

to harness the benefits of MNCs.  

The paper’s results have interesting implications for policymakers in the region. The 

results support the view that foreign ownership is a key defining characteristic for assessing the 
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likelihood that a firm will generate positive human capital spillovers in a host country. 

Policymakers dealing with MNCs need to be cognizant that while the overall effect is positive, 

the potential benefits can vary according to other firm characteristics, such as size, foreign 

ownership structure, and sector. If policymakers envisage MNCs playing a key role in 

complementing inadequate domestic human capital development systems then a more discerning 

and tailored approach should be taken to providing incentives and related policies to ensure that 

potential benefits to the host country are maximized. Policymakers should investigate individual 

firms in order to assess the likelihood of that firm generating positive spillovers. A firm’s ability 

to demonstrate past operational linkages with local suppliers, universities, training institutes, and 

research centers would help in this regard.  

The different results in the paper suggests that policymakers should ensure a 

comprehensive strategy. MNCs do not operate in a vacuum once they enter a country and 

policymakers retain the ability to influence MNC behavior after entry. Policymakers should 

ensure that the policy framework for MNCs is not disproportionality focused on the initial 

incentive structures. The initial policy incentives need to be complemented by a framework of 

backward and forward linkages with domestic stakeholders in order to better integrate MNCs 

into the local economy and to maximize the likelihood that firm-level human capital 

development occurs. For example, policymakers need to consider what framework is appropriate 

to encourage MNCs to connect to domestic firms, workers, educational institutes, research 

centers, and other businesses in the same sector. Such an approach would make incentive 

policies just one part of a broader economic engagement strategy.  

Human capital is a critical component for long-term economic growth. MNCs can play a 

key role in enhancing the formation of skills and the spread of new technologies in developing 
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and emerging market economies. The relationship between MNCs and human capital formation 

needs to be studied further as part of a broader effort to provide a wider basis of firm-level 

evidence. Such evidence is needed to help guide policymakers on how best to design a 

comprehensive policy framework - beyond initial policy and fiscal incentives – in order to 

maximize the potential generation of positive human capital spillovers. 
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Appendix 

Table 5 - Map of Southeast Asia 

 

 

Table 6 - UN Human Development Index and Other Key Indicators 

 

 

HDI rank

Human Development 

Index (HDI)

Life expectancy at 

birth

Mean years of 

schooling 

Expected years 

of schooling 

Gross national income 

(GNI) per capita

Human Development 

Index (HDI)

Change in 

rank

Value (years) (years) (years) (2011 PPP $) Value

2013 2013 2012 2012 2013 2012 2012-2013

62 Malaysia 0.773 75 9.5 12.7 21,824 0.77 0

89 Thailand 0.722 74.4 7.3 13.1 13,364 0.72 0

108 Indonesia 0.684 70.8 7.5 12.7 8,970 0.681 0

117 Philippines 0.66 68.7 8.9 11.3 6,381 0.656 1

121 Viet Nam 0.638 75.9 5.5 11.9 4,892 0.635 0

136 Cambodia 0.584 71.9 5.8 10.9 2,805 0.579 1

139 Lao People's Democratic Republic 0.569 68.3 4.6 10.2 4,351 0.565 0

150 Myanmar 0.524 65.2 4 8.6 3,998 0.52 0
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Table 7 - Inward Foreign Direct Investment - 1970 to 2013 

 

Table 8 - Firms Surveyed by Year and Country 

 

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

          Cambodia 0.1 0.27 1 0 0 150.7 148.504 381.18 483.209 867.289 815.18 539.113 782.597 814.5 1446.5 1396

          Indonesia 145.38 1292.06 180 308 1092 4419 -4550 8336 4914 6928 9318 4877.369 13770.58 19241.25 19138 18444

          Lao People's Dem. Rep. 0.1 0.24 0 -1.62 6 95.1 33.89 27.7 187.4 323.5 227.7 189.5 278.8 300.75 294.38 296

          Malaysia 94 350.49 933.9 694.71 2611 5815 3787.632 4065.311 6060.253 8594.666 7171.978 1452.972 9060.042 12197.58 10073.93 12305.69

          Myanmar 0 3.31 0.38 0 225.1 317.6 208 234.9043 275.8127 709.9217 863 972.53 1284.6 2200 2242.98 2621

          Philippines -1.04 114 114 105 550 1459 2240 1664 2707.415 2918.725 1340.028 2064.621 1070.387 2007.151 3215.415 3859.792

          Thailand 42.80288 85.61629 188.994 159.994 2575 2070 3410.119 8066.551 9501.254 11359.42 8454.701 4854.395 9146.777 3709.617 10705.29 12945.6

          Viet Nam 0.07 4.09 1.666667 -0.08 180 1780.4 1289 1954 2400 6981 9578.997 7600 8000 7519 8368 8900

Totals 281.4129 1850.076 1419.941 1266.004 7239.1 16106.8 6567.145 24729.65 26529.34 38682.52 37769.58 22550.5 43393.78 47989.85 55484.5 60768.08

% Change 557.42% -23.25% -10.84% 471.81% 122.50% -59.23% 276.57% 7.28% 45.81% -2.36% -40.29% 92.43% 10.59% 15.62% 9.52%

Source: United Nations Conference on Trade and Development - Statistics

Unit: US Dollars at current prices and 2013 exchange rates in millions

Firms Nos. and Survey Year

Country 2005 2007 2008 2009 2010 2012 2013 2014 Total Total %

Thailand 0 1,041 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,041 10.7%

Malaysia 0 1,383 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,383 14.3%

Cambodia 0 321 179 0 0 464 5 0 969 10.0%

Laos 0 0 0 360 0 373 0 0 733 7.6%

Vietnam 1,138 0 0 950 95 0 0 0 2,183 22.5%

Indonesia 0 0 0 1,374 64 0 0 0 1,438 14.8%

Philippines 0 0 0 1,321 0 0 0 0 1,321 13.6%

Myanmar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 632 632 6.5%

Total 1,138 2,745 179 4,005 159 837 5 632 9,700 100%



28 
 

Table 9 - Consolidated and Recategorized List of Sectors 

 

Table 10 - Distribution of Firms by Size 

 

Consolidated and Recategorized Sectors List Freq. Percent

Other Manufacturing - Camb Viet Indo Ph 695 7.3%

Other Services- Camb Viet Indo Phil 880 9.3%

Mining and Extractive Industry 38 0.4%

Food 1,348 14.2%

Tobacco 11 0.1%

Textiles 469 4.9%

Garments 789 8.3%

Leather 27 0.3%

Wood 197 2.1%

Paper 75 0.8%

Publishing printing and recorded media 5 0.1%

Refined Petroleum Products 1 0.0%

Chemicals 460 4.9%

Plastic and rubber 781 8.2%

Non-metallic mineral products 438 4.6%

Basic metals 44 0.5%

Fabricated Metal products 249 2.6%

Machinery and equipment 485 5.1%

Electronics 632 6.7%

Precision instruments 73 0.8%

Transport machines 38 0.4%

Furniture 199 2.1%

Electricity 23 0.2%

Malaysia Services - Advertising & Marketing 144 1.5%

Construction 24 0.3%

Services of motor vehicles 139 1.5%

Wholesale 120 1.3%

Retail 740 7.8%

Hotel and restaurants 233 2.5%

Transport  Sections 32 0.3%

Financial 34 0.4%

Information Technology 11 0.1%

Education 49 0.5%

Total 9,483 100.0%

Firm Size Firm Size

Small Medium Large Total Total % Ownership Structures Small Medium Large Total

Thailand 91 446 504 1043 10.94% Majority Foreign Owned 131 377 875 1383

Malaysia 275 618 490 1400 14.68% Minority Foreign Owned 164 498 1037 1699

Cambodia 344 340 285 974 10.21% 50/50 JV 11 15 26 52

Laos 349 273 112 517 5.42% Wholly Foreign Owned 89 257 621 967

Vietnam 413 817 953 2199 23.06%

Indonesia 796 363 279 1444 15.14% Firm Size

Philippines 522 466 333 1326 13.91% Size by specific sector Small Medium Large Total

Myanmar 372 156 104 632 6.63% Electronics 73 223 336 632

Total 3162 3479 3060 9535 100% Garments 214 188 387 789

Total % 33.16% 36.49% 32.09% 100% Chemicals 142 181 137 460

Machinery and Equip 85 210 190 485

Food 431 463 454 1348

Textiles 164 155 150 469

Plastics and Rubber 173 336 272 781

Retail 542 163 35 740
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Table 11 - Firms and the Prevalence of Formal Training Programs 

 

Table 12 - Majority Foreign Owned Firms by Country 

 

Table 13 - Majority Export Firms by Country, Ownership, Export Orientation, and Sector 

 

Does the firm have formal training for permanent, full-time staff?

Country Yes No Total

Thailand 661 380 1041

Malaysia 702 663 1365

Cambodia 592 375 967

Laos 210 371 581

Vietnam 972 934 1906

Indonesia 161 1005 1166

Philippines 388 562 950

Myanmar 92 539 631

Total 3778 4829 8607

Total % 43.89% 56.11%

Country
More than 50% owned by 

foreign private interests Thailand Malaysia Cambodia Laos Vietnam Indonesia Philippines Myanmar Total

frequency     No 923 1,106 666 644 1,952 1,350 1,070 609 8,318

column percentage 88.47 79.97 68.73 87.74 89.42 93.88 81 96.36 85.74

cell percentage  9.49 11.4 6.87 6.64 20.12 13.92 11.03 6.28 85.74

frequency     Yes 120 277 303 90 231 88 251 23 1,383

column percentage 11.53 20.03 31.27 12.26 10.58 6.12 19 3.64 14.26

cell percentage  1.24 2.86 3.12 0.93 2.38 0.91 2.59 0.24 14.26

frequency     Total 1,041 1,383 969 734 2,183 1,438 1,321 632 9,701

column percentage 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

cell percentage  10.73 14.26 9.99 7.57 11.5 14.82 13.62 6.51 100

More than 50% of sales were exports Manufacturing Services

Country No Yes Total Firms with more than 50% of sales were exports 1435 113

Thailand 779 262 1,041

Malaysia 1049 334 1,383 Sectors

Cambodia 874 95 969 Electronics

Machinery and 

Equipment Textiles Garments Chemicals

Plastics and 

Rubber

Laos 659 75 734

More than 50% of 

sales were 211 88 91 277 40 144

Vietnam 1,723 460 2,183

Indonesia 1,343 95 1,438

Philippines 1,129 192 1,321

Myanmar 576 56 632

Total 8,132 1,569 9,701

More than 50% of sales were exports

No Yes

Majority 

foreign owned 

firms No 7342 976

Yes 790 593
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Table 14 - Joint Venture Firms by Country and Sector 

 

Table 15 - Wholly Foreign Owned Firms by Country, Sector, and Size 

 

50/50 Joint Venture Sector

Country No Yes Total Manufacturing Services Total

Thailand 1,038 5 1,043 50/50 JV 40 12 52

Malaysia 1,392 8 1,400

Cambodia 963 11 974

Laos 735 4 739

Vietnam 2,197 2 2,199

Indonesia 1,438 6 1,444

Philippines 1,310 16 1,326

Myanmar 632 0 632

Total 9,705 52 9,757

100% fully foreign owned firms

Country No Yes Total

Thailand 975 66 1,041

Malaysia 1198 185 1,383

Cambodia 714 255 969

Laos 666 68 734

Vietnam 2009 174 2,183

Indonesia 1378 60 1,438

Philippines 1179 142 1,321

Myanmar 615 17 632

Total 8734 967 9,701

Sector

Manufacturing Services Total

Wholly Foreign 

Owned Firms 797 159 956

Percentage 83.37% 16.63% 100%

Size

Small Medium Large

Wholly Foreign 

Owned Firms 89 257 621
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Table 16 - Majority Owned Firms by Sector 

 

Table 17 - Sector Breakdown by Country 

 

 

 

 

 

Services Manufacturing Total

More than 50% owned by 

foreign private interests less than 50% 2206 5910 8116

Greater than 50% 223 1144 1367

Totals 2429 7054

Country Manufacturing Services Total

Thailand 933 108

13.23% 4.45% 17.67%

Malaysia 1250 133

17.72% 5.48% 23.20%

Cambodia 319 650

4.52% 26.76% 31.28%

Laos 230 504

3.26% 20.75% 24.01%

Vietnam 1718 247

24.35% 10.17% 34.52%

Indonesia 1174 264

16.64% 10.87% 27.51%

Philippines 1077 244

15.27% 10.05% 25.31%

Myanmar 353 279

5.00% 11.49% 16.49%

Totals 7054 2429

100% 100% 100%
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