Resources Policy 52 (2017) 320-326

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/resourpol

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Resources Policy

% RESOURCES
POLICY

Relationship between FDI, foreign ownership restrictions, and technology
transfer in the resources sector: A derivation approach

Nahom Ghebrihiwet“", Evgenia Motchenkova®”*

2 VU University Amsterdam Tinbergen Institute, Netherlands
b VU University Amsterdam TI and TILEC, Netherlands

@ CrossMark

¢ Department of Economics, VU University Amsterdam, De Boelelaan 1105, 1081 HV Amsterdam, Netherlands

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

JEL classification:
F13

F23

L2

032

Q32

Q37

In various industries, multinational companies are the dominant players while local firms play a less prominent
role. We consider such an industry and develop a model in which foreign multinationals strategically interact in
technology transfer and compete in the product market stage. Furthermore, we analyze the welfare implications
of often observed FDI policy measures. We find that the cost of technology transfer provides a possible rationale
for why in practice FDI crowding out effects are often smaller in less developed countries.We also find that
foreign ownership restrictions may reduce FDI crowding-out effects. However, the net effect of these restrictions

on host country welfare will be negative. Finally, we find that, in industries with low levels of product market
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competition (e.g. the natural resources sector), the government may improve welfare by taking away the joint
venture equity share of the domestic firm.

1. Introduction

Due to a lack of financial and technological resources many
(developing) countries depend on Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) to
extract and export their natural resources. An often imposed restriction
on FDI in the natural resources sector is mandatory joint ownership
with local firms. Joint Ventures (JVs) between foreign multinationals
and local (state-owned) firms are widely used by governments in order
to capture economic rents from their natural resources. Abu Dhabi's
state-owned firm ADNOC, for example, has a 60% share in the
Emirate's oil and gas operations, while, 40% is owned by international
oil companies. Recently, Iran also decided to move more towards a JV
structure in order to attract foreign investment into the energy sector.
In Botswana and Namibia local state-owned firms have formed 50-50
JVs with De Beers in the diamond extraction industry. In contrast,
governments may also restrict foreign ownership directly instead of
imposing mandatory joint ventures. The government may, for example,
manage equity stakes in foreign operated projects through a ministry or
through a separate agency. A similar measure was taken in Norway's oil
and gas sector in the 1980s when the government took away significant

* Corresponding author at: VU University Amsterdam Tinbergen Institute, Netherlands.

ownership shares of the national oil company Statoil and put them
under direct control of the government through the so called States
Direct Financial Interest (SDFI) portfolio. In Nigeria the Oil and Gas
Reform Implementation Committee (OGIC) proposed a similar frame-
work for Nigeria's oil & gas sector. The committee recommended that
the National Petroleum Asset Management Agency (NPAMA) should
oversee investments by the state, while The National Petroleum
Corporation (NNPC) would be active as a commercial company (see
(Thurber and Istad, 2010))." We develop a simple model where a host
country government either directly restricts the equity share of foreign
firms or it imposes mandatory joint ventures with a domestic firm.
Furthermore, the foreign firms transfer technology to their subsidiaries
in the host country. The goal of this model is to shed light on the
relationships between foreign ownership restrictions, technology trans-
fer, and market structure.

We find that in sectors with high cost of technology transfer and low
levels of product market competition (e.g. in the natural resources
sector), the government may improve host country welfare by taking
away the local firm's equity shares in joint ventures. As a result of this
policy measure the domestic firm will become active in the market. This
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increases the level of product market competition and improves host
country welfare. Furthermore, we find that crowding-out effects of FDI
will be stronger in case of lower cost of technology transfer. The
rationale behind this result is that due to higher cost of technology
transfer, multinational corporations will transfer less technology to
their affiliates. This weakens the competitive position of multinational
affiliates and improves the competitive position of the local firm.

The literature on technology transfer and foreign ownership
restrictions is closely related to the current study. Lee and Shy
(1992) show that foreign ownership restrictions reduce the quality of
technology transfer by multinational firms. Asiedu and Esfahani (2001)
show that in resource-based industries foreign firms prefer shared
ownership in order to gain access to raw material sources. Javorcik and
Saggi (2010) show that a foreign investor with higher quality technol-
ogy is less likely to form a joint venture and more likely to enter
directly. In contrast, Karabay (2010) shows that by imposing manda-
tory joint ventures a host country government may alleviate its
informational constraints. Furthermore, Karabay (2010) shows that
ownership restrictions should only decrease as the size of the multi-
national's firm-specific advantage increases. This stream of research,
however, does not study an endogenously determined level of technol-
ogy transfer which is an important focus of the current paper. The
existing theoretical literature on technology transfer by multinational
firms, mainly considers the entry mode of a foreign firm in a market
dominated by domestic companies (see e.g. Ethier and Markusen
(1996); Markusen (2001); Mattoo et al. (2004); Saggi, (1996, 1999)).
However, numerous industries such as automobile, electronics, ex-
tractive and chemical industries, are dominated by foreign multi-
national companies and national firms play a less prominent role.
Similar point is made by Markusen and Venables (1998). Multinational
companies in these industries not only compete in the product market
but they also strategically interact in technology transfer. We take this
strategic interaction between multinational firms into account.
Furthermore, the aforementioned papers do not consider crowding
out effects of FDI. The crowding out effect of FDI has been analyzed
separately from technology transfer in a small number of theoretical
studies. Driffield and Hughes (2003) study the possibility of FDI
crowding out local firms in the domestic capital market. Barry et al.
(2005) analyze crowding out effects in the labor market. Similar to our
analyzes Markusen and Venables (1999) consider crowding out effects
in the product market. However, Markusen and Venables (1999) do not
consider an endogenously determined level of technology transfer.

The next section outlines the model. Section 3 solves the model in
case of direct foreign ownership restrictions and analyses the crowding-
out effects of FDI. Section 4 solves the model in case of mandatory joint
ventures and analyses the optimal type of foreign ownership restric-
tions. The final section concludes.

2. Model

We analyze a local firm () that competes with n — 1 multinational
affiliates (m).? The firms interact over two periods, where first
technology investment is chosen and afterwards firms compete in the
product market. In the first stage the multinational firms transfer
technology, x,,,, to their affiliates in the host country which reduces
marginal cost of production from c to ¢, = ¢ — x,,.° Technology transfer
is costly and the cost function of technology transfer has the standard
quadratic form C(x,,) = zx2/2. This form implies diminishing returns to
technology transfer. Total and marginal cost of technology transfer
both increase with 7. Thus, the cost function for technology transfer
shifts up as 7 increases and t can be related to the level of the cost of

2 Similar to Wang and Blomstrom (1992) we abstain from looking at the mode of entry
choice of foreign firms. We assume all foreign firms have entered the country directly.
3Note 0 < ¢ < a.
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technology transfer (see (Mattoo et al., 2004)). The second stage
quantity competition is between n — 1 multinational affiliates and one
local company.

The linear inverse demand function for the product is given by
p=a-— (Z:;_:ll q,+q). Where, p is the market price, a >0,
0, = an;ll q, is total output of all the foreign firms operating in the
host country and ¢; is the output of the local firm. Hence, 0 = Q,, + g,
denotes total output.

The foreign firms do not have full ownership. The government can
either directly restrict foreign ownership or it may require foreign firms
to establish a joint venture with the local firm. The share of foreign
ownership is 6 with 0 < 6 < 1. We proceed by deriving equilibrium
levels of output and technology transfer as well as welfare implications
under these two regimes.

3. Direct foreign ownership restrictions

Under the first regime the profit of a representative foreign firm, net
of technology transfer cost, and that of the local firm are given by (1)
and (2), respectively:

T (G e @) = 0@ — g, — q_, — ¢ — ),

me{l,..,n—1} (€8]

n—1
7 G e 0,) = [a —4 = X C]qr .
m=1

where, R stands for foreign ownership restrictions regime and q_,,, is
the sum of outputs of all multinational affiliates other than firm m.
Using the standard two-stage approach adopted in the literature on the
economics of R & D* we can derive equilibrium outputs of the foreign
firms and the local firm equilibrium output. They are given by:

a—c + 2(n—1)x,~2 "

X
j=1j#Em”]
= ,me{l, .., n-1
q, p— { }
n—1
and ¢f = 4 L=t YL
! n+1 3)

Output of a foreign firm increases with its own technology transfer and
decreases with technology transfer of competing firms. Output of the
local firm goes down when technology transfer by foreign multina-
tionals increases as it enhances the competitiveness of the subsidiaries.

The equilibrium level of technology transfer by a representative
multinational is given by

x,,lf(tg) _ 40 = 1)a - o)

T+ 1 =80 — 1) 4)

Consequently, total transfer of technology is given by (n — 1)x(9). In
line with previous research (see e.g. Mattoo et al. (2004)) we impose
certain restrictions on parameter z, i.e. r > 2.° As expected, technology
transfer decreases with the cost of technology transfer (7) and increases
with the share of foreign ownership (6).

3.1. Welfare

Producer surplus is equal to the profit of the local firm. By
substituting the equilibrium level of technology transfer (i.e. xnf(ﬁ))
into the function for local firm output in (3) we obtain the local firm's
equilibrium level of output:®

“ See e.g. Brander and Spencer (1983), d'Aspremont and Jacquemin (1988), Kamien
et al. (1992), Kamien and Zang (2000), and Leahy and Neary (1997).

° This restriction ensures non-negative solutions for equilibrium levels of technology
transfer under all relevant regimes.

© See Appendix A for the derivations under direct foreign ownership restrictions.
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(a—c)(n+ )r—40(n — 1))

R
9) =
4 ® (n+ 1’ —80(n — 1)

(5)
As shown in Appendix A the output of the local firm decreases with the
level of foreign ownership (6) and with the number of foreign firms in
the market (n) and increases with the cost of technology transfer (7).
Given that the local firm will be active in the market if qu(9) > 0 we can
state the following result:”

Proposition 1. FDI fully displaces the local firm if = < 7(n), where

40(n — 1)

w0 ==

©)
Furthermore, 7(n, ) increases with n and with 6 and approaches 46
as n approaches infinity.

Proposition 1 implies that, if z > 4 the local firm is active in the
market irrespective of the number of foreign firms and the level of
foreign ownership. Hence, for sufficiently high 7, FDI does not
completely displace the local firm. To understand the intuition of this
result recall from (4) that an increase in 7 lowers the incentives for
transferring technology. Also, from (3) it follows that lower technology
transfer improves the competitive position of the local firm. As a result
complete displacement of the local firm becomes less likely, when
technology transfer becomes more costly i.e. when 7 increases. Given
that cost of technology transfer are higher in less advanced countries
(see e.g. Ramachandran (1993) or Teece (1977)) full local firm
displacement due to foreign firm product market competition will be
less likely in these countries. This may explain why crowding-out
effects of FDI are more often observed in more advanced countries.
This may also explain why most outward greenfield investment by
emerging market firms is done in other developing countries instead of
in more advanced countries where cost of technology transfer are low.

It also follows from Proposition 1 that foreign ownership restric-
tions will make displacement of the local firm less likely. Higher foreign
ownership restrictions will create an improvement in the competitive
position of the local firm. This in turn makes it less likely that the local
firm will exit the market due to foreign firm product market competi-
tion. Often suggested reasons for foreign ownership restrictions are
that host country governments use them to increase economic rents
and to maintain local control of resources. In addition, Mattoo et al.
(2004) show that a host country government may impose foreign
ownership restrictions in order to influence the entry mode choice of a
foreign firm.® Hence, besides these often mentioned reasons, the
government may impose restrictions on foreign ownership in order
to prevent FDI from displacing the local firm.

However, these restrictions on foreign ownership also reduce
technology transfer by the foreign multinationals (as x,%(0) is increasing
in 6). This in turn will reduce total output which implies a lower level of
consumer surplus. To find the net effect of equity restrictions on
welfare, we analyze host country welfare as a function of foreign
ownership (6). In Appendix C it is shown that host country welfare
increases with 6. This proves the following result.” .

Proposition 2. The negative effect of foreign ownership restrictions
on consumer surplus outweighs the positive effect on producer surplus
which implies an overall decrease in host country welfare due to
equity restrictions.

4. Joint ventures

So far we have assumed that the government imposes foreign

7 For detailed proof see Appendix B.

8 Mattoo et al. (2004) show that in case of high cost of technology transfer the
government imposes restrictions in order to induce acquisition instead of direct entry. In
case of low cost of technology transfer the government imposes restrictions in order to
induce direct entry instead of acquisition.

© For detailed proof see Appendix C.
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ownership restrictions directly without imposing mandatory joint
ventures with the local firm. In practice foreign firms often have to
form joint ventures with domestic companies. Now, we consider a host
country government that imposes on n — 1 multinational affiliates that
they form a joint venture with the local firm. If the domestic firm is not
active in the market, there will be n — 1 joint ventures operating in the
market. The domestic firm may also choose to be active in the market
through its own operations in which case there will be n companies
active in the market: n — 1 joint ventures and one domestic firm. In the
following sub-sections we consider these two possible market struc-
tures. Furthermore, we analyze the optimal choice of the local firm by
comparing its profit under these two market structures.

4.1. Inactive local firm

In case the domestic firm is not active in the market but only has an
equity share in foreign operated projects, the profit function of a
representative foreign firm will be given by:

z(q,, q.,) =0a—q,— 4, — ),

me{l,....,n—-1} 7
2
where, JV stands for joint venture regime. Maximizing: 6z, (x,) — 2,
m e {1, ..., n — 1}, gives the equilibrium level of technology transfer.'’
V) = 292(n = 1)(a - C).
nt—20n-1) (8)

Technology transfer will be higher under the JV regime than under
direct foreign ownership restrictions if the following inequality holds:
AX=x!" —x®>0. By solving this inequality we can derive the
following proposition:

Proposition 3. Technology transfer by foreign multinationals is
higher under mandatory joint ventures than under direct equity
restrictions if = < 7,(n, 0), where

40(n — 1)

7(n, 0) = .
! 2n+ 1 —n?

)]

Furthermore, if n=2 then 7,(n, 0) increases with 6 and approaches 4 as
0 approaches 1 and if n > 2 then z,(n, ) < 0.

Threshold z,(n, 0) is depicted in Fig. 1 by the TT locus (for n=2),
where TT stands for technology transfer. For all values of 6 and t on the
TT line technology transfers is the same under both types of foreign
ownership restrictions. For all values under the locus technology
transfer is higher under direct foreign ownership restrictions, while
for all values above the locus technology transfer is higher under
mandatory joint ventures.

In order to find which type of equity restriction the local firm
prefers, we compare the profit of the local firm under the two regimes.
The local firm prefers the joint venture regime over the regime with
direct equity restrictions if: AL = 7V — z® > 0. Dividing AL by (¢ — ¢)?
and fixing n allows for convenient graphical analysis in (9, 7) space. The
LF locus in Fig. 1 shows the contour of the function AL/(a — ¢’ = 0
where LF stands for local firm. Along this line the local firm is
indifferent between direct foreign ownership restrictions and manda-
tory joint ventures. The government prefers the joint venture regime
over the regime with direct equity restrictions if it ensures higher host
country welfare, i.e. if AW = WY — WX > 0. Similarly to above the Wi
locus in Fig. 1 is the contour of the function AW/(a — ¢)* = 0 where
WW stands for welfare. Along this line host country welfare is the same
under mandatory joint ventures as under direct foreign ownership
restrictions.

10 Derivations under the JV regime are provided in Appendix D.
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Fig. 1. Foreign ownership restrictions, technology transfer and policy intervention.

4.2. Active local firm

If the local firm is active in the market, the profit of a representative
foreign firm is the same as that under direct foreign ownership
restrictions. The local firm's profit is different now and is given by:

(n — DA - Oz (g, q,) + 17"(g, g,)which is equivalent to

9, — c]ql

(10

where, JVA stands for the joint venture regime when the local is active
in the market. Derivations under the JVA regime are provided in
Appendix E.

The local firm will be active in the market if:

n—1

n—1
(n_l)(l_g)a_ql_z q)n_cﬁl]qm+[a_q[_z

m=1 m=1

Am, = (n = 1)1 - O 0) + 7" 0)

~(n = (1 = )z’ (©) > 0. an

where the first term is the joint venture profit of the local firm when it is
active in the market, the second term is the local firm's profit from its
own operations, and the third term is the local firm's joint venture
profit when it is not active in the market. The expression for Az, is quite
cumbersome and non-linear in t, 6, and n. However, dividing Az, by
(a — ¢)* and fixing n allows for convenient graphical analysis in (6, 7)
space. The contour of the function Ax/(a — ¢)* =0 is illustrated in
Fig. 1 by the JVA locus (for n=2). Typically in the natural resources
sector there is a low level of product market competition, so, we have
set n=2. For all values of n and 7 on the JVA curve the local firm is
indifferent between being active and not being active in the market. In
the (6, 7) parameter space under the JVA locus, the local firm prefers to
be active and above the locus the local firm prefers not to be active
(regions I and II). Hence, in case of higher levels of foreign ownership
(i.e. a lower JV share for the local firm) the local firm will more likely
choose to establish its own operations. If the local firm is active in the
market, the joint venture profit will be lower due to an increase in
product market competition. Hence, a higher joint venture share for
the local firm will make it less attractive for the local firm to be active in
the market.

The parameter space above the JVA locus in Fig. 1 is divided into
two regions. In region I the local firm and the host country government
prefer the joint venture regime and technology transfer by the foreign
firm is also higher under the joint venture regime. In region II welfare
is higher under direct foreign ownership restrictions, while the profit of
the local firm and foreign firm technology transfer are both higher
under the joint venture regime. Hence, in region I the local firm and the
host country government prefer the same type of foreign ownership
restriction (i.e. mandatory joint ventures). However, in practice the
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level of foreign ownership will most likely be within the parameter
space denoted by region II. If in region II the government has imposed
mandatory joint ventures, it can improve welfare by instead restricting
foreign ownership directly. The local firm will oppose this policy
measure as it will lower its profits. However, the increase in consumer
surplus due to this policy measure will outweigh the reduction in
producer surplus.

5. Concluding remarks

In this paper we have analyzed FDI crowding out effects, technology
transfer by foreign multinationals under different market structures,
and optimal FDI policies. One way the host country government may
reduce crowding out effects is by imposing foreign ownership restric-
tions. However, foreign ownership restrictions will also reduce the
amount of technology transfer by the foreign multinational firms and
the net effect of equity restrictions on host country welfare will be
negative. Often governments require foreign companies to form joint
ventures with local firms. We find that in sectors with high cost of
technology transfer and low levels of product market competition (e.g.
the natural resources sector), the government may improve host
country welfare by taking away the local firm's equity shares in joint
ventures. A similar measure was taken in 1984 by the Norwegian
government. The government took away significant ownership shares
from Statoil and started to manage these equity shares (i.e. the State's
Direct Financial Interest portfolio) through the Ministry of Oil and
Energy.!! In Nigeria the Oil and Gas Reform Implementation
Committee (OGIC) proposed a similar framework for Nigeria's oil
and gas industry but these policy recommendations have not been
implemented.'? One reason may be that the Nigerian state-owned oil
company has effectively prevented the implementation of this policy
which would reduce its profits. In line with our findings international
experience shows that the most successful national resources compa-
nies are those that have limited noncommercial objectives and are
subject to competition from other companies (see (Heller et al., 2014)).
Norway's national oil company, Statoil, and Chile's national mining
company, Codelco, are two such examples. These companies have long
been exposed to international competition, encouraged by govern-
ments expecting the efficiency of their state-owned companies to
benefit from such competition (see (McPherson, 2010)).

We also provide a possible rationale for why FDI crowding out
effects are more often observed in more advanced countries than in less
advanced countries.’® In more advanced countries transferring tech-
nology will be less costly.'* As a result in such countries foreign
multinational firms will transfer more technology to their subsidiaries
which weakens the competitive position of local firms. The higher cost
of technology transfer in less developed countries may also explain why
these countries are often the preferred destination for outward FDI by
emerging market firms.'® In case of higher cost of technology transfer
an emerging market firm may more easily compete with firms from
advanced countries due to lower technology transfer by the latter.

One of the limitations of our analysis is that we use a static
framework which prevents us from analyzing long-run effects of FDI
on local investment. De Backer and Sleuwaegen (2003) analyzing
Belgium manufacturing companies show that FDI displaces local
investment in the short-run, but in the long-run this effect is

11 Since 2001 Petoro a state holding company manages the government's interest.
Statoil is responsible for selling Petoro's share of oil and gas but the revenue goes to the
state.

12 gee Thurber and Istad (2010).

13 See e.g. Blonigen and Wang (2004) and Borensztein et al. (1998). Agosin and
Machado (2005) show FDI crowding out effects in Latin America but not in Africa
(except in sub-period: 1990s) and also not in East Asia.

14 See e.g. Teece (1977) and Ramachandran (1993).

15 More than one-third of FDI in developing countries originates in other developing
economies (Timmer et al., 2011).
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moderated or even reversed. Hence, also in more advanced countries long-run effects of FDI on domestic investment is beyond the scope of
crowding out effects may be prevented in the long-run. Considering our model and should be addressed in further research.

Appendix A. Equilibrium outputs and profits

By substituting (4) into functions for output in (3), we obtain the equilibrium output of, respectively, a foreign multinational and the local firm:

(a—c)n+ )
(n+ 1)’ —89(n — 1)
a—c)(n+ 1)t —40(n — 1))
n+12c—8@m—-1 (12)

qfe) =

and q,R(H) = (

The derivative of local firm output w.r.t. n and t is, respectively, given by:

aLIR _ —t(a = c)(z — 46 + 8nf + 2n7 — 4n°0 + n’7)

on (80 + v — 8nf + 2nt + nz'r)2
agf —o)n - 1)?
and 9q; _ 40(a — c)(n — 1)*(n+ 1) >0
9t (80 +  — 8n0 + 2nr + n’r) 13)

40(n —
(n+ 1)

local firm output decreases with n for ¢, > 0.

40(n - 1)
n+1

It follows that local firm output decreases with n if 7 > . Given that

. From the proof of Proposition 1 it follows that ¢, > 0 if 7 >

4(n—1 4(n—1)
(n+1) n+

This 1mp11es.

(a = Y ((n + Dr — 46(n — 1))?

((n + 1°t — 86(n — 1)

Or(a — ) ((n + D*r = 86(n — 1) )
((n + D*r — 80(n — 1))?

ﬂzR(g) =

and H ,(0) =

Appendix B. Proof of proposition 1

The local firm will be active in the market if qIR > 0. Restriction on z > 2 ensures that denominator of the expression is positive. Hence, we need
to ensure only (n + 1)z — 46(n — 1) > 0. This implies that FDI will not fully displace the local firm if parameter ’l' is sufficiently high, i.e.

> g(n, 0) = 45(" l> . This proves the first part of Proposition 1. Furthermore, hm,HwM:"*” = 4. Finally, a”(" 9= = 0. This proves the
second part of Proposmon 1.
Appendix C. Proof of proposition 2
Host country welfare is given by
Whgy = @~ (0 + Dnz — 40(n — DY + 2((n + Dz — 46(n — DY)
2((n + 1)’z — 86(n — 1)
The derivative of host country welfare w.r.t. foreign ownership is:
oWRO)  —dz(a — )*(n — 1)*(n + 1)(40 + 27 — 4n0 + nt — n’7)
o0 (80 + 7 — 816 + 2nt + n’c)
2.
Host country welfare decreases with foreign ownership if: 46 + 2z — 4n6 + nr — n’t > 0 © % > 0 which is impossible given that n > 2.
Hence, total welfare increases with 6.
Appendix D. Derivations under joint venture
Optimizing the profit function in (7) with respect to output and rewriting gives:
a—qm—Q—c+xm:0,me{l,---,n_l}- (14)

Next, assuming symmetric equilibrium, taking summations, and solving for total output implies:

(n—l)(a—c)+zm e
n (15)

Plugging (15) in (14) gives:

QJV

a—c+(@n-1x —Z’f:l. X;
v m j=Lj#m”I

= ,mef{l,....n—1}.
9 " { } 16)
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2
In the first stage, when a representative multinational sets the level of technology transfer, it maximizes 6z (x,,) — "T”’ Optimizing with respect to
X, and assuming symmetry in equilibrium gives the optimal level of technology transfer by a representative foreign firm.'®

W= 20(n — 1)(a — ¢)

, me{l,...,n—1}
S ) I )

17)

Subsequently, total technology transfer is (n — 1)x,””. By substituting (17) into (16) we obtain the equilibrium output of any given foreign firm in the

host country:

(a — c)nt

JV
@)= "
O n*t = 20(n — 1)

(18)

It follows that foreign firm profit net of technology transfer cost and local firm profit are, respectively, given by:

Yoy = (a — c)nt
T @) [nzr— 20(n — 1)
1 = 0 = 1)a — c)*n’*?
- 20n - DY

and 7V (0) =

Welfare is now given by:

(a - cn’*(n — D(n + 1 - 20)
2(n*c - 20(n — 1))

w () =

(19)

(20

Appendix E. Derivations under joint venture and active local firm

Under joint venture regime with active local firm the equilibrium outputs of the foreign firms and the local firm equilibrium output are given by

(21) and (22), respectively:

n—1
70 = a—c+2n—Dx, =23 . %
m 2+0(n-1) ’

me{l,...,n—1}.

@-0@-n+0n- D) -2-03Yx

JVA m=1"m
0 .
4@ 24 0m—1)

(21)

(22)

From (1) and (21) it follows that for a representative multinational from an advanced country, the profit net of cost of technology transfer can be
expressed as H(qé A0))*. Hence, foreign firm technology transfer under entry is given by:

vaA(g) — 40(n — 1)(a — ¢)
" 2+ 0(n—1))Y —80n—1)

(23)

Plugging value for technology transfer in (23) under entry into expressions for output in (21) and (22) gives equilibrium output of, respectively, a

foreign firm and of the local firm:

(a—c)2+60n - 1)

g’ ) = k and
724+ 0(n - 1) —8(n — 1)
qlJVA(H) _ a-c)2-n+60n-1))2+0(n— 1) —40(n — 1))

2 + 0(n — 1) — 80(n — 1)
This implies that:

_ (a—c)2+60n - 1) and
12+ 0(n — 1))> — 80(n — 1)

7, (0)

o [(@ =)@ = n+ 00— D)2 + 00 — D)r — 46 — 1) |
m e =

2 + 0(n — 1)? — 80(n — 1)

References

Agosin, M.R., Machado, R., 2005. Foreign Investment in Developing Countries: Does it
Crowd in Domestic Investment? Oxford Development Studies, 33, 2, 149-162.

Asiedu, E., Esfahani, H.S., 2001. Ownership structure in foreign direct investment
projects. Rev. Econ. Stat. 83, 647-662.

Barry, F., Gorg, H., Strobl, E., 2005. Foreign direct investment and wages in domestic
firms in Ireland: productivity spillovers versus labour market crowding out. Int. J.
Econ. Bus. 12 (1), 67-84.

Blonigen, B.A., Wang, M., 2004. Inappropriate pooling of wealthy and poor countries in

16 Recall that restriction 7 > 2 ensures non-negative solutions for all n > 2.

24

(25)

(26)

27)

empirical FDI studies. NBER Working Paper Series, Working Paper, 10378.

Borensztein, E., De Gregorio, J., Lee, J.W., 1998. How does foreign direct investment
affect economic growth? J. Int. Econ. 45, 115-135.

Brander, J.A., Spencer, B.J., 1983. Strategic commitment with R & D: the symmetric
case. Bell J. Econ. 14 (1), 225-235.

d'Aspremont, C., Jacquemin, A., 1988. Cooperative and noncooperative R & D in duopoly
with spillovers. Am. Econ. Rev. 78 (5), 1133-1137.

De Backer, K., Sleuwaegen, L., 2003. Does foreign direct investment crowd out domestic
entrepreneurship? Rev. Ind. Organ. 22, 67-84.

Driffield, N., Hughes, D., 2003. Foreign and domestic investment: regional development
or crowding out? Reg. Stud. 37 (3), 277-288.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref7

N. Ghebrihiwet, E. Motchenkova

Ethier, W.J., Markusen, J.R., 1996. Multinational firms, technology diffusion and trade.

J. Int. Econ. 41, 1-28.

Heller, P., Mahdavi, P., Schreuder, J. 2014. Reforming National Oil Companies: Nine
Recommendations. Natural Resource Governance Institute. (accessed 7 February,
2017).

Javorcik, B.S., Saggi, K., 2010. Technological asymmetry among foreign investors and
mode of entry. Econ. Inq. 48 (2), 415-433.

Kamien, M.1., Zang, 1., 2000. Meet me halfway: research joint ventures and absorptive
capacity. Int. J. Ind. Organ. 18, 995-1012.

Kamien, M.I., Muller, E., Zang, 1., 1992. Research joint ventures and R & D cartels. Am.
Econ. Rev. 82 (5), 1293-1306.

Karabay, B., 2010. Foreign direct investment and host country policies: a rationale for
using ownership restrictions. J. Dev. Econ. 93 (2), 218-225.

Leahy, D., Neary, J.P., 1997. Public policy towards R & D in oligopolistic industries. Am.
Econ. Rev., 642-662.

Lee, F.C., Shy, O., 1992. A welfare evaluation of technology transfer to joint ventures in
the developing countries. Int. Trade J. 2, 205-220.

Markusen, J.R., 2001. Contracts, intellectual property rights, and multinational
investment in developing countries. J. Int. Econ. 53, 189-204.

Markusen, J.R., Venables, A.J., 1998. Multinational firms and the new trade theory. J.
Int. Econ. 46, 183—-203.

Markusen, J.R., Venables, A.J., 1999. Foreign direct investment as a catalyst for
industrial development. Eur. Econ. Rev. 43 (2), 335-356.

326

Resources Policy 52 (2017) 320-326

Mattoo, A., Olarreaga, M., Saggi, K., 2004. Mode of foreign entry, technology transfer,
and FDI policy. J. Dev. Econ. 75, 95-111.

McPherson, C., 2010. State participation in the natural resource sectors: evolution,
issues, and outlook. In: Daniel, P., Keen, M., McPherson, C. (Eds.), The Taxation of
Petroleum and Minerals, Principles, Problems, and Practice. Routledge, London and
New York.

Ramachandran, V., 1993. Technology transfer, firm ownership, and investment in
human capital. Rev. Econ. Stat. 75, 664—670.

Saggi, K., 1996. Entry into a foreign market: foreign directinvestment versus licensing.
Rev. Int. Econ. 4, 99-104.

Saggi, K., 1999. Foreign direct investment, licensing, and incentives for innovation. Rev.
Int. Econ. 7, 699-714.

Teece, D.J., 1977. Technology transfer by multinational firms: the resource cost of
transferring technological know-how. Econ. J. 87, 242-261.

Thurber, M.C., Istad, B.T., 2010. Norway’s evolving champion: statoil and the politics of
state enterprise. Program on Energy and Sustainable Development (PESD). Working
Paper No. 92.

Timmer, H., Dailami, M., Irving, J., Hauswald, R., Masson, P., 2011. Global Development
Horizons 2011: multipolarity — the New Global Economy. World Bank, Washington,
DC.

Wang, J., Blomstrom, M., 1992. Foreign investment and technology transfer: a simple
model. Eur. Econ. Rev. 36, 137-155.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4207(16)30447-0/sbref24

	Relationship between FDI, foreign ownership restrictions, and technology transfer in the resources sector: A derivation approach
	Introduction
	Model
	Direct foreign ownership restrictions
	Welfare

	Joint ventures
	Inactive local firm
	Active local firm

	Concluding remarks
	Equilibrium outputs and profits
	Proof of proposition 1
	Proof of proposition 2
	Derivations under joint venture
	Derivations under joint venture and active local firm
	References




