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รายงานวจิยัน้ีแสดงขอ้มูลเก่ียวกบัการลงทุนโดยตรงในต่างประเทศจากบริษทัท่ีมีการจดทะเบียนอยูใ่นตลาด
หลกัทรัพยแ์ห่งประเทศไทย โดยผูว้จิยัท าการวิเคราะห์กิจกรรมต่างๆท่ีออกไปลงทุนโดยตรงในต่างประเทศของบริษทั
เหล่าน้ีเพ่ือหารูปแบบของกิจกรรมทางธุรกิจท่ีเกิดในห่วงโซ่มูลค่าระดบัโลกในภูมิภาคท่ีแตกต่างกนั นอกจากนั้นผูว้จิยัยงั
วเิคราะห์ถึงผลกระทบของประเภทการลงทุนโดยตรงในต่างประเทศของบริษทัไทยในรูปแบบต่างๆเพ่ือใหเ้กิดความเขา้ใจ
กบัผลกระทบท่ีจะเกิดข้ึนในประเทศดว้ย 
 ห่วงโซ่มูลค่าระดบัโลก (Global Value Chains) เป็นอีกหน่ึงช่องทางส าหรับบริษทัจากประเทศเกิด
ใหม่เพ่ือท่ีจะยกระดบัความสามารถของตนไปสู่ระดบันานาชาติ และสามารถเขา้ถึงตลาดในระดบัโลก รูปแบบท่ีมกัเกิดข้ึน
คือการท่ีบริษทัจากตลาดประเทศเกิดใหม่จะท าหนา้ท่ีเป็นผูจ้ดัหาสินคา้ (Supplier) ใหก้บับริษทัชั้นน าระดบัโลกผา่น
การรับจา้งผลิต (Outsource) หรือการเป็นสาขายอ่ย อยา่งไรกต็ามยงัมีขอ้ถกเถียงกนัอยา่งกวา้งขวางวา่บริษทัจาก
ประเทศท่ีเกิดใหม่จะสามารถยกระดบัความสามารถจากการด าเนินกิจกรรมท่ีสร้างมูลค่าต ่าในห่วงโซ่มูลค่าระดบัโลกจน
กลายเป็นผูน้ าในห่วงโซ่มูลค่าไดโ้ดยด าเนินการกิจกรรมทางธุรกิจท่ีเพ่ิมมูลค่าในต่างประเทศไดห้รือไม่ 

 นอกจากนั้นยงัคงมีขอ้ถกเถียงอีกหน่ึงขอ้คือท่ีเก่ียวกบัผลกระทบของการออกไปลงทุนโดยตรงในต่างประเทศของ
บริษทัจากประเทศเกิดใหม่ถึงผลกระทบท่ีมีต่อเศรษฐกิจภายในประเทศ ดงันั้นในงานวจิยัน้ี ผูว้จิยัจะกล่าวถึงทั้งสองขอ้
ถกเถียงน้ีโดยการวเิคราะห์ลกัษณะของการลงทุนโดยตรงของบริษทัไทยในต่างประเทศเพ่ือใหเ้ขา้ใจถึงการจดัการ
โครงสร้างของกิจกรรมของบริษทัขา้มชาติจากประเทศไทยในห่วงโซ่มูลค่า นอกจากนั้นผูว้จิยัยงัวเิคราะห์เพ่ือหาวา่การ
ลงทุนในต่างประเทศเป็นการทดแทนการลงทุนภายในประเทศไทยหรือไม่ การท าความเขา้ใจอยา่งลึกซ้ึงเก่ียวกบัการลงทุน
ในต่างประเทศของประเทศไทยจะเป็นพ้ืนฐานความเขา้ใจท่ีส าคญัของนโยบายการวางแผนและปฏิบติัในอนาคต 
 ผูว้ิจยัใชฐ้านขอ้มูล 2 ฐานขอ้มูลในการวิเคราะห์แนวโนม้และเพื่อใชอ้ธิบายขอ้ถกเถียงขา้งตน้ ฐานขอ้มูลแรกนั้น
เป็นฐานขอ้มูลจากธนาคารแห่งประเทศไทยโดยใชข้อ้มูลจากผลรวมปริมาณเงินทุนต่อปี (Flows) และปริมาณเงินทุน
สะสม (Stocks) ทั้งในประเทศไทยและประเทศอ่ืนๆในโลก ฐานขอ้มูลท่ีสองนั้นเป็นฐานขอ้มูลจากตลาดหลกัทรัพย์
แห่งประเทศไทยโดยใชข้อ้มูลจากปริมาณเงินทุนต่อปีท่ีออกไปลงทุนโดยตรงในต่างประเทศในระดบับริษทั โดยฐานขอ้มูล
น้ีไดใ้ชก้ารวเิคราะห์ร่วมกบัขอ้มูลจากฐานขอ้มูลของ Thompson Reuters Datastream Professional 

ร่วมดว้ย บทวเิคราะห์ของฐานขอ้มูลทั้งสองจึงเป็นการน าเสนอขอ้มูลในภาพรวมของกิจกรรมสร้างมูลค่าเพ่ิมของบริษทั
ขา้มชาติไทยรวมไปถึงการแสดงถึงความสัมพนัธ์ระหวา่งการลงทุนในต่างประเทศและการลงทุนในประเทศอีกดว้ย 
 โดยการวิเคราะห์ของผูว้จิยันั้นจะแบ่งออกเป็น 2 ส่วน ส่วนแรกจะเป็นการบรรยายถึงกิจกรรมการลงทุนใน
ต่างประเทศของบริษทัท่ีจดทะเบียนในตลาดหลกัทรัพย ์ในแง่ของกิจกรรมการลงทุนเป็นท่ีเห็นไดช้ดัวา่กิจกรรมการลงทุน
ในต่างประเทศท่ีบริษทัขา้มชาติไทยใหค้วามส าคญัอยา่งมากคือการผลิตและการขาย อยา่งไรกต็ามยงัมีบางบริษทัท่ีมุ่งไปใน
เร่ืองการลงทุนดา้นเทคโนโลยแีละการวจิยัและพฒันา ในเร่ืองการกระจายตวัการลงทุนในเชิงภูมิศาสตร์ การลงทุนโดยตรง
ของไทยในต่างประเทศจะมุ่งเนน้ไปลงทุนในประเทศแถบทวปีเอเชีย โดยเฉพาะในประเทศสาธารณรัฐประชาชนจีน 
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ประเทศสิงคโปร์ และประเทศในกลุ่มอาเซียน นอกจากนั้นการลงทุนโดยตรงของไทยในต่างประเทศยงัมีการลงทุนเพ่ิมข่ึ
นอยา่งเห็นไดช้ดัในกลุ่มประเทศ Tax Haven และในประเทศท่ีพฒันาแลว้ซ่ึงเป็นส่ิงไม่ควรถูกมองขา้ม จากท่ีไดก้ล่าว
ไปนั้นจึงยนืยนัไดว้า่การลงทุนในต่างประเทศของบริษทัเหล่าน้ีมีความหลากหลายและแตกต่างกนัออกไปข้ึนอยูก่บักลยทุธ์
และพ้ืนฐานของบริษทัเหล่านั้น 

 จากการวเิคราะห์ท าใหท้ราบวา่การลงทุนในต่างประเทศนั้นไม่ไดเ้ป็นการทดแทนการลงทุนภายในประเทศ แต่
เป็นส่วนช่วยการลงทุนในประเทศไทยในปีถดัไป อยา่งไรกต็าม ผูว้ิจยัพบวา่การลงทุนในต่างประเทศจะมีผลกระทบเป็น
เพียงระยะเวลาสั้นๆต่อการลงทุนภายในประเทศโดยเฉพาะในปีหลงัจากมีการขยายตวัสู่ต่างประเทศ ผูว้จิยัยงัพบอีกวา่การ
ลงทุนโดยตรงในต่างประเทศในดา้นการผลิตนั้นส่งผลดีต่อการลงทุนภายในประเทศในปีถดัมา แต่การลงทุนในกิจกรรม
อ่ืนๆนั้นแสดงผลลพัธ์ท่ีแตกต่างกนัออกไป 

 ดงันั้นงานวจิยัน้ีจึงท าใหเ้ขา้ใจลกัษณะของการออกไปลงทุนโดยตรงในต่างประเทศของบริษทัไทยท่ีหลากหลาย
มากข้ึน ผลการวิจยัเหล่าน้ีจะเป็นประโยชน์อยา่งมากส าหรับผูว้างนโยบายของประเทศ เพราะไม่เพียงแต่จะท าใหเ้ขา้ใจถึง
การสร้างห่วงโซ่มูลค่าระดบัโลกของบริษทัขา้มชาติไทยแลว้ ยงัท าใหเ้ขา้ใจถึงการออกแบบนโยบายท่ีเหมาะสมท่ีจะช่วย
สนบัสนุนบริษทัขา้มชาติใหส้ามารถยกระดบัความสามารถเพ่ือจะสามารถออกไปลงทุนในต่างประเทศไดอ้ยา่งมี
ประสิทธิภาพ ผูว้จิยัยงัมีความเห็นวา่นโยบายท่ีจะสนบัสนุนการออกไปลงทุนโดยตรงในต่างประเทศนั้นไม่ควรจ ากดั
เฉพาะในอุตสาหกรรมหรือประเทศใดอยา่งเดียว แต่ควรเป็นนโยบายท่ีเป็นการริเร่ิมการสนบัสนุนใหมี้การออกไปลงทุนใน
ต่างประเทศในกิจกรรมท่ีมีมูลค่าสูงข้ึนในกลุ่มประเทศท่ีพฒันาแลว้ 
 นโยบายท่ีสามารถเห็นไดช้ดัในงานวจิยัน้ีคือการท่ีทางภาครัฐบาลตอ้งมีนโยบายท่ีมากกวา่การสนบัสนุน แต่ยงั
ตอ้งเป็นนโยบายท่ีค านึงถึงต าแหน่งของบริษทัในประเทศต่อการอยูใ่นห่วงโซ่มูลค่าในอุตสาหกรรมเฉพาะเหล่านั้น และจะ
สามารถเพ่ิมหรือยกระดบัความสามารถนั้นไดอ้ยา่งไรในการขยายตวัสู่ต่างประเทศ ดงันั้นทิศทางของนโยบายนั้นจึงตอ้ง
เป็นการเขา้ใจภาพรวมระหวา่งความสัมพนัธ์ของการเขา้มาลงทุนโดยตรงของต่างชาติ นโยบายดา้นอุตสาหกรรม
ภายในประเทศ และการออกไปลงทุนโดยตรงในต่างประเทศ การเขา้ใจห่วงโซ่มูลค่าระดบัโลกอยา่งละเอียดถ่ีถว้นนั้นจะ
ท าใหรั้ฐบาลไทยและหน่วยงานท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งสามารถสร้างสรรคน์โยบายท่ีตรงจุดเพ่ือท่ีจะเพ่ิมขีดความสามารถในการแข่งขนั
ของเศรษฐกิจไทยไดเ้ป็นอยา่งดี 
 

ค าส าคญั: ห่วงโซ่มูลค่าระดบัโลก การยกระดบั การออกไปลงทุนโดยตรงในต่างประเทศ นโยบายของภาครัฐ 
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Executive Summary 

 

Project Code:  RD 5810034 

Project Title:  Global Value Chains and Emerging Market Multinationals: Policy 

Implications 

Investigators:  Pavida Pananond, Thammasat University and Alvaro Cuervo-Cazurra, 

Northeastern University 

Project Period:  20 July 2015- 19 December 2016 

 

This research provides a detailed analysis of the current state of outward foreign direct 

investment (OFDI) of publicly listed firms in the Stock Exchange of Thailand. We analyze the 

distribution of these companies’ international investment activities to detect patterns of global 

value chain activities across different geographical locations. In addition, we analyze the 

impact of these different types of international investment on domestic investment to gain a 

better understanding of the impacts of Thai OFDI on the home country.  

Global value chains have emerged as a viable and useful way for companies in 

emerging markets to upgrade their capabilities to international levels and to gain access to 

global markets. The most common method is for emerging market firms to serve as suppliers 

for global lead firms through either externally outsourced or subsidiary relationships. However, 

there is a debate in the literature as to whether emerging market companies are going to be 

restricted to the lower value-added activities of global value chains, or whether they can 

upgrade their capabilities and become leaders in the value chains by undertaking higher value-

added activities abroad.  

Additionally, in terms of policy implications, there is an ongoing debate on the impact 

of outward foreign direct investment of emerging market firms on the home economy, 

particularly whether some of these investments may be done at the expense of domestic 

investments.  

Therefore, in this report, we address these two debates by first analyzing the current 

characteristics of Thai overseas investment to understand how Thai multinationals structure 

their activities along the value chains. We then analyze whether investments in other countries 

have been done at the expense of domestic investments in Thailand. Having a more in-depth 

understanding of Thailand’s overseas investment should provide a more comprehensive 

background for future policy planning and implementation.  

We analyze two databases to identify these trends and provide an empirically grounded 

explanation of our arguments: a database from the Bank of Thailand that captures aggregate 

data on stocks and flows between Thailand and the rest of the world, and a database from the 

Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET) that captures disaggregated firm-level information on 

outward foreign direct investment flows. The SET database analysis is undertaken with 

additional information from Thompson Reuters Datastream Professional. The analysis of these 

two databases presents a detailed picture of the value-added activities of Thai multinationals, 

as well as the relationship between foreign investment and domestic investment.  

Our analysis comprises of two parts. The first part provides a descriptive review of the 

international activities of SET-listed firms. In term of activity, it is clear that Thai 

multinationals across industries are concentrating their foreign investment efforts on operation 

and sales activities, although some also invest in R&D and technology areas. For the 

geographical spread, despite a heavy concentration of Thai OFDI in Asia, particularly China, 

Singapore, and the Asean region, a notable increase of Thai OFDI stocks in tax haven 

destinations and in some developed economies should not be overlooked. Such findings 

confirm that international investment of these companies vary and differ, based on their nature 

and strategy.  
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The analysis of OFDI impact on domestic investment reveals that foreign investments 

complement rather than substitute domestic investments. Specifically, we find that foreign 

investments may have a short-lived expansionary impact on domestic investment, particularly 

in the year following the overseas expansion, with the impact disappearing in subsequent years. 

This provides one answer to the debate on the relationship between foreign and domestic 

investment in emerging markets.  

We also go beyond the traditional analysis of the relationship between foreign and 

domestic investment by disaggregating foreign investment into different types by their motive. 

We find that foreign investments in inputs and operations appear to have a clear positive impact 

on domestic investment in the year following the overseas expansion, while investment in other 

activities provides mixed results.  

The findings from our research reveal a more varied and nuanced understanding of 

OFDI from Thailand. These findings are useful for policymakers not only to better understand 

the current state of the creation of Thai multinationals’ global value chains but also to design 

appropriate policies that can support both the upgrading of the capabilities of the 

multinationals, as well as the foreign expansion of Thai firms abroad. In particular, we propose 

that policies aimed at supporting outward FDI should not be restricted to any particular industry 

or country. Rather, policy initiatives should take into consideration support for foreign 

investments in general and those in inputs and operations in particular.  

In sum, the policy implications that arise from this research extends beyond just 

outward FDI promotion. We call for a policy framework that takes into consideration the local 

firms’ position in the value chain of their particular industry and how these positions can be 

enhanced through international expansion. Such policy directions need to be comprehensive in 

looking at the links between inward FDI, domestic industrial policy, and outward FDI. A 

thorough understanding of these GVC activities should enable the Thai government and its 

relevant agencies to come up with policies that are comprehensive toward the competitiveness 

of the Thai economy as a whole.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Global value chains (GVCs) are reshaping global business and how countries and firms 

are interrelated. The disaggregation of activities along the value chain of industries allows firms 

and countries to be integrated at different levels of activities (Kogut, 1985; Mudambi, 2008). 

The usual pattern is that multinational enterprises (MNEs) from advanced economies act as 

lead firms in a particular industry, seeking to offshore outsource lower value-added activities, 

such as non-specialized manufacturing, to firms in emerging economies to benefit from lower 

costs of production (Gereffi, 1994). This enables the advanced economy firm to concentrate on 

the higher value-added activities, such as design, innovation or marketing, leaving the low 

valued activities for firms in emerging economies. The fine-slicing of activities along the value 

chain allows lead firms to benefit from the comparative advantages different countries can 

offer. However, such focus on locating low value-added activities in emerging economies may 

be viewed as condemning emerging market firms to the low end of value creation.  

Nevertheless, in some cases the integration of firms from emerging economies in global 

value chains can be used as an entry ticket not only to gain access to the global markets through 

the network of foreign lead multinational enterprises (MNEs), but also to become global 

players on their own by establishing their own value chains in other countries. In the initial 

stage, local firms are integrated into the value chain of global industries often through the 

networks of established MNEs, often serving as suppliers and exporters whose products are 

distributed via marketing channels of those lead MNEs. Inward FDI plays an important role at 

this stage, as established MNEs seek to form domestic linkages through a combination of 

outsourcing to independent suppliers and establishing their own local subsidiaries. While this 

scenario enables lead firms to leverage their cost advantages, it may not be in the best interest 

of local suppliers to be active only in low-value-added business activities. To capture more 

value for their position, some domestic firms may pursue their own investment in higher value-

added activities along the GVC. These domestic firms may use foreign investment in higher 

value-adding activities to neutralize and to gain more power from the value chain lead firms, 

leading to the establishment of their own domestic, regional and global networks (Navas-

Alemán, 2011; Pananond, 2016). 

Emerging market firms may learn from the experience of serving as subcontractors of 

the advanced economy firm and upgrade their operations to the level at which they can move 

out in search of higher value added activities in advanced economies to complement the 

improved home country operations, or move into less developed countries to benefit from the 

lower costs of production there. Thus, in a similar way to which the home economy can upgrade 

to higher value-added position, such as the upgrading of Asian economies in the “flying geese” 

model (Akamatsu, 1962), individual firms may also upgrade their capabilities by establishing 

their own higher value-adding activities along the value chain rather than merely being 

participants in the value chains of firms from advanced economies.   

Firms from emerging markets are often integrated into the GVCs as suppliers and 

exporters because their cost-based advantages are generally derived from natural resource-

intensive or labor-intensive stages of the value chain. However, these are merely comparative 

advantages of the country in which the firms have little influence. By remaining as low-end 

suppliers in a global value chain, they risk the danger of becoming redundant if the costs in the 

home country increase relative to other countries. Thus, while some may choose to remain 

domestic-oriented, others may opt to grow through further internationalization through direct 

investment and have to face the challenges of international expansion from an emerging market 

(Cuervo-Cazurra, Newburry and Park, 2016).  

This process of domestic firms establishing global value chains has direct implications 

for the development of the home country. How domestic firms grow within the realm of GVCs 

carries direct implications on the home country’s competitiveness and on the design of policy 
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to support outward foreign direct investment (OFDI). Rather than providing money to any firm 

that wants to undertake OFDI, the government may want to understand how companies are 

building global value chains and how these value chains are affecting domestic investment. 

Policy support can then be used to better target foreign activities that create more benefits for 

the home economy. 

If they are mostly investing in other emerging economies simply to relocate low value-

adding activities there due to cheaper costs of production, such movement may be done at the 

expense of investments in the home economy. This type of investment may result in the 

hollowing out of domestic activities, as employment is reduced and economic activities are 

relocated elsewhere. However, if lower value-adding activities are relocated to cheaper cost 

economies and the investing firms upgrade their domestic activities to higher value-adding 

functions, this move could increase the competitiveness of domestic firms as the firm expands 

domestic investment. Similarly, if foreign investment is undertaken in other countries in higher 

value-added activities, allowing the investing firms to benefit from moving up the value chain, 

such moves also contribute to the strengthening of the investing firms as the higher value 

activities are complemented with increases in domestic investments.   

Although the debate on whether the increase in competitiveness of investing firms leads 

to the enhancement of the domestic economy remains inconclusive, it cannot be denied that 

more competitive domestic firms should contribute to a more competitive domestic economy. 

Spillovers can take place vertically in the supply chain of those investing firms, as well as 

horizontally among their competitors and other related companies. Cultivating an environment 

in which domestic firms are encouraged to increase their level of competitiveness should, 

therefore, result in positive spillovers to the home economy. Having more firms that are 

internationally competitive to the extent that they can expand abroad should be in the interest 

of home-country government seeking further economic development. Understanding the 

variety of activities firms undertake in their international expansion, therefore, forms a crucial 

basis for further policy-making beyond OFDI framework. It is part of the overall picture of 

how an economy integrates the benefits of foreign investment activities, both inward and 

outward, to the development of its local capability and increases in domestic investment, which 

presumably leads further to the development of internationally competitive firms.  

 Hence, the specific objectives of the project are the following:  

1. To identify the current activities that Thai firms are undertaking in the global supply 

chains to understand how these firms are positioned in global industries 

2. To understand how foreign investments in different types of value chain activities bear 

impact on the firm’s domestic investment 

3. To derive appropriate suggestions on OFDI policy that is based on the analysis of firm-

level factors and the conditions that firms have on their global value chain positioning 

by analyzing the impact of the type and location of foreign investment on domestic 

investment 

This report comprises 5 chapters. Following this introductory chapter, the second one 

reviews the relevant literature to set up our research framework. The third chapter describes 

the OFDI statistics, from both the aggregate- and the firm-level analysis. Chapter Four provides 

further analysis on the impact of OFDI on domestic investment, and Chapter Five presents our 

conclusions and policy recommendations.   
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2. GLOBAL VALUE CHAINS AND EMERGING MARKET 

MULTINATIONALS: UNDERSTANDING THE PHENOMENON 
 

As more and more firms from emerging economies are integrated into the global 

economy by becoming part of the value chain of global industries, their growth both at home 

and abroad is unavoidably tied to the interplay of relationships they have with other firms in 

the GVCs.  

Two streams of literature that focus on firms from emerging economies are the 

international business (IB) literature on emerging market multinational enterprises (EMNEs) 

and the development-oriented studies on GVCs. Despite their different approaches, these two 

lines of research share common interests in analyzing the role of firms from developing 

economies in the global economy. Although both have developed relatively independently of 

each other, there are sufficient areas of overlaps that could allow these two streams of literature 

to draw more from each other’s insights. 

While the focus of the EMNE literature is predominantly on the outward expansion of 

firms from emerging economies, the GVC literature veers in the opposite direction by paying 

more attention to how emerging-market firms are integrated into the value chains of global 

industries through inward investment from established MNEs from advanced economies. In 

other words, the EMNE literature looks at firms from emerging markets only after they have 

become multinationals, and yet the GVC literature perceives these firms mainly as domestic 

players whose only access to the global economy is through integration into the existing value 

chain of global industries. 

On the surface, the integration of emerging-market firms into GVCs and the rise of 

EMNEs may appear unrelated. The former phenomenon has been driven mainly by inward FDI 

into emerging economies as the global dispersion of production activities intensifies. The rise 

of EMNEs, on the other hand, has been highlighted thanks to the increase of outward 

investment flows from developing economies. 

A closer look at the development of some key players of these two incidents may reveal 

a different insight, however (Pananond, 2015). In the initial stage, local firms are integrated 

into the value chain of global industries often through the supply chain networks of established 

MNEs. Inward FDI plays an important role at this stage, as established MNEs seek to form 

domestic linkages through a combination of outsourced independent suppliers and their own 

local subsidiaries. But not all local firms remain as MNEs’ low-cost subordinates forever. To 

capture more value for their position, some domestic firms may pursue upgrading activities in 

order to move up to higher-value positions along the GVC. Others may expand their operations 

in domestic, regional, and global value chains to perform a different role in each chain (Navas-

Alemán, 2011). 

 This is the point where research on EMNEs and GVCs could form a conversation, in 

which both views can learn from each other. The need to bridge the gap between business 

studies and development research has been further emphasized given the more prominent role 

business plays in developing economies (Hansen and Schaumburg-Müller, 2010). The 

development of domestic firms may start by being integrated into the value chain of global 

industries. Their subsequent development may extend beyond domestic borders as some local 

firms subsequently expand their operations regionally and globally and become EMNEs.  Local 

firms are initially integrated into GVCs through inward FDI by MNEs from advanced 

economies, and later undertake their own international expansion through outward FDI. Some 

may remain as part of the value chain established by lead foreign MNEs. Others may also create 

their own value chains outside of the control of established foreign MNEs. In other words, the 

value chain disaggregation, as shown in Figure 1, can also be undertaken by emerging-market 

firms that seek to expand their higher value-adding activities in overseas markets.  
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Figure 1. Smile curve of value added in the global value chain 
 

 
Source: Adapted from Shih (1994) 

 

Looking at FDI activities from this perspective reveals that FDI options are not always 

undertaken in a completely independent manner. Rather, the decisions of EMNEs to undertake 

FDI often reflect the interplay of relationships between themselves and other firms in their 

GVCs. However, the literature on OFDI has been developed more from the perspective of 

established MNEs that undertake FDI to expand their competitive position that is often superior 

to supplier firms.  

In GVC parlance, the literature reflects more the view of ‘lead firms’—those players 

with authority and power to dictate how resources are allocated within global value chains (see 

Gereffi, 1994). More often than not, these ‘lead firms’ are MNEs from advanced economies 

that recruit domestic firms into their value chains by establishing supplier networks through 

inward FDI in developing countries. This scenario is particularly relevant for developing 

countries that pursue export-led orientation as their main industrial policy. East and Southeast 

Asian countries, like Taiwan, South Korea, Thailand, and Malaysia, are well-known examples 

of countries whose firms have successfully integrated into the value chains of leading global 

industries, particularly electronics and automobiles.  

Lead firms from more advanced economies often recruit local firms into their 

production networks through direct investment. Foreign investors engage local firms in their 

operations directly as a subsidiary or indirectly as outsourced suppliers. Viewed from the 

perspective of lead firms, their motives for FDI fall along the ‘classic’ categories proposed by 

Dunning (1993): market-seeking, natural resource-seeking, efficiency-seeking, and strategic 

factor-seeking. For example, resource-seeking FDI can be undertaken in developing economies 

to benefit from lower-cost domestic suppliers. Market-seeking FDI activities in larger 

developing economies allow these lead MNEs to leverage their ownership advantages in new 

and expanding geographical locations. Similarly, efficiency-seeking FDI takes place to 

rationalize the governance of supplier networks in different regions. Such decisions are 

undertaken rather independently, without much need to consider how their relationships with 

other firms would influence their FDI activities. 

But lead firms are not the only player in global value chains. Domestic firms play a 

major role as suppliers in the value chain of many global industries. Being suppliers to GVCs 

has its pros and cons. Access to the global market through export is clearly among the most 

attractive reasons to be integrated into GVCs. However, supplying to multinational lead firms 

without sufficient investment in its own capabilities could hamper the future development of 
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these firms. The ‘glass ceiling’ of global value chains could restrict these firms to peripheral 

roles, in which value creation is much lower compared to what lead firms reap and capture.  

In the GVC literature, the high road to development of local firms centers on upgrading. 

The ultimate goal of local firms’ upgrading is to move away from the part of the value chain, 

to which value addition is the lowest, to positions with higher value-adding possibilities. The 

level of value creation increases as firms move away from manufacturing toward the upstream 

or the downstream ends of the value chain (Mudambi, 2008). While upstream value creation is 

mainly derived from knowledge accumulation based on R&D activities, firms create more 

value from downstream operations through control of marketing know-how and distribution 

possibilities. Although firms could remain in manufacturing and increase their skill and 

expertise to capture higher value from becoming specialist manufacturers, in relative term, 

value addition increases with activities that generate more specific sets of expertise, such as 

R&D and marketing knowledge. Figure 1 shows the smile curve of value creation along the 

global value chain. 

However, suppliers’ upgrading to higher value-added positions may not always be in 

the best interest of multinational lead firms, as it may threaten their control over the GVCs. 

Lead firms may support upgrading as long as suppliers do not instigate direct challenges to the 

activities that are under the control of lead firms, hence creating a ‘glass ceiling’ beyond which 

suppliers may not be welcome. Such ‘glass ceiling’ of global value chains may confine supplier 

firms from developing economies only to peripheral roles within the chain while higher value 

activities are still under the control of global lead firms (McDermott and Corredoira, 2010). 

One important aspect that is missing from this literature is that supplier firms in 

developing economies do not remain domestic-oriented forever. International expansion is an 

option for upgrading and future growth. When the internationalizing firm evolves semi-

independently out of an existing position within its global value chain, its previous position, 

along with the nature of its relationships with the chain’s lead firm, should bear impacts on its 

subsequent international expansion.   

Global Value Chains of Emerging Market Multinationals and Outward Foreign 

Direct Investment Policy 
The above section points out how global value chain becomes an increasingly important 

mechanism through which many emerging-market companies begin their internationalization. 

Firms from emerging economies may be integrated into GVCs as suppliers to advanced 

economy firms in their search for lower costs of production. Nonetheless, this initial and 

indirect internationalization allows emerging-market firms to become more competitive as they 

learn to meet more sophisticated demands from overseas customers, hence pushing them to 

upgrade their capabilities to international levels.  

Rather than remaining in the low value-added rungs of the supply chain, especially in 

manufacturing, some of these firms decide to move up the value chain and upgrade their 

capabilities to capture higher value. However, it is still unclear how this upgrading process can 

be undertaken. Studies of global value chains tend to take the perspective of lead firms and 

focus more on how they should focus on creating higher value-added core competences and 

shedding lower value-added activities to subcontractors in emerging markets. Not much has 

been said on how these subcontractors can improve their value chain positioning. Hence, in 

this study, we focus on how EMNEs can use OFDI to upgrade their position along the global 

value chains.  

 We do this to better understand whether these firms suffer from market imperfections 

that the government may want to address by providing support for their global expansion. OFDI 

has increasingly become a significant part of the economic development for many emerging 
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countries. While private sector firms are looking for opportunities to expand abroad, home 

governments of many countries are also searching for ways to support their domestic firms in 

their overseas outreach.  

 OFDI policy is common in countries in which state-owned enterprises play a major 

role. China and Singapore are clear examples of how home-country government directs 

economic development policies through domestic and international operations of state-owned 

enterprises. As state-owned firms, the impact on domestic operations, foreign investments may 

be done as a mechanism for supporting the objectives of the government (Cuervo-Cazurra et 

al., 2014).  

 OFDI by private sector firms may also enable the overall economic development of the 

home country. As a country accumulates more sophisticated physical human capital, its 

comparative advantages shift from the labor-intensive stages of production to higher skill-

based activities. OFDI, therefore, becomes a mechanism to enable local firms to relocate their 

labor-intensive activities to countries with lower cost of labor and free up home-country 

resources to engage in a structural transformation of their home economy operations. OFDI 

and international expansion have therefore become part of growth and competitive strategies 

of domestic firms in emerging economies on top of exporting.  

 While it is clearer to see the impacts of OFDI on the investing firms, the contribution 

of OFDI to the overall economic development of the home country remains inconclusive. 

International expansion tends to have positive impacts on the investing firm, as it helps local 

companies learn new skills and abilities that can improve their competitiveness at home and 

ensure their future success. In our earlier studies (Pananond and Cuervo-Cazurra, 2015), for 

example, we found that international expansion has a positive relationship with the investing 

firm’s performance. On the contrary, the impacts of OFDI and international expansion of 

domestic firms on home economies remain not fully understood (Gameltoft and Kokko, 2013). 

Debates remain inconclusive on the impact of OFDI on the home country’s economy for many 

reasons (Kokko, 2006).  

 First, it is difficult to theoretically determine the net impacts of OFDI on the home 

economy as there are several effects from different factors, often with opposite signs. Second, 

it is not easy to judge what could have happened if there had been no OFDI. In a detailed review 

of impacts of OFDI on the home economy, Kokko (2006) stressed that there could be both 

positive and negative impacts, depending on the type of investment (greenfield or acquisition), 

type of industry (manufacturing or service), time perspective (short- or long-run), motive of 

investment (strategic asset-seeking or asset-exploiting), and a variety of other home and host 

country characteristics. 

 In general, the positive effects that can be identified from various empirical studies 

appear to center around the favorable consequences of the investing firm’s size and 

competitiveness. However, other positive impacts on the home country can be derived from 

upgrading spillovers that the investing firm can pass on to home country nationals such as 

increased competitiveness, better and more knowledge-intensive activities that gain more 

interest from firms as they free up their resources with offshoring of some activities to other 

countries in the region. 

 On the contrary, negative impacts also abound when issues like employment or the 

reduced bargaining power of the home-country government. As a result, government policies 

may reflect these divergent effects of OFDI. Nonetheless, the overall attitude appears to be in 

support of the positive effects of OFDI on the home country economy. Most governments, 

therefore, provide a variety of measures to encourage their firms to invest abroad. The most 

common forms of OFDI support policies among OECD governments include providing 

information, financing, political risk insurance, all the way up to making sure that home country 

policies benefit from bilateral, plurilateral and regional trade agreement treaties (Kokko, 2006). 



 

17 

 

Moreover, government support for OFDI is complex as it needs to create a free and fair 

environment for all firms that feel they are ready to take on the internationalization challenge.   

Unfortunately, some of the support seems to be based on arbitrary rationales. On the one hand, 

some policies may aim at supporting large local firms to become global champions and appear 

in the leagues of the largest firms, providing reputational effects to the country. On the other 

hand, other government agencies may want to push more and more small- and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs) to venture abroad to look for overseas opportunities and become bigger, 

even though these may or may not be ready for international expansion. Without a clear 

direction and justification on how OFDI should be supported, a country risks wasting resources 

of interventionist policies that may not lead to fruitful consequences.  

Thailand is no exception to the debate on the merits of government support for OFDI. 

Recent policy initiatives are based on two criteria—selecting target industries and target 

destinations. Target industries are divided into those that seek raw materials that Thailand lacks 

and those that can maintain and expand markets for Thai products and services. For 

destinations, Asia particularly the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (Asean) members, 

receive the most emphasis, followed by the Middle East, South Asia, and Africa. While picking 

winners and preferred destinations may provide a short-term answer to the majority of Thai 

companies looking for clear directions from the government, this type of policy may risk 

overlooking other varieties of OFDI from Thailand that may not fit into the government’s 

priority list but could be equally significant for the global competitiveness of Thai companies.  

Therefore, the questions on whether and, if so, how OFDI should be supported carry 

even more acute implications for policy makers. This is particularly important in export-

oriented countries like Thailand, where a majority of local firms begin their internationalization 

as suppliers in global value chains. As these firms gather more competitive capabilities, 

international expansion through direct investment becomes more crucial to their growth. 

Moving along the value chains and international expansion are increasingly intertwined as 

these local firms ponder their future directions. Hence, in this project we focus on one 

dimension of competitive strategy—how global value chain positioning of emerging market 

multinationals influences their domestic investments, and how home-country governments 

may support these activities in their OFDI policy platform.  

 The policy implications from this study could be beneficial to the following areas of 

policy making: 

1. OFDI Policy Framework: This study should enable relevant government agencies, 

for example, the Board of Investment and the Ministry of Industry, to prepare an 

OFDI policy platform that takes into consideration how international expansion 

affects domestic investment and how international expansion can help domestic 

firms to become more competitive and to reap more value from their value chain 

participation. 

2. Industrial Development Policy: Because domestic firms play a significant role in 

triggering more advanced value-added activities, a better understanding of how 

Thai firms’ different positions along the value chain is crucial to the industrial 

development policy framework, especially given the conflicting arguments between 

foreign and domestic investment. This evaluation is fundamental for Thailand’s 

global competitiveness in all industries in which the country is involved. 

To derive those policies, we suggest here that a thorough understanding of the different 

characteristics of Thai OFDI should be established as well as an analysis of the impact of OFDI 

on domestic investment. The next chapter, therefore, describes and discusses the status quo of 

Thai OFDI.  
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3. THAI OUTWARD DIRECT INVESTMENT: NEW AND OLD 

INSIGHTS 
  

We now analyze information on Thai investments abroad from multiple sources to gain 

a better understanding of foreign direct investment and global value chain participation by Thai 

multinationals. We do these analyses both at the aggregate country level and the firm level to 

get a clearer picture of Thai firms’ overseas investment activities as different sources provide 

different insights on the foreign activities of Thai firms. For the aggregate country-level 

analysis, we use two main sources of information: the United Nations Conference on Trade 

and Development (UNCTAD) and the Bank of Thailand (BOT). Although these two sources 

of data provide similar aggregate country-level information, their focus differs and they, 

therefore, complement each other. The UNCTAD data enable a comparative view on Thai 

outward foreign direct investment (OFDI) with the rest of the world because it follows a similar 

collection process across countries, whereas the BOT data provide a more country-specific 

view with its primary focus on Thailand and their industrial and geographical distribution. For 

firm-level analyses, we use data from the Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET) and its 

descriptions of foreign subsidiaries of publicly traded Thai firms, and we match these data with 

information from Datastream to perform econometric analyses. Each of these analyses gives 

us a different picture of what Thai companies have done in terms of their investments abroad 

and help provide a better understanding of the activities and the basis for different 

recommendations for policymaking. 

The main government agency responsible for reporting Thailand’s OFDI statistics is 

the BOT.1 BOT started collecting and publicly disclosed statistics of ‘Thai Equity Investment 

Abroad’ (TEI) since 1978, as part of the preparation for the country’s Balance of Payment. 

Data on ‘Thai Direct Investment Abroad’ only became available from 2005 onward, after the 

central bank adjusted its statistics collections methods to comply with the sixth Edition of the 

IMF’s Balance of Payment and International Investment Position Manual (BPM6) that was 

launched in 2013 (IMF, 2013.)2. According to the IMF, FDI reflects an investment made to 

acquire lasting interest in enterprises operating outside of the economy of the investor. The 

forms of capital flows that are considered as FDI include equity capital (above 10 per cent), 

reinvested earnings, and intra-company loans. For the above reason, Thailand’s FDI statistics 

collected by the BOT are only available from 2005 onward. The BOT collects both flows and 

stock data, the former under Financial Accounts and the latter under International Investment 

Position.  

The Big Picture: Aggregate outward FDI data 
We now analyze the long-term evolution of foreign direct investment (FDI) between 

Thailand and the rest of the world using data from UNCTAD, which collects foreign direct 

investment data annually. Figure 1 provides an overview of the evolution of foreign direct 

investment flows between Thailand and the rest of the world. The figure provides both inward 

and outward direct investment flows and stocks to gain a better understanding of the relative 

importance of the foreign investments of Thai multinationals in comparison to investments 

                                                        
1  Another government agency that collects OFDI data is the Board of Investment (BOI). However, because 

the BOI collects these data from other investment promotion agencies in other countries, the BOI data is not as 

comprehensive and systematic as the one provided by the SET as each investment promotion agencies may collect 

data differently.  
2  We thank the International Investment Position Statistical Team, Statistics and Information Systems 

Department, Bank of Thailand, for explanations through telephone conversation on 5 February 2015 on why 

changes were made.  
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undertaken by foreign companies in Thailand. The figure reveals that the level of both inward 

and outward investment in the years before the 1980s was very limited. Inward FDI in Thailand 

began to pick up in the late 1980s, especially from 1987 onward, when inward FDI increased 

sharply. On the other hand, outward FDI was still very limited during that period, and became 

noticeable after the mid-1990s, only to almost collapse again after the 1997 Asian Financial 

Crisis. The upward trend for outward FDI became more stable after 2005.  

Another significant difference between the characteristics of inward and outward FDI 

is the degree of elasticity external events bear on FDI flows. It appeared that inward FDI flows 

had been much more affected by external events than investment in the opposite direction. As 

shown in Figure 2, inward FDI flows from the late 1980s have gone through several bouts of 

ebbs and flows—a rapid growth of the late 1980s is followed by a slow decline during the early 

1990s. This pattern was repeated again when the rapid rise of inward FDI in the 1990s was 

disrupted by the 1997 economic crisis, resulting in a decline of inward FDI post-1997. 

Similarly, the recovery in the first half of the 2000s took another blow after 2006 as the 

overleverage of the 2000s started to affect economies and resulted in the Great Recession, 

resulting in another decline in inward FDI. In contrast, outward FDI flows had a less roller-

coaster trajectory. Although there were some bumpy patches in the 1990s and early 2000s, 

outward FDI flows increased and continued to rise in the late 2000s and early 2010s with a 

recent decline in 2014.3  

 

Figure 2. Evolution of Thai flows of inward and outward foreign direct investment, 1980-

2014 

 
Source: Data from UNCTAD (2016a) 

 

This finding follows the logic of investment development path (IDP) discussed by 

Dunning (1988) illustrated in Figure 3. This model proposes that FDI flows follow an evolution 

with the level of development of the country. For countries that are less developed, the level of 

                                                        
3  The sharp increase in 2013 was also caused by changes in definition of FDI, when the central bank started 

to include intra-company loans as part of FDI. This resulted in an artificially sharp increase of FDI flows in that 

year. We thank Nutchanunt Chatraprapasook of the Statistics Department of the Bank of Thailand for the 

explanation on the data.  
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inward FDI is far superior to the level of outward FDI because foreign investors are attracted 

to the country and its lower production costs, while domestic firms are not internationally 

competitive and thus are unable to invest abroad. As the country develops, factor costs in the 

country increase and this dampens some the foreign investment that was coming to benefit 

from such low costs, but new foreign investment comes attracted by the increasing purchasing 

power of consumers there. At the same time, domestic companies learn how to become more 

competitive as they learn from foreign firms and develop their own products to serve richer 

consumers, enabling some of them to hone their competitiveness to international levels and 

invest abroad. Once the country becomes highly developed, foreign investment in search of 

lower production costs drops significantly as it becomes too costly to operate there while 

investment to promote the sale of imports continues. Domestic companies become highly 

competitive and create innovations to serve the needs of sophisticated consumers at home 

which support their foreign expansion abroad; they also expand abroad in search of lower 

production costs than those prevailing at home. The outcome of the interaction between these 

processes is that in terms of new investment, less developed countries are recipients of more 

inward than outward investment and these two flows stabilize as the country develops and once 

the country becomes developed it turns its outward foreign direct investment becomes larger 

than the inward flows. Thailand seems to be transitioning from the first phase in which it was 

a net recipient of inward FDI to the second phase in which inward and outward FDI flow reach 

similar levels.  

 
Figure 3. The investment development path 

 

 
Source: Narula and Dunning (2010) 

 

The analysis of FDI stocks shows a different picture. Despite the recent and large 

increases in outward FDI, there are still large differences in terms of the stock of foreign direct 

investment. Figure 4 provides the evolution of stocks. The amount of inward FDI stock that 

Thailand has accumulated over time is significantly larger than the amount of investment stock 

going out from Thailand. Although outward FDI stocks have been growing steadily from a 

very low base in the 1980s to a significant level in 2014, in terms of relative amount, inward 

FDI stocks are almost four times larger than outward foreign direct investment stock in 2014, 
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confirming that Thailand’s role as foreign investment recipient still outweighs that of a foreign 

investor.  

 

Figure 4. Evolution of Thai stocks of inward and outward foreign direct investment, 1980-

2014 

 
Source: Data from UNCTAD (2016a) 

 

We now go deeper in the analysis of the evolution of FDI stocks and flows by analyzing 

the figures in absolute and relative terms. Table 1 provides several figures of stocks and flows 

from 1980-2014: absolute amount in terms of millions of US dollars; relative amounts of US 

dollars per capita; relative amounts as a percentage of GDP of the country; and relative amounts 

as a percentage of the world total inward and outward flows and stocks.  

In absolute amount terms, what is noticeable is the diminishing gap between the size of 

inward and outward FDI. Starting in 1980, inward FDI flows were US$190 million, around 63 

times the amount of the meager US$3 million outward FDI. Fast forwarding to 2014, this gap 

sharply reduced to less than two times, when inward FDI flows were US$12.6 billion while 

outward FDI was US$7.7 billion. The growth of outward FDI in the past three decades has 

been an important feature in the Thai economy, especially as inward FDI flows fluctuate over 

time during periods of economic slowdowns. For example, outward FDI flows in 2011 of 

US$6.1 billion became surprisingly larger than FDI inflows of US$1.2 billion.  

In relative terms, however, Thailand does not appear to have gained particular 

importance in the world as a source of or a destination for FDI. In the 1980s, Thailand 

represented an average of 0.5% of world total inward FDI flows. This ratio has not changed 

much, averaging around 0.7% of the world total in the 2010s. However, the country’s 

contribution to the world’ outward FDI flows is more noticeable for the same period. In the 

1980s, Thailand represented only an average of 0.01% of the world’s total outflows, but in the 

2010s this ratio increased almost 60 times to an average of 0.6% of the world total. A similar 

growth for outward FDI can also be detected from the country’s share of the world’s total FDI 

stock. In the 1980s, Thailand represented an average of 0.2% of the world’s total FDI stock 

and 0.003% of the world’s total outward stock. These figures have grown to an average of 0.7% 

of the world’s total for inward FDI stock and 0.2% of the world’s total outward FDI stock. In 

relative terms to the population, outward FDI has increased dramatically, increasing inward 
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FDI from US$4 per capita in 1980 to US$190 in 2014, and increasing outward FDI from 

US$0.06 in 1980 to US$114 in 2014.  
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Table 1. Thai inward and outward FDI flows and stocks, 1980-2014 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Data from UNCTAD (2016a) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 

IFDI flow US$mn 188.99 288.99 187.99 355.99 411.99 159.99 261.99 353.99 1105.99 1837.00 2575.00 2049.00 

IFDI flow, US$ capita 3.99 5.98 3.82 7.10 8.06 3.07 4.94 6.56 20.12 32.90 45.51 35.83 

IFDI flow, % GDP 0.56 0.80 0.50 0.86 0.95 0.40 0.59 0.68 1.73 2.46 2.92 2.03 

IFDI flow, % world 0.35 0.42 0.32 0.71 0.73 0.29 0.30 0.26 0.67 0.93 1.26 1.33 

IFDI stock US$mn 980.63 1158.47 1346.79 1704.40 1799.07 1999.49 2303.66 2761.80 3851.12 5562.47 8242.25 10294.58 

IFDI stock US$ capita 20.70 23.98 27.35 33.98 35.21 38.43 43.46 51.15 70.08 99.63 145.67 180.02 

IFDI, stock %GDP 2.93 3.21 3.56 4.11 4.16 4.97 5.17 5.28 6.04 7.44 9.33 10.19 

IFDI stock, % world 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.20 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.25 0.30 0.38 0.42 

OFDI flow US$mn 3.00 2.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 172.00 24.00 52.00 154.00 183.00 

OFDI flow US$ capita 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 3.19 0.44 0.93 2.72 3.20 

OFDI flow % GDP 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.04 0.07 0.17 0.18 

OFDI flow % world 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.09 

OFDI stock US$mn 12.89 13.79 13.48 14.91 13.13 14.24 15.60 189.06 212.15 258.44 417.57 603.26 

OFDI stock US$ capita 0.27 0.29 0.27 0.30 0.26 0.27 0.29 3.50 3.86 4.63 7.38 10.55 

OFDI stock % GDP 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.36 0.33 0.35 0.47 0.60 

OFDI stock % world 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 
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Table 1. Thai inward and outward FDI flows and stocks, 1980-2014 (continued) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Data from UNCTAD (2016a) 

 

  

 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

IFDI flow US$mn 2151.00 1807.00 1369.00 2070.00 2338.00 3882.00 7492.00 6106.38 3410.12 5073.20 3355.42 5222.35 

IFDI flow, US$ capita 37.30 31.12 23.41 35.09 39.25 64.48 123.02 99.09 54.70 80.44 52.59 80.98 

IFDI flow, % GDP 1.86 1.40 0.93 1.22 1.28 2.59 6.60 4.83 2.70 4.23 2.50 3.43 

IFDI flow, % world 1.32 0.82 0.54 0.61 0.60 0.81 1.08 0.57 0.25 0.74 0.57 0.95 

IFDI stock US$mn 12301.65 14081.01 15701.28 17684.44 19705.62 13332.81 25481.30 31113.96 30944.00 34097.92 38778.00 49702.00 

IFDI stock US$ capita 213.34 242.49 268.44 299.82 330.84 221.45 418.39 504.91 496.35 540.64 607.83 770.71 

IFDI, stock %GDP 10.66 10.94 10.72 10.46 10.78 8.89 22.46 24.61 24.53 28.40 28.87 32.64 

IFDI stock, % world 0.49 0.52 0.53 0.50 0.48 0.28 0.43 0.44 0.43 0.48 0.55 0.57 

OFDI flow US$mn 146.00 234.00 494.00 887.00 932.00 584.00 132.00 341.57 -19.82 427.44 170.62 614.88 

OFDI flow US$ capita 2.53 4.03 8.45 15.04 15.65 9.70 2.17 5.54 -0.32 6.78 2.67 9.53 

OFDI flow % GDP 0.13 0.18 0.34 0.52 0.51 0.39 0.12 0.27 -0.02 0.36 0.13 0.40 

OFDI flow % world 0.07 0.10 0.17 0.25 0.24 0.12 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.12 

OFDI stock US$mn 743.00 960.98 1457.23 2276.35 3137.01 2028.74 2734.04 3012.19 3232.00 3455.99 3192.00 4158.00 

OFDI stock US$ capita 12.89 16.55 24.91 38.59 52.67 33.70 44.89 48.88 51.84 54.80 50.03 64.48 

OFDI stock % GDP 0.64 0.75 1.00 1.35 1.72 1.35 2.41 2.38 2.56 2.88 2.38 2.73 

OFDI stock % world 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.05 
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Table 1. Thai inward and outward FDI flows and stocks, 1980-2014 (continued) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Data from UNCTAD (2016a) 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

IFDI flow US$mn 5858.58 8066.55 9501.25 11359.42 8454.70 4854.39 9146.78 1194.67 9168.15 14016.39 12565.73 

IFDI flow, US$ capita 90.01 123.04 144.21 171.91 127.74 73.24 137.75 17.94 137.28 209.17 186.93 

IFDI flow, % GDP 3.39 4.27 4.30 4.33 2.91 1.73 2.70 0.33 2.33 3.34 3.10 

IFDI flow, % world 0.86 0.87 0.68 0.61 0.57 0.41 0.69 0.08 0.65 0.96 1.02 

IFDI stock US$mn 53861.00 61413.32 78151.68 94679.47 94529.29 106934.27 139286.03 155035.95 172471.02 178258.68 199310.85 

IFDI stock US$ capita 827.52 936.76 1186.20 1432.87 1428.25 1613.44 2097.61 2328.69 2582.48 2660.16 2964.92 

IFDI, stock %GDP 31.15 32.52 35.36 36.13 32.58 38.19 41.11 42.25 43.87 42.43 49.15 

IFDI stock, % world 0.53 0.56 0.57 0.55 0.63 0.61 0.71 0.76 0.78 0.73 0.81 

OFDI flow US$mn 71.73 529.49 967.72 3003.11 4056.63 4172.07 4467.33 6106.31 10486.53 12121.69 7691.53 

OFDI flow US$ capita 1.10 8.08 14.69 45.45 61.29 62.95 67.28 91.72 157.02 180.89 114.42 

OFDI flow % GDP 0.04 0.28 0.44 1.15 1.40 1.49 1.32 1.66 2.67 2.88 1.90 

OFDI flow % world 0.01 0.07 0.07 0.14 0.24 0.38 0.33 0.38 0.82 0.93 0.57 

OFDI stock US$mn 4402.00 5167.73 6666.27 8306.60 10562.45 14899.18 21369.24 37747.14 49406.30 58844.53 65768.73 

OFDI stock US$ capita 67.63 78.83 101.18 125.71 159.59 224.80 321.81 566.98 739.78 878.14 978.37 

OFDI stock % GDP 2.55 2.74 3.02 3.17 3.64 5.32 6.31 10.29 12.57 14.01 16.22 

OFDI stock % world 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.10 0.18 0.22 0.24 0.27 
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Moving to the analysis of the evolution of the destination outward foreign direct 

investment flows provided by UNCTAD. Table 2 presents outward FDI flows under this 

classification and in millions of US dollars, while Table 3 provides the distribution in the 

percentage of the total. These figures only cover the period 2001-2012, as more updated figures 

are not available. UNCTAD classifies investment destinations into developed and developing 

economies. While all the countries in the European Union are included as developed, other 

economies that other organizations like the International Monetary Fund may consider as 

developed economies, such as Hong Kong, Singapore, South Korea, or Taiwan, are included 

as developing economies under UNCTAD classification.  

What should be noted from the table is that although there is a general upward trend 

over time, there are also significant variations across and within countries. For example, while 

there is an increase in FDI outflows to the US in the early 2000s, the trend is reversed later 

during 2008-2009, resulting in negative flow figures in those years. In general, this up-and-

down trend can be noted more clearly in Thai outward FDI to developed economies.  In 

contrast, Thai outward FDI flows into developing economies have expanded throughout the 

period, despite some withdrawals from some selected countries such as Egypt or China in the 

2010s. Another feature to be noted is the variations in major investment destinations for Thai 

OFDI. For example, in 2005 outward FDI flows to the US represented two-thirds of all flows, 

while in 2008 Myanmar represented 39% and in 2010 Singapore received 45% of total. These 

changes possibly reflect the growing diversity in the nature of Thai OFDI. 
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Table 2. Thai outward FDI flows, by destination, in US$ million (2001-2012) 

 
Region / economy 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

World  183 157 377 393 529 968 3003 4057 4172 4467 3976 12622 

 Developed economies 28 14 87 36 164 21 639 -678 404 296 790 4492 

  Europe 26 -26 40 30 -95 27 353 -58 53 473 138 1942 

   European Union 26 -26 28 8 -92 40 355 -73 44 447 177 1862 

    Austria -1 -1 -5 -6 0 4 -4 0 -4 -4 0 0 

    Belgium 0 1 0 0 2 6 27 0 13 61 -36 9 

    Denmark 0 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 -4 0 2 0 9 

    Finland 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

    France 0 0 0 0 -1 12 0 6 1 10 -14 33 

    Germany 25 -23 0 -2 -12 -1 6 27 -1 -5 0 835 

    Ireland 0 0 0 0 -93 -13 0 0 0 64 -65 0 

    Italy 0 0 0 -3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

    Lithuania 0 0 0 9 -3 8 8 91 45 93 5 83 

    Luxembourg 0 5 20 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

    Netherlands -1 -6 3 0 0 0 22 13 -66 25 264 278 

    Romania 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

    United Kingdom 3 -2 8 9 5 23 278 -290 59 175 0 564 

   Other dev. Europe 0 0 13 22 -3 -13 -2 14 8 26 -39 80 

    Switzerland 0 0 13 22 -3 -13 -2 14 8 26 -39 80 

  North America 3 35 37 2 357 -33 239 -894 -175 297 333 1156 

   Canada 0 0 0 1 -1 3 7 3 9 336 193 121 

   United States 3 34 36 1 358 -35 232 -897 -184 -39 140 1036 

  Other dev. countries 0 5 10 4 -98 27 47 274 527 -474 319 1393 

   Australia 0 2 4 3 -4 29 10 37 33 -191 473 515 

   Japan -1 3 6 1 -95 -2 38 237 494 -283 -154 878 

 Developing economies 129 85 243 207 194 1046 2055 4526 3478 3433 3174 7248 

  Africa 0 0 0 0 -1 103 425 773 -21 72 490 576 

   North Africa 0 0 0 0 -1 -2 422 -14 -31 11 -6 -120 

    Egypt 0 0 0 0 -1 -2 422 -14 -31 11 -6 -120 

   Other Africa 0 0 0 0 0 106 3 787 10 61 496 695 

    Mauritius 0 0 0 0 0 106 3 787 10 61 496 695 

  Asia  129 85 243 207 108 679 1422 3334 2345 3402 996 5079 

   East Asia 22 29 70 31 90 80 604 431 907 450 -236 2495 

    China 13 14 64 51 83 69 298 142 660 -43 -52 581 

    Hong Kong 8 13 8 -23 7 23 300 248 255 493 -74 1811 

    Korea -2 1 1 1 -1 1 0 19 0 0 -76 70 

    Taiwan  3 1 -3 1 0 -12 5 22 -7 0 -33 33 

   South-East Asia 107 57 173 176 5 580 759 2897 1395 2776 1189 2370 

    Cambodia 2 0 2 2 -12 33 26 39 -51 6 -44 113 

    Indonesia 1 4 15 19 -104 11 -39 122 64 55 442 564 

    Lao  -15 0 1 1 -68 20 39 192 180 96 -196 262 

    Malaysia 2 -1 3 2 5 50 150 293 322 263 55 338 

    Myanmar 73 0 84 71 112 83 425 1573 1324 172 338 324 

    Philippines -20 -3 28 31 10 -6 20 4 3 42 -60 41 

    Singapore 50 51 20 14 0 336 99 490 -512 2009 390 467 

    Viet Nam 13 6 19 35 62 53 38 183 64 134 265 259 

   South Asia 0 0 0 0 12 14 54 8 38 76 46 196 

    Bangladesh 0 0 0 0 1 9 7 6 14 23 25 30 

    India 0 0 0 0 11 5 47 3 24 53 21 166 

   West Asia 0 0 0 0 0 5 4 -3 4 99 -2 19 

    United Arab Emirates 0 0 0 0 0 5 4 -3 4 99 -2 19 

  Latin America & Caribbean 0 0 0 0 88 264 208 419 1154 -41 1687 1593 

   Caribbean 0 0 0 0 88 264 208 419 1154 -41 1687 1593 

    British Virgin Islands 0 0 0 0 98 106 10 123 184 -264 6 -1 

    Cayman Islands 0 0 0 0 -10 157 198 296 970 223 1681 1594 

 Unspecified 26 58 47 149 171 -99 309 209 290 739 13 882 

  Source: Data from UNCTAD (2016a) 
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Table 3. Thai outward FDI flows, by destination, as percentage of total (2001-2012) 

 
Region / economy 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

World  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 Developed economies 15.5 8.9 23.1 9.3 30.9 2.1 21.3 -16.7 9.7 6.6 19.9 35.6 

  Europe 14.3 -16.4 10.8 7.7 -17.9 2.8 11.7 -1.4 1.3 10.6 3.5 15.4 

   European Union 14.2 -16.4 7.3 2.1 -17.4 4.1 11.8 -1.8 1.1 10.0 4.4 14.8 

    Austria -0.3 -0.6 -1.4 -1.5 0.0 0.4 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.0 

    Belgium 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.6 0.9 0.0 0.3 1.4 -0.9 0.1 

    Denmark 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

    Finland 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

    France 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.3 1.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 -0.4 0.3 

    Germany 13.6 -14.8 0.0 -0.4 -2.4 -0.1 0.2 0.7 0.0 -0.1 0.0 6.6 

    Ireland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -17.5 -1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 -1.6 0.0 

    Italy 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

    Lithuania 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 -0.5 0.8 0.3 2.2 1.1 2.1 0.1 0.7 

    Luxembourg 0.0 2.9 5.3 -0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

    Netherlands -0.4 -3.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.3 -1.6 0.5 6.6 2.2 

    Romania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

    United Kingdom 1.5 -1.1 2.2 2.3 0.9 2.4 9.2 -7.2 1.4 3.9 0.0 4.5 

   Other dev. Europe 0.0 0.0 3.4 5.6 -0.5 -1.3 -0.1 0.4 0.2 0.6 -1.0 0.6 

    Switzerland 0.0 0.0 3.4 5.6 -0.5 -1.3 -0.1 0.4 0.2 0.6 -1.0 0.6 

  North America 1.5 22.1 9.8 0.5 67.4 -3.4 8.0 -22.0 -4.2 6.7 8.4 9.2 

   Canada 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 -0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.2 7.5 4.9 1.0 

   United States 1.5 21.9 9.6 0.3 67.6 -3.7 7.7 -22.1 -4.4 -0.9 3.5 8.2 

  Other dev. countries 0.0 3.1 2.6 1.1 -18.6 2.8 1.6 6.8 12.6 -10.6 8.0 11.0 

   Australia 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.8 -0.7 3.0 0.3 0.9 0.8 -4.3 11.9 4.1 

   Japan -0.4 2.1 1.6 0.3 -17.9 -0.2 1.3 5.8 11.8 -6.3 -3.9 7.0 

 Developing economies 70.2 54.2 64.5 52.7 36.7 108.1 68.4 111.6 83.4 76.8 79.8 57.4 

  Africa 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.3 10.7 14.2 19.1 -0.5 1.6 12.3 4.6 

   North Africa 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2 -0.2 14.1 -0.3 -0.7 0.2 -0.1 -0.9 

    Egypt 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2 -0.2 14.1 -0.3 -0.7 0.2 -0.1 -0.9 

   Other Africa 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.9 0.1 19.4 0.2 1.4 12.5 5.5 

    Mauritius 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.9 0.1 19.4 0.2 1.4 12.5 5.5 

  Asia  70.2 54.2 64.5 52.7 20.3 70.2 47.3 82.2 56.2 76.2 25.1 40.2 

   East Asia 11.9 18.2 18.6 7.9 17.0 8.3 20.1 10.6 21.7 10.1 -5.9 19.8 

    China 6.9 9.1 16.9 13.0 15.8 7.1 9.9 3.5 15.8 -1.0 -1.3 4.6 

    Hong Kong 4.1 8.0 2.1 -5.8 1.4 2.4 10.0 6.1 6.1 11.0 -1.9 14.3 

    Korea -0.9 0.6 0.3 0.4 -0.2 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 -1.9 0.6 

    Taiwan  1.8 0.5 -0.7 0.3 0.0 -1.3 0.2 0.5 -0.2 0.0 -0.8 0.3 

   South-East Asia 58.3 36.0 45.8 44.8 0.9 59.9 25.3 71.4 33.4 62.1 29.9 18.8 

    Cambodia 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.6 -2.3 3.4 0.9 1.0 -1.2 0.1 -1.1 0.9 

    Indonesia 0.8 2.5 4.1 4.9 -19.6 1.1 -1.3 3.0 1.5 1.2 11.1 4.5 

    Lao  -8.1 0.0 0.4 0.3 -12.8 2.1 1.3 4.7 4.3 2.2 -4.9 2.1 

    Malaysia 0.9 -0.8 0.8 0.4 0.9 5.2 5.0 7.2 7.7 5.9 1.4 2.7 

    Myanmar 40.1 0.0 22.4 18.0 21.1 8.6 14.1 38.8 31.7 3.8 8.5 2.6 

    Philippines -11.0 -2.0 7.4 7.9 1.9 -0.7 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.9 -1.5 0.3 

    Singapore 27.4 32.3 5.3 3.7 0.0 34.7 3.3 12.1 -12.3 45.0 9.8 3.7 

    Viet Nam 7.2 4.1 5.0 9.0 11.8 5.5 1.3 4.5 1.5 3.0 6.7 2.0 

   South Asia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 1.4 1.8 0.2 0.9 1.7 1.1 1.6 

    Bangladesh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.2 

    India 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.5 1.6 0.1 0.6 1.2 0.5 1.3 

   West Asia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 -0.1 0.1 2.2 -0.1 0.2 

    United Arab Emirates 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 -0.1 0.1 2.2 -0.1 0.2 

  Latin America & Caribbean 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 27.2 6.9 10.3 27.7 -0.9 42.4 12.6 

   Caribbean 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 27.2 6.9 10.3 27.7 -0.9 42.4 12.6 

    British Virgin Islands 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.6 11.0 0.3 3.0 4.4 -5.9 0.2 0.0 

    Cayman Islands 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.9 16.3 6.6 7.3 23.2 5.0 42.3 12.6 

 Unspecified 14.3 36.9 12.5 38.0 32.4 -10.2 10.3 5.1 7.0 16.5 0.3 7.0 

Source: Data from UNCTAD (2016a) 
  

We also analyze outward FDI flows figures from the BOT, as shown here in Tables 4 

and 5. It should be noted that the BOT only provides data from 2005 onward due to the change 

in data collection methodology to comply with IMF’s definition of FDI. The BOT calls this 

category of statistics as ‘Thai Direct Investment Abroad’ (TDI), and present three different 

categories of information: outflow, inflow, and net. Thai direct investment outflow refers to 

the outflow of direct investment in all sectors, reflecting increases in investment in the form of 

equity capital, reinvested earnings and/or lending to affiliates. On the other hand, Thai direct 

investment inflow reflects decreases in investment, either in the form of divestment, or 
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affiliates’ repayment on their intra-company loans. For our purpose, we use the net flow of 

Thai direct investment, which reflects the difference between the former two. In the BOT’s 

original data, negative figures in the net table indicate that the volume of transactions associated 

with the increase in Thai direct investment during that period is higher than those associated 

with a decrease in investment. On the contrary, positive figures mean the increase in investment 

during that period is lower than the decrease. As we are referring to outward FDI flows, we 

reverse the negative signs on these figures to prevent confusion. Tables 4 and 5 present outward 

FDI flows (net) from the BOT. There are significant differences in the amount of outward FDI 

flows between the two sources. There is no explanation on why such large variations should 

exist as the BOT is the official statistics provider for UNCTAD. In this report, we choose to 

rely on the BOT statistics for flow figures.  

  

Table 4. Thai outward FDI flows, by destination country, in US$ million (2005-2015)  
 

  2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 p 2015 p 

ASEAN 66.3  677.4  -36.1  1619.7  1703.1  4118.2  2240.3  2703.3  1453.6  3079.4  1448.7  

   Brunei Darussalam 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  3.7  

   Cambodia 6.0  30.0  -5.2  101.6  39.9  25.9  -14.2  117.7  130.8  90.5  96.7  

   Indonesia -98.4  26.5  -132.0  104.1  61.3  138.3  578.7  596.2  580.7  121.3  383.2  

   Laos -55.4  17.8  76.4  97.3  297.0  350.1  -101.1  247.3  203.9  233.8  505.6  

   Malaysia 5.2  43.4  154.8  285.2  365.5  368.9  145.5  365.2  460.2  162.4  165.7  

   Myanmar 197.2  58.7  -356.7  112.3  147.3  189.6  352.2  336.1  757.4  381.3  822.2  

   Philippines 10.6  -3.5  21.2  -31.2  6.2  89.7  -41.3  61.0  88.8  -22.8  96.0  

   Singapore -67.5  470.3  185.4  847.6  635.2  2766.8  969.7  696.8  -1164.8  2044.8  -1025.4  

   Vietnam 68.7  34.3  19.9  102.8  150.5  189.0  350.9  283.2  396.6  68.1  401.0  

EU 3/ -95.5  33.4  401.6  -90.5  325.4  797.5  585.2  2034.6  630.7  -291.4  2599.7  

   Austria 7.3  1.7  -2.3  0.2  -1.6  -1.4  -0.0  0.0  -0.6  0.9  -0.1  

   Belgium 2.4  4.5  21.5  -0.9  17.9  78.3  33.3  11.8  102.4  -38.1  76.4  

   Denmark 0.2  -0.7  2.6  0.4  -1.5  1.9  0.0  9.4  3.4  -4.2  -34.0  

   France -13.3  1.4  16.1  9.5  8.6  20.8  -40.9  47.5  310.4  -93.0  -109.5  

   Germany -12.2  3.5  -13.7  0.1  16.5  6.9  17.2  888.6  -666.0  -71.8  632.7  

   Ireland -90.6  -0.4  -3.2  -0.3  0.2  65.0  -65.0  0.1  0.1  14.5  18.9  

   Lithuania -2.7  3.7  8.8  52.8  47.4  162.1  43.4  82.8  40.0  15.8  -29.4  

   Netherlands 0.5  -0.1  41.9  75.3  100.0  63.0  224.9  303.0  319.9  3.6  1904.8  

   United Kingdom 3.9  8.8  336.9  -229.2  76.9  344.8  350.2  615.0  523.6  -112.4  142.8  

   Other EU 9.1  11.2  -7.0  1.6  61.0  56.3  22.2  76.4  -2.5  -6.6  -2.8  

Australia -4.2  23.7  -0.1  -6.7  21.1  196.4  501.0  618.7  1056.3  -185.7  91.7  

Bangladesh 0.9  7.5  1.6  3.5  37.0  46.8  24.7  29.8  25.7  24.5  53.2  

British Virgin Islands 98.3  115.4  26.7  120.2  314.1  149.7  332.1  891.7  703.0  -125.1  464.1  

Canada -1.0  1.9  7.9  1.6  9.2  19.6  201.1  126.7  487.2  -20.9  430.5  

Cayman Islands -10.0  51.0  -29.1  38.3  804.0  325.6  1721.5  1577.0  1436.0  1540.4  1098.4  

China 87.2  65.7  430.7  13.2  708.5  200.4  135.8  561.8  373.0  -631.9  -77.1  

Egypt -0.4  -1.8  462.8  -14.1  -28.6  11.6  -6.0  -118.8  0.9  26.7  -6.2  

Hong Kong 27.6  41.1  110.2  147.5  383.1  573.8  258.0  1838.4  183.8  1205.1  2570.9  

India 11.2  24.6  63.9  -1.6  50.3  129.2  63.5  163.8  251.9  -50.2  62.2  

Japan -108.6  -2.9  -146.1  76.6  767.3  150.6  -60.9  871.9  492.7  -125.8  791.5  

Mauritius -1.3  93.0  113.8  93.2  301.7  151.8  614.8  642.5  2799.4  1030.0  388.0  

South Korea -1.1  1.0  -8.5  9.7  -10.1  16.9  -38.2  85.9  120.9  -77.9  -30.1  

Switzerland -3.6  -18.0  16.8  -6.6  -11.3  31.3  -33.7  100.5  23.3  -97.8  3.7  

Taiwan 0.2  1.4  -24.9  1.0  -7.0  9.6  -16.0  41.1  56.0  -46.1  -4.5  

United Arab Emirates 0.6  0.8  15.0  5.4  3.9  164.2  9.5  30.1  53.2  -37.2  2.3  

United States 351.1  29.1  10.5  90.2  292.0  307.3  475.1  1137.3  833.2  -909.3  257.6  

Others 133.6  -103.4  130.1  239.0  332.6  730.8  168.2  924.1  1140.8  -22.8  423.3  

Total 551.4  1040.8  1547.0  2339.7  5996.3  8131.3  7175.8  14260.6  12121.5  4283.7  10567.8  

Source: Data from Bank of Thailand (2016).  

 

Similar to what we see from the UNCTAD data, BOT statistics on OFDI flows show a 

variation of destination countries over time. Two features that should be noted are the 

increasing significance of intra-Asia investment and the prominence of Thai OFDI flows to 

offshore financial centers or tax haven destinations. From Tables 4 and 5, it is clear that the 

region that has attracted more Thai OFDI is Asia, particularly the Asean countries. Although 

the size of OFDI flows varied over the years, it is noticeable that Asean has become the main 
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region for Thai OFDI. When investment outflows to China and Hong Kong are taken into 

account, it becomes even clearer that the majority of Thai OFDI is concentrated in Asia.  

The second feature that should be noted is the predominance of tax haven destinations 

for Thai OFDI. Table 5 shows that individual countries that attract large flows of Thai OFDI 

tend to be either financial centers, like Hong Kong and Singapore, or tax haven destinations, 

particularly the Cayman Islands, British Virgin Islands, and Mauritius. This characteristic of 

Thai OFDI should be of interest to policy makers to look deeper into where the final 

destinations of this type of OFDI could be.  

 
Table 5. Thai outward FDI flows, by destination country, in percentage of total (2005-2015) 

 
  2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 p 2015 p 

ASEAN 12.0 65.1 -2.3 69.2 28.4 50.6 31.2 19.0 12.0 71.9 13.7 

   Brunei Darussalam 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

   Cambodia 1.1 2.9 -0.3 4.3 0.7 0.3 -0.2 0.8 1.1 2.1 0.9 

   Indonesia -17.8 2.5 -8.5 4.5 1.0 1.7 8.1 4.2 4.8 2.8 3.6 

   Laos -10.0 1.7 4.9 4.2 5.0 4.3 -1.4 1.7 1.7 5.5 4.8 

   Malaysia 0.9 4.2 10.0 12.2 6.1 4.5 2.0 2.6 3.8 3.8 1.6 

   Myanmar 35.8 5.6 -23.1 4.8 2.5 2.3 4.9 2.4 6.2 8.9 7.8 

   Philippines 1.9 -0.3 1.4 -1.3 0.1 1.1 -0.6 0.4 0.7 -0.5 0.9 

   Singapore -12.2 45.2 12.0 36.2 10.6 34.0 13.5 4.9 -9.6 47.7 -9.7 

   Vietnam 12.5 3.3 1.3 4.4 2.5 2.3 4.9 2.0 3.3 1.6 3.8 

EU 3/ -17.3 3.2 26.0 -3.9 5.4 9.8 8.2 14.3 5.2 -6.8 24.6 

   Austria 1.3 0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

   Belgium 0.4 0.4 1.4 0.0 0.3 1.0 0.5 0.1 0.8 -0.9 0.7 

   Denmark 0.0 -0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.3 

   France -2.4 0.1 1.0 0.4 0.1 0.3 -0.6 0.3 2.6 -2.2 -1.0 

   Germany -2.2 0.3 -0.9 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.2 6.2 -5.5 -1.7 6.0 

   Ireland -16.4 0.0 -0.2 0.0 0.0 0.8 -0.9 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 

   Lithuania -0.5 0.4 0.6 2.3 0.8 2.0 0.6 0.6 0.3 0.4 -0.3 

   Netherlands 0.1 0.0 2.7 3.2 1.7 0.8 3.1 2.1 2.6 0.1 18.0 

   United Kingdom 0.7 0.8 21.8 -9.8 1.3 4.2 4.9 4.3 4.3 -2.6 1.4 

   Other EU 1.7 1.1 -0.5 0.1 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.5 0.0 -0.2 0.0 

Australia -0.8 2.3 0.0 -0.3 0.4 2.4 7.0 4.3 8.7 -4.3 0.9 

Bangladesh 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.5 

British Virgin Islands 17.8 11.1 1.7 5.1 5.2 1.8 4.6 6.3 5.8 -2.9 4.4 

Canada -0.2 0.2 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.2 2.8 0.9 4.0 -0.5 4.1 

Cayman Islands -1.8 4.9 -1.9 1.6 13.4 4.0 24.0 11.1 11.8 36.0 10.4 

China 15.8 6.3 27.8 0.6 11.8 2.5 1.9 3.9 3.1 -14.8 -0.7 

Egypt -0.1 -0.2 29.9 -0.6 -0.5 0.1 -0.1 -0.8 0.0 0.6 -0.1 

Hong Kong 5.0 3.9 7.1 6.3 6.4 7.1 3.6 12.9 1.5 28.1 24.3 

India 2.0 2.4 4.1 -0.1 0.8 1.6 0.9 1.1 2.1 -1.2 0.6 

Japan -19.7 -0.3 -9.4 3.3 12.8 1.9 -0.8 6.1 4.1 -2.9 7.5 

Mauritius -0.2 8.9 7.4 4.0 5.0 1.9 8.6 4.5 23.1 24.0 3.7 

South Korea -0.2 0.1 -0.5 0.4 -0.2 0.2 -0.5 0.6 1.0 -1.8 -0.3 

Switzerland -0.7 -1.7 1.1 -0.3 -0.2 0.4 -0.5 0.7 0.2 -2.3 0.0 

Taiwan 0.0 0.1 -1.6 0.0 -0.1 0.1 -0.2 0.3 0.5 -1.1 0.0 

United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.1 1.0 0.2 0.1 2.0 0.1 0.2 0.4 -0.9 0.0 

United States 63.7 2.8 0.7 3.9 4.9 3.8 6.6 8.0 6.9 -21.2 2.4 

Others 24.2 -9.9 8.4 10.2 5.5 9.0 2.3 6.5 9.4 -0.5 4.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Data from Bank of Thailand (2016).  

 

A clearer picture emerges from the analysis of outward FDI stocks as variations across 

years are tempered. Tables 6 and 7 show outward FDI stock based on UNCTAD data, while 

Tables 8 and 9 are based on the BOT data. These tables confirm that Thai outward FDI has 

significantly increased in the past decades. From US$1.7 billion in 2001, Thai outward FDI 

stock has grown almost 45 times to US$78.7 billion in 2015. Given UNCTAD classification 

of countries, it is clear that the majority of Thai OFDI stock is concentrated in developing 

economies. For example, in 2012, which is the last year that the UNCTAD data is available, 

the total amounts of Thai OFDI stock in developing economies (US$37.8 billion) was almost 

three times higher than that destined for developed economies (US$12.9 billion). 
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Despite the significance in absolute amount, however, what should be noted is the 

growing share of Thai OFDI stock destined for developed economies as opposed to the 

declining share of that to developing economies. The share of Thai OFDI in developed 

economies grew from 5.7 percent of total OFDI in 2001 to 22.9 percent in 2012. On the 

contrary, the share of OFDI in emerging economies declined from 89.3 per cent to 67.2 per 

cent over the same period. This reversing trend reinforces the need to recognize the growing 

importance of Thai OFDI in developed economies. Cautions should, therefore, be exercised in 

policy making that focus only on Thai OFDI in developing countries.  

Although not updated since 2012, the UNCTAD statistics give an overall picture of the 

geographical distribution of Thai OFDI stock. For example, the prominence of intra-Asia 

investment is evident, with 50.5 percent of all 67.2 percent of total OFDI stock in 2012. Within 

that amount, Southeast Asia accounted for as much as 31 percent, followed by China and Hong 

Kong. Within Southeast Asia, Singapore features most prominently as an individual country, 

accounting for 13.2 percent of total OFDI stock in 2012, while OFDI in the CLMV group of 

countries (Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, and Vietnam) together accounted for 8.6 percent.  

The distribution of Thai OFDI in Asean is worth a closer investigation. While the role 

of Singapore is most notable and continues to be among the single most important destinations 

for Thai OFDI, ranking second largest after the Cayman Islands in 2015, the significance of 

Thai OFDI in the less developed economies of CLMV varied. In 2001, these four countries 

accounted for 21.6 per cent of total OFDI stock while Singapore’s share was 14.9. This ratio 

almost flipped when OFDI stock in Singapore peaked in 2010, accounting for 20.6, while the 

share of CLMV countries declined to 10 per cent. Thai OFDI stock in CLMV took an upward 

trend again after 2010 and together accounted for 10.62 percent in 2015, compared to 

Singapore’s 10.36 percent. This could reflect the recent policy emphasis to prioritize 

investment in CLMV countries.  

While Asia, particularly Southeast Asia, features prominently in Thai OFDI stock 

distribution, the bulk of Thai OFDI that goes to financial centers and tax haven destinations 

should not be overlooked. From Table 5, the top four destinations for Thai outward FDI stock 

in 2015 were the Cayman Islands (11.8 percent), Singapore (10.36 per cent), Hong Kong (9.89 

percent), and Mauritius (8.63 per cent). OFDI stock in Mauritius was almost double that of 

Myanmar (4.27 percent), which ranked as the fifth highest destination for Thai OFDI stocks in 

2015. If we add the British Virgin Islands (BVI) to these four, the combined amount of OFDI 

stock in these four countries in 2015 was 44.61 percent, almost half of Thai OFDI stock to the 

rest of the world. Even when the contribution of key financial centers like Hong Kong and 

Singapore is taken out, the combined share of Thai OFDI stock in the three main known tax 

haven destinations of the British Virgin Islands, the Cayman Islands, and Mauritius remained 

high at 24.36 percent, more than double the amount of the combined Thai OFDI stock in the 

CLMV countries (10.62 per cent).  

The most worrying aspect of this type of investment is the lack of detailed information 

on what the investment actually involved. If the share of Thai OFDI stock in these three tax 

haven destinations (24.36 per cent) is combined with the 7.9 percent OFDI stock to destinations 

the BOT classified as ‘others’, the share of Thai OFDI that are without much information was 

as high as 32.26 percent. This means Thailand does not really know where almost a third of its 

OFDI stock actually went. This should raise strong concerns for policy makers who are looking 

at ways to promote more OFDI.  
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Table 6. Thai outward FDI stocks, by destination, in US$ million (2001-2012) 

 
Region / economy 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

World  1764 2039 2577 3024 3716 8585 9450 12080 17165 23570 41505 56144 

 Developed economies 101 108 188 177 295 1150 1253 1549 2803 3331 8274 12881 

  Europe 9 11 113 99 103 366 650 701 947 1497 2837 4869 

   European Union 8 9 32 42 51 305 593 650 892 1412 2643 4595 

    Austria 6 6 18 25 28 21 18 18 15 12 12 12 

    Belgium 0 0 0 0 0 21 39 38 52 119 149 160 

    Denmark 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 12 

    France 0 0 0 0 0 4 19 34 16 26 86 118 

    Germany 0 0 0 0 0 48 23 23 40 36 200 1056 

    Ireland 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 65 0 0 

    Lithuania 0 0 0 0 0 30 38 119 162 275 310 404 

    Netherlands 0 0 0 0 0 3 35 88 152 188 575 872 

    United Kingdom 2 3 14 17 23 103 343 246 313 525 1024 1623 

   Other dev. Europe 1 2 81 57 52 61 56 51 54 85 194 274 

    Switzerland 1 2 81 57 52 61 56 51 54 85 194 274 

  North America 92 97 75 78 192 481 437 568 864 806 2648 3882 

   Canada 0 0 0 0 0 10 17 22 31 48 318 440 

   United States 92 97 75 78 192 472 420 546 833 758 2330 3443 

  Other dev. countries 0 0 0 0 0 303 167 279 993 1028 2789 4131 

   Australia 0 0 0 0 0 42 37 37 46 230 984 1480 

   Japan 0 0 0 0 0 261 130 243 947 799 1805 2651 

 Developing economies 1575 1784 2269 2680 3244 7205 7884 9976 13523 18647 29669 37754 

  Africa 2 2 36 93 88 226 721 790 1087 1239 1633 2316 

   North Africa 0 0 0 0 0 12 513 477 465 510 293 174 

    Egypt 0 0 0 0 0 12 513 477 465 510 293 174 

   Other Africa 2 2 36 93 88 214 209 313 622 729 1341 2142 

    Mauritius 2 2 36 93 88 214 209 313 622 729 1341 2142 

  Asia 1199 1388 1797 2112 2597 5226 5250 6834 9127 13702 22609 28366 

   East Asia 404 461 475 523 580 1674 1856 2107 2806 3756 6882 9813 

    China 265 316 320 359 433 789 1126 1214 1917 1955 3292 4116 

    Hong Kong 139 145 155 164 147 718 669 832 834 1741 3251 5274 

    Korea 0 0 0 0 0 11 3 1 0 1 160 209 

    Taiwan  0 0 0 0 0 156 58 60 54 58 178 213 

   South-East Asia 788 904 1289 1545 1935 3415 3182 4504 6025 9434 14751 17406 

    Cambodia 15 14 20 23 30 134 146 152 177 175 365 452 

    Indonesia 21 28 46 59 118 347 181 204 268 440 1605 2193 

    Lao  0 0 0 0 0 49 142 294 552 745 847 1009 

    Malaysia 44 44 46 54 77 332 547 883 1221 1520 2110 2478 

    Myanmar 188 279 386 462 564 850 259 381 518 700 1197 1527 

    Philippines 82 68 139 157 171 193 217 195 196 259 482 492 

    Singapore 262 283 429 532 682 1139 1323 1935 2497 4862 6551 7405 

    Viet Nam 176 188 223 258 293 372 366 460 598 733 1593 1850 

   South Asia 7 23 33 44 82 136 197 202 270 377 752 897 

    Bangladesh 0 0 0 0 0 32 30 34 64 96 121 155 

    India 7 23 33 44 82 104 167 168 206 282 631 742 

   West Asia 0 0 0 0 0 1 15 21 25 135 224 250 

    United Arab Emirates 0 0 0 0 0 1 15 21 25 135 224 250 

  Latin America & Caribbean 374 394 436 475 559 1752 1912 2352 3309 3706 5427 7072 

   Caribbean 374 394 436 475 559 1752 1912 2352 3309 3706 5427 7072 

    British Virgin Islands 286 300 346 357 459 599 614 757 1051 1011 1379 1618 

    Cayman Islands 88 94 90 118 100 1154 1298 1595 2258 2695 4048 5453 

 Unspecified 88 147 120 167 177 230 314 556 840 1591 3562 5509 

Source: Data from UNCTAD (2016b) 
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Table 7. Thai outward FDI stocks, by destination, in percentage of total (2001-2012) 

 
Region / economy 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

World  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 Developed economies 5.7 5.3 7.3 5.9 7.9 13.4 13.3 12.8 16.3 14.1 19.9 22.9 

  Europe 0.5 0.5 4.4 3.3 2.8 4.3 6.9 5.8 5.5 6.4 6.8 8.7 

   European Union 0.5 0.4 1.2 1.4 1.4 3.6 6.3 5.4 5.2 6.0 6.4 8.2 

    Austria 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 

    Belgium 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.3 

    Denmark 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

    France 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 

    Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5 1.9 

    Ireland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 

    Lithuania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.4 1.0 0.9 1.2 0.7 0.7 

    Netherlands 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.7 0.9 0.8 1.4 1.6 

    United Kingdom 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.6 0.6 1.2 3.6 2.0 1.8 2.2 2.5 2.9 

   Other dev. Europe 0.1 0.1 3.1 1.9 1.4 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 

    Switzerland 0.1 0.1 3.1 1.9 1.4 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 

  North America 5.2 4.8 2.9 2.6 5.2 5.6 4.6 4.7 5.0 3.4 6.4 6.9 

   Canada 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.8 

   United States 5.2 4.8 2.9 2.6 5.2 5.5 4.4 4.5 4.9 3.2 5.6 6.1 

  Other dev. countries 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 1.8 2.3 5.8 4.4 6.7 7.4 

   Australia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 1.0 2.4 2.6 

   Japan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 1.4 2.0 5.5 3.4 4.3 4.7 

 Developing economies 89.3 87.5 88.0 88.6 87.3 83.9 83.4 82.6 78.8 79.1 71.5 67.2 

  Africa 0.1 0.1 1.4 3.1 2.4 2.6 7.6 6.5 6.3 5.3 3.9 4.1 

   North Africa 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 5.4 3.9 2.7 2.2 0.7 0.3 

    Egypt 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 5.4 3.9 2.7 2.2 0.7 0.3 

   Other Africa 0.1 0.1 1.4 3.1 2.4 2.5 2.2 2.6 3.6 3.1 3.2 3.8 

    Mauritius 0.1 0.1 1.4 3.1 2.4 2.5 2.2 2.6 3.6 3.1 3.2 3.8 

  Asia 68.0 68.1 69.7 69.8 69.9 60.9 55.6 56.6 53.2 58.1 54.5 50.5 

   East Asia 22.9 22.6 18.4 17.3 15.6 19.5 19.6 17.4 16.3 15.9 16.6 17.5 

    China 15.0 15.5 12.4 11.9 11.7 9.2 11.9 10.1 11.2 8.3 7.9 7.3 

    Hong Kong 7.9 7.1 6.0 5.4 4.0 8.4 7.1 6.9 4.9 7.4 7.8 9.4 

    Korea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.4 

    Taiwan  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.4 

   South-East Asia 44.7 44.3 50.0 51.1 52.1 39.8 33.7 37.3 35.1 40.0 35.5 31.0 

    Cambodia 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.8 1.6 1.5 1.3 1.0 0.7 0.9 0.8 

    Indonesia 1.2 1.4 1.8 2.0 3.2 4.0 1.9 1.7 1.6 1.9 3.9 3.9 

    Lao  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.5 2.4 3.2 3.2 2.0 1.8 

    Malaysia 2.5 2.2 1.8 1.8 2.1 3.9 5.8 7.3 7.1 6.4 5.1 4.4 

    Myanmar 10.7 13.7 15.0 15.3 15.2 9.9 2.7 3.2 3.0 3.0 2.9 2.7 

    Philippines 4.6 3.3 5.4 5.2 4.6 2.2 2.3 1.6 1.1 1.1 1.2 0.9 

    Singapore 14.9 13.9 16.6 17.6 18.4 13.3 14.0 16.0 14.5 20.6 15.8 13.2 

    Viet Nam 10.0 9.2 8.7 8.5 7.9 4.3 3.9 3.8 3.5 3.1 3.8 3.3 

   South Asia 0.4 1.1 1.3 1.5 2.2 1.6 2.1 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.6 

    Bangladesh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 

    India 0.4 1.1 1.3 1.5 2.2 1.2 1.8 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.5 1.3 

   West Asia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.4 

    United Arab Emirates 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.4 

  Latin America & Caribbean 21.2 19.3 16.9 15.7 15.0 20.4 20.2 19.5 19.3 15.7 13.1 12.6 

   Caribbean 21.2 19.3 16.9 15.7 15.0 20.4 20.2 19.5 19.3 15.7 13.1 12.6 

    British Virgin Islands 16.2 14.7 13.4 11.8 12.4 7.0 6.5 6.3 6.1 4.3 3.3 2.9 

    Cayman Islands 5.0 4.6 3.5 3.9 2.7 13.4 13.7 13.2 13.2 11.4 9.8 9.7 

 Unspecified 5.0 7.2 4.7 5.5 4.8 2.7 3.3 4.6 4.9 6.8 8.6 9.8 

Source: Data from UNCTAD (2016b) 
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Table 8. Thai outward FDI stocks, by destination, in US$ million (2006-2015) 

 
 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 p 2015 p 

ASEAN 3,501.9 3,265.1 4,685.5 6,128.0 9,557.8 14,872.0 16,989.8 17,756.9 21,238.6 23,073.7 

   Brunei Darussalam 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 

   Cambodia 134.5 148.0 153.2 188.2 189.3 378.5 461.0 543.8 681.9 703.4 

   Indonesia 357.5 199.1 225.2 279.2 476.4 1,605.7 2,205.0 2,611.7 2,724.8 2,949.3 

   Laos 49.5 143.4 299.5 563.6 763.4 910.9 1,053.7 1,233.5 1,567.1 2,025.8 

   Malaysia 331.8 547.7 883.4 1,225.5 1,526.3 2,110.7 2,455.8 2,665.6 2,948.2 3,055.4 

   Myanmar 851.9 261.3 383.2 519.7 702.3 1,198.9 1,482.8 2,187.5 2,592.1 3,361.6 

   Philippines 193.5 219.3 197.2 197.7 259.8 482.8 387.3 453.8 497.4 552.9 

   Singapore 1,182.2 1,354.0 2,054.0 2,542.0 4,891.8 6,576.7 7,200.9 6,138.9 8,220.7 8,149.0 

   Vietnam 401.1 392.4 489.8 612.0 748.5 1,607.9 1,743.5 1,922.1 2,006.4 2,272.7 

EU 1/ 322.9 660.9 712.0 1,007.6 1,583.3 2,679.0 4,967.1 5,364.1 5,053.0 6,747.0 

   Austria 22.0 18.7 18.9 15.3 12.8 12.2 12.6 10.8 11.6 10.5 

   Belgium 21.2 38.7 38.2 51.8 125.6 156.1 171.2 265.7 226.4 216.6 

   Denmark 0.2 2.6 4.0 2.4 3.9 3.8 13.3 16.1 11.3 11.4 

   France 4.3 19.9 34.6 43.2 59.3 86.1 150.3 472.9 353.7 283.2 

   Germany 48.8 25.6 26.1 42.8 40.0 204.0 1,119.1 472.9 381.7 887.8 

   Ireland 3.6 0.5 0.1 0.3 65.3 0.4 0.4 0.5 15.0 40.0 

   Lithuania 30.0 37.8 119.1 162.0 275.3 309.7 403.5 416.7 425.4 382.5 

   Netherlands 3.0 40.0 116.2 205.8 255.3 596.6 972.0 1,284.7 1,263.9 2,393.1 

   United Kingdom 105.5 399.9 272.6 340.9 570.2 1,025.8 1,704.6 1,996.7 1,966.4 2,134.6 

   Other EU 84.5 77.2 82.3 143.2 175.6 284.6 419.9 427.0 397.8 387.3 

Australia 41.7 36.8 36.7 57.1 242.4 996.0 1,659.8 2,571.0 2,378.4 2,429.3 

Bangladesh 32.3 30.0 33.8 64.2 95.7 121.0 156.3 172.9 195.5 228.2 

British Virgin Islands 600.2 617.3 760.7 1,050.0 1,052.0 1,378.7 2,366.7 2,943.8 2,844.1 3,088.5 

Canada 10.6 18.3 22.4 31.1 48.0 317.9 442.3 917.3 897.3 1,323.9 

Cayman Islands 1,153.6 1,297.9 1,595.1 2,260.6 2,697.6 4,098.2 5,462.8 6,738.0 8,290.4 9,284.4 

China 788.8 1,145.2 1,265.1 1,927.8 2,050.1 3,386.5 3,857.0 4,135.6 3,496.1 3,318.6 

Egypt 12.5 512.5 476.5 465.1 509.8 292.7 168.6 154.5 180.6 162.0 

Hong Kong 740.8 802.0 972.0 1,296.2 1,862.2 3,317.1 5,327.4 5,230.3 6,328.6 7,783.0 

India 103.9 167.5 168.8 205.9 281.9 631.4 633.0 834.3 779.6 750.9 

Japan 261.2 130.4 251.1 961.8 877.7 1,866.6 2,641.9 2,699.3 2,610.7 3,234.9 

Mauritius 213.6 208.9 323.1 622.1 731.2 1,342.7 2,587.3 5,192.2 6,192.1 6,793.3 

South Korea 11.5 2.9 13.3 3.2 20.6 179.1 295.8 410.7 335.6 307.5 

Switzerland 60.9 71.4 65.2 54.3 85.2 194.3 177.6 196.2 100.7 104.6 

Taiwan 156.2 59.4 60.2 56.0 65.9 190.3 251.3 301.2 246.8 258.4 

United Arab Emirates 1.4 14.8 22.2 25.6 136.0 224.6 299.0 335.4 297.0 278.8 

United States 495.3 490.8 616.4 891.5 1,085.2 2,397.1 3,590.4 4,186.7 3,234.7 3,300.0 

Others 247.1 356.6 596.7 926.6 1,598.9 3,568.7 5,189.3 6,213.3 5,803.5 6,212.8 

Total 8,756.4 9,888.7 12,676.7 18,034.7 24,581.4 42,053.9 57,063.2 66,353.6 70,503.2 78,679.7 

Source: Data from Bank of Thailand (2015) 
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Table 9. Thai outward FDI stocks, by destination, in percentage of total (2006-2015) 

 
 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 p 2015 p 

ASEAN 39.99 33.02 36.96 33.98 38.88 35.36 29.77 26.76 30.12 29.33 

   Brunei Darussalam 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

   Cambodia 1.54 1.50 1.21 1.04 0.77 0.90 0.81 0.82 0.97 0.89 

   Indonesia 4.08 2.01 1.78 1.55 1.94 3.82 3.86 3.94 3.86 3.75 

   Laos 0.57 1.45 2.36 3.13 3.11 2.17 1.85 1.86 2.22 2.57 

   Malaysia 3.79 5.54 6.97 6.80 6.21 5.02 4.30 4.02 4.18 3.88 

   Myanmar 9.73 2.64 3.02 2.88 2.86 2.85 2.60 3.30 3.68 4.27 

   Philippines 2.21 2.22 1.56 1.10 1.06 1.15 0.68 0.68 0.71 0.70 

   Singapore 13.50 13.69 16.20 14.09 19.90 15.64 12.62 9.25 11.66 10.36 

   Vietnam 4.58 3.97 3.86 3.39 3.04 3.82 3.06 2.90 2.85 2.89 

EU 1/ 3.69 6.68 5.62 5.59 6.44 6.37 8.70 8.08 7.17 8.58 

   Austria 0.25 0.19 0.15 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 

   Belgium 0.24 0.39 0.30 0.29 0.51 0.37 0.30 0.40 0.32 0.28 

   Denmark 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 

   France 0.05 0.20 0.27 0.24 0.24 0.20 0.26 0.71 0.50 0.36 

   Germany 0.56 0.26 0.21 0.24 0.16 0.48 1.96 0.71 0.54 1.13 

   Ireland 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.05 

   Lithuania 0.34 0.38 0.94 0.90 1.12 0.74 0.71 0.63 0.60 0.49 

   Netherlands 0.03 0.40 0.92 1.14 1.04 1.42 1.70 1.94 1.79 3.04 

   United Kingdom 1.20 4.04 2.15 1.89 2.32 2.44 2.99 3.01 2.79 2.71 

   Other EU 0.97 0.78 0.65 0.79 0.71 0.68 0.74 0.64 0.56 0.49 

Australia 0.48 0.37 0.29 0.32 0.99 2.37 2.91 3.87 3.37 3.09 

Bangladesh 0.37 0.30 0.27 0.36 0.39 0.29 0.27 0.26 0.28 0.29 

British Virgin Islands 6.85 6.24 6.00 5.82 4.28 3.28 4.15 4.44 4.03 3.93 

Canada 0.12 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.20 0.76 0.78 1.38 1.27 1.68 

Cayman Islands 13.17 13.13 12.58 12.53 10.97 9.75 9.57 10.15 11.76 11.80 

China 9.01 11.58 9.98 10.69 8.34 8.05 6.76 6.23 4.96 4.22 

Egypt 0.14 5.18 3.76 2.58 2.07 0.70 0.30 0.23 0.26 0.21 

Hong Kong 8.46 8.11 7.67 7.19 7.58 7.89 9.34 7.88 8.98 9.89 

India 1.19 1.69 1.33 1.14 1.15 1.50 1.11 1.26 1.11 0.95 

Japan 2.98 1.32 1.98 5.33 3.57 4.44 4.63 4.07 3.70 4.11 

Mauritius 2.44 2.11 2.55 3.45 2.97 3.19 4.53 7.83 8.78 8.63 

South Korea 0.13 0.03 0.11 0.02 0.08 0.43 0.52 0.62 0.48 0.39 

Switzerland 0.70 0.72 0.51 0.30 0.35 0.46 0.31 0.30 0.14 0.13 

Taiwan 1.78 0.60 0.48 0.31 0.27 0.45 0.44 0.45 0.35 0.33 

United Arab Emirates 0.02 0.15 0.17 0.14 0.55 0.53 0.52 0.51 0.42 0.35 

United States 5.66 4.96 4.86 4.94 4.41 5.70 6.29 6.31 4.59 4.19 

Others 2.82 3.61 4.71 5.14 6.50 8.49 9.09 9.36 8.23 7.90 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Source: Data from Bank of Thailand (2015) 

 

Different from UNCTAD, the BOT provides information of the stock of FDI by 

industry. This appears in Tables 10 (in US$ million) and 11 (percentage). Table 10 reveals the 

high concentration of outward FDI in a few key sectors, particularly mining & quarrying and 

manufacturing. For example, in 2006, the highest amount of Thai OFDI was in manufacturing, 

with US$4.0 billion out of the total US$8.8 billion. Two other key sectors that were equally 

important in 2006 were financial & insurance activities, and mining & quarrying, recording 

about US$ 1.4 billion each. By 2015, however, mining & quarrying had become the leading 

sector with US$20.4 billion, followed by manufacturing with US$20.1 billion and trailing at a 

distant third was finance & insurance with US$10.3 billion. In relative terms as a percentage 

of the total, as showed in table 11, manufacturing dropped from representing 45.8 percent of 

the total in 2006 to 25.6 percent in 2015, whereas mining increased from representing 16.8 

percent in 2006 to 25.9 percent in 2015. During the same period, financial & insurance 

activities dropped from 16.6 per cent of total to 13.2 percent while wholesale and retail trade 

increased from 5 to 12.2 percent.  

 Within manufacturing, food, and beverages were clearly the two most dominant sectors. 

It should be noted that the share of food manufacturing declined over the past decade, reducing 

from 16.7 per cent of total OFDI stocks in 2006 to 6.8 percent in 2015. On the contrary, the 

manufacturing of beverages increased from only 0.5 percent in 2006 to 3.3 percent in 2015. 
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Together these two sectors accounted for 10.1 per cent, almost half of the total OFDI stocks in 

manufacturing (25.6 per cent) in 2015.  

 

Table 10. Thai outward FDI stocks, by industry, in US$ million (2006-2015) 

 
  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010  2011  2012  2013  2014 p 2015 p 

A  Agriculture, forestry and fishing 2 0 0 4 5 5 6 6 9 9 

B  Mining and quarrying 1,474 2,034 3,423 4,514 7,641 10,782 13,787 15,161 17,830 20,395 

C  Manufacturing 4,011 3,199 4,184 5,429 7,290 8,735 15,253 16,930 17,813 20,114 

   Of which:         0  

      10  Manufacture of food products 1,462 940 1,195 981 1,933 1,965 4,654 5,721 4,731 5,351 

      11  Manufacture of beverages 42 40 33 343 447 599 1,240 1,094 1,896 2,627 

      13  Manufacture of textiles 112 147 289 363 441 534 400 453 500 540 

      17  Manufacture of paper and paper products 122 150 140 138 206 348 311 283 312 339 

      20  Manufacture of chemicals and chemical products 578 325 566 807 1,138 1,396 1,715 1,897 1,921 2,451 

      22  Manufacture of rubber and plastics products 324 236 280 173 213 268 415 522 1,286 1,324 

      26  Manufacture of computer, electronic and optical products 707 549 674 776 969 751 2,349 2,349 1,358 1,309 

      27  Manufacture of electrical equipment 147 252 328 81 91 410 481 441 502 646 

      28  Manufacture of machinery and equipment n.e.c. 15 7 5 322 327 465 611 530 641 862 

      29  Manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers 184 165 253 738 648 463 870 1,007 1,428 902 

D  Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply 229 53 300 491 650 18 76 69 64 523 

F  Construction 92 177 203 276 320 382 348 436 558 622 

G  Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and 

motorcycles 

441 499 742 1,569 2,501 3,480 4,594 6,906 7,571 9,620 

H  Transportation and storage 411 495 601 782 965 353 384 333 362 375 

I  Accommodation and food service activities 129 149 211 250 237 167 178 183 373 605 

K  Financial and insurance activities 1/ 1,456 2,389 2,228 3,108 2,875 6,822 8,032 8,365 9,853 10,376 

L  Real estate activities 235 655 561 688 1,046 1,131 1,251 1,202 1,325 1,449 

Others 276 239 225 925 1,051 10,180 13,157 16,761 14,746 14,592 

Total 8,756 9,889 12,677 18,035 24,581 42,054 57,063 66,354 70,503 78,680 

Source: Data from Bank of Thailand (2015) 

 

Table 11. Thai outward FDI stocks, by industry in percentage of total (2006-2015) 

 
  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010  2011  2012  2013  2014 p 2015 p 

A  Agriculture, forestry and fishing 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

B  Mining and quarrying 16.8 20.6 27.0 25.0 31.1 25.6 24.2 22.8 25.3 25.9 

C  Manufacturing 45.8 32.3 33.0 30.1 29.7 20.8 26.7 25.5 25.3 25.6 

   Of which:           

      10  Manufacture of food products 16.7 9.5 9.4 5.4 7.9 4.7 8.2 8.6 6.7 6.8 

      11  Manufacture of beverages 0.5 0.4 0.3 1.9 1.8 1.4 2.2 1.6 2.7 3.3 

      13  Manufacture of textiles 1.3 1.5 2.3 2.0 1.8 1.3 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 

      17  Manufacture of paper and paper products 1.4 1.5 1.1 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 

      20  Manufacture of chemicals and chemical products 6.6 3.3 4.5 4.5 4.6 3.3 3.0 2.9 2.7 3.1 

      22  Manufacture of rubber and plastics products 3.7 2.4 2.2 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.7 0.8 1.8 1.7 

      26  Manufacture of computer, electronic and optical products 8.1 5.6 5.3 4.3 3.9 1.8 4.1 3.5 1.9 1.7 

      27  Manufacture of electrical equipment 1.7 2.5 2.6 0.4 0.4 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.8 

      28  Manufacture of machinery and equipment n.e.c. 0.2 0.1 0.0 1.8 1.3 1.1 1.1 0.8 0.9 1.1 

      29  Manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers 2.1 1.7 2.0 4.1 2.6 1.1 1.5 1.5 2.0 1.1 

D  Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply 2.6 0.5 2.4 2.7 2.6 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.7 

F  Construction 1.1 1.8 1.6 1.5 1.3 0.9 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.8 

G  Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles 5.0 5.0 5.9 8.7 10.2 8.3 8.1 10.4 10.7 12.2 

H  Transportation and storage 4.7 5.0 4.7 4.3 3.9 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.5 

I  Accommodation and food service activities 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.0 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.8 

K  Financial and insurance activities 1/ 16.6 24.2 17.6 17.2 11.7 16.2 14.1 12.6 14.0 13.2 

L  Real estate activities 2.7 6.6 4.4 3.8 4.3 2.7 2.2 1.8 1.9 1.8 

Others 3.1 2.4 1.8 5.1 4.3 24.2 23.1 25.3 20.9 18.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Data from Bank of Thailand (2015) 

 

 In sum, the aggregate statistics on OFDI from Thailand showed many notable features 

that have changed over time, both in geographical and industrial distribution. While an overall 

analysis at the aggregate country-level allows us to get a clearer picture of how Thai OFDI has 

evolved over the years, it does not shed much light onto how firms, which are the actual 

outward investors, are using international expansion as part of their strategy. To get more 

information on firm-level activities, we next look at the statistics provided by the Stock 

Exchange of Thailand.  
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Firm-level Data: The Stock Exchange of Thailand Database 
 We obtained the firm-level data on OFDI from the Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET)’s 

research department. We used information from the description of the activities of subsidiaries 

and classified them into six different business activity categories: Supply; Production; Sales; 

Management; Technology; and Finance. We faced several challenges in classifying the 

activities of subsidiaries into these six types. First, not all firms described in details their 

motives for foreign investment and thus we had to exclude them from some of the analysis. As 

a result, the total number of subsidiaries that are presented in the different analyses varies with 

the type of information that is being analyzed. Second, some firms listed several activities 

together. For those cases, we checked for further information from the company’s website as 

well as investor relations’ reports to try to complete the activities that the firms undertake 

abroad. Unfortunately, in some cases, we were unable to complete the information.  

 This classification follows the traditional separation of activities in terms of the value 

chain of the firm described in Porter (1990) and illustrated in Figure 5. Porter classified 

activities that are directly related to the process of production as primary activities, and those 

that are not production-related as support ones. The five types of primary activities are: inbound 

logistics, production, outbound logistics, marketing and sales and service; while the four 

support activities include: firm infrastructure, human resources, technology, and procurement. 

We simplified such classification as these activities are not always separable abroad. Hence, 

we grouped procurement and inbound logistics into Supply; marketing & sales with service 

into Sales; infrastructure and human resources into Management; and separated Finance from 

firm infrastructure. Therefore, the resulting activities for our analysis are four primary 

activities: supply, production and sales, and three support activities: management, technology, 

and finance.  

 
Figure 5. Firm value chain 

 

 
Source: Derived from Porter (1990) 

 

Specifically, we classified the activity as ‘Supply’, when the investing firms described 

their activities as import, supply, procurement, or trading. We classified the activity as 

‘Operations’ when the description mentioned operations, manufacturing, production, or the 

business line of the activity is the same as their main line of activities. We also grouped 

activities as ‘Operations’ when the description of international investment was ‘manufacturing 

and sales’. We classified a subsidiary as ‘Sales’ when the description of activities mentioned 

sales, distribution, retail, marketing, or advertising. A subsidiary was grouped under 
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‘Management’ when management, consulting, information or skill development was described 

as the main activity. When technology, laboratory, or R&D is used for describing the overseas 

subsidiary, we classified it as ‘Technology’. Finally, we classified a subsidiary as ‘Finance’ 

when its main activity involved finance, financial services, investment, or holding company.   

Table 12, and Figures 6 provides a summary of what SET-listed firms do when they 

expand overseas. It is clear that the most dominant type of activities for Thai OFDI is operation. 

The prominence of operation is shown both in terms of number of subsidiaries (611 out of 841) 

and the highest average value of the investment (US$40.5 million). Sales rank second in 

number of subsidiaries (117 out of 841), but not in the average value of investment. When the 

average value of investment is considered, finance ranked the second highest, reflecting the 

higher value of investment for subsidiaries that are set up as finance or investment companies. 

The dominance of OFDI in operations makes any classification that includes operations the 

more dominant ones. 

 

Table 12. Number and average value of subsidiaries, by type of activity 

 
 Number Average value in US$ million 

Supply 23 3.4 

Operations 611 40.5 

Sales 117 4.5 

Management 44 1.3 

Technology 10 6.2 

Finance 36 37.9 

Total 841  

Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

Figure 6.  Number and average value of subsidiaries by type of activity 
 

 
Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

In addition to analyzing the distribution of subsidiaries in the period, we disaggregate 

them by year, looking instead at only new subsidiaries. Table 13 and Figure 7 provide this 
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information. It is noticeable that there is an increase in the number of new subsidiaries in 

operations, which move from 35 new in 2006 to 142 new in 2014. Likewise, there is an increase 

in the number of new subsidiaries in sales, which move from 8 in 2006 to 35 in 2014. In relative 

terms, reflected in Figure 6, the initial dominance of new subsidiaries in operations seem to 

subside over time with the relative increase in the number of new subsidiaries in sales. Other 

types of new subsidiaries remain relatively similar in importance over time.  

 

Table 13. Number of new subsidiaries, by type of activity 

 
 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Supply 4 4 1 2 1 1 2 2 6 

Operations 35 37 40 55 52 83 68 100 142 

Sales 8 5 4 10 7 9 8 31 35 

Management 2 3 2 1 3 2 6 16 9 

Technology 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 3 2 

Finance 1 1 3 3 4 4 5 8 7 

Total 51 51 50 71 69 100 89 160 201 

Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

Figure 7. Number of new subsidiaries, percentage per year, by type of activity 
 

 
Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

Additionally, looking at the cumulative number of new subsidiaries over time, which 

appear in Table 14 and Figure 8, we find that the dominance of subsidiaries in operations in 

remarkable and sustained. Over time they represent about 70% of subsidiaries, with sales being 

about 15% of subsidiaries and the other functions accounting for the rest.  
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Table 14. Cumulative number of subsidiaries by type of activity 

 
 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Operations 35 72 112 167 219 302 370 470 612 

Sales 8 13 17 27 34 43 51 82 117 

Management 2 5 7 8 11 13 19 35 44 

Supply 4 8 9 11 12 13 15 17 23 

Finance 1 2 5 8 12 16 21 29 36 

Technology 1 2 2 2 4 5 5 8 10 

Total 51 102 152 223 292 392 481 641 842 

Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

 

Figure 8. Cumulative number of subsidiaries, percentage per year 

 

 
Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

We also used alternative groupings of activities to reflect some of the discussions in the 

literature regarding the integration of companies into global value chains. Hence, we grouped 

activities into upstream and downstream to reflect the difference in the value of these activities 

and their proximity to final customers. According to Mudambi’s (2008), values are not equally 

distributed along different functions. Higher values are derived from knowledge-based 

activities, whereas standardized activities like manufacturing lead to lower value accumulation. 

Two crucial types of knowledge are R&D knowledge, which are often derived from activities 

spanning basic and applied R&D design and commercialization; and market knowledge, which 

centers on activities like marketing, advertising, brand management, specialized logistics, and 

after-sales services. Under this logic, we grouped management, finance and sales as 

downstream operations, and technology, supply, and operations as upstream ones.  

Following this logic, Thai multinationals seem to center their foreign operations into 

upstream activities as Table 15 and Figure 9 illustrate. Upstream are by far dominant both in 

numbers (644 vs 197) and in average value (US$37.7mn vs. US$14.4mn). Nevertheless, there 

is some limitation to this classification as many of the activities classified as operations contain 
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both production as well as sales activities, but we are unable to disentangle these from the 

descriptions in the dataset.  

 

Table 15. Number and average value of subsidiaries, by type of activity 

 
 Number Average value in US$ million 

Downstream (sales, management, finance) 197 14.4 

Upstream (technology, supply, operations) 644 37.7 

Total 841  

Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

Figure 9. Number and average value of subsidiaries by type of activity (upstream vs. 

downstream) 
 

 
Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

We used an alternative grouping of activities based on the discussions of value creation 

in global value chains discussed in Shi (1994) and later in Mudambi (2008) in which they 

argued that emerging market firms are in the low value-added segment of activities, which 

includes manufacturing for other firms, while companies from advanced economies are in the 

high value added segments which include the input side of undertaking the R&D and design of 

products and services and the output side of controlling the brands, marketing and sales of 

products. Thus, under this logic emerging market firms that want to break from the low value 

added segment need to vertically integrate within the value chain either backward and 

undertake R&D and design that improves the innovativeness of the products, or forward and 

control brands and distribution that enable them to achieve proximity to customers and capture 

premium pricing (see Figure 1 in Chapter 2). 

Following this logic, we group the analysis of OFDI activities into those related to high- 

and low-value ones, with management, finance, marketing and technology as higher-value 

activities, and supply and operations as lower-value. However, such classification does not 

imply that firms can only derive value from high-value activities. There are many firms that 

are highly profitable and have focused on becoming the manufacturer of choice for other 

companies. However, in relative terms these firms are constrained in their ability to capture the 

value created by the R&D and marketing activities and establishing in the mind of consumer 

that the products manufactured are not only superior to others but that are associated with the 
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company that manufactures them rather than with the designer or with the marketer of the 

products.  

Based on this classification, we constructed Table 16 and Figure 10. The majority of 

activities of Thai multinationals seem to be lower value added activities and their relative value 

seems to be much larger, as 751 of the subsidiaries are classified as lower value added activities 

and their average value is US$39.2 million. As we noted before, the category operations 

contains many subsidiaries that indicate that they are doing both manufacturing and also sales 

in the host country and thus this classification may be biased as a result.  

 

 

Table 16. Number and average value of subsidiaries, by type of activity 

 
 Number Average value in US$ million 

Lower value (supply, operations) 751 39.2 

Higher value (management, finance, technology, sales) 207 9.7 

Total 841  

Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

Figure 10. Number and average value of subsidiaries, by type of activity (high vs. low value) 
 

 
Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

In addition to classification of business activities based on its value chain position, we 

also analyze the distribution of OFDI activities by country of destination. For the analysis by 

country of destination, we relied on the information provided in the dataset. Although many of 

the subsidiaries provide the specific country, in some cases they provide a region (e.g., Africa) 

or several countries (e.g., acquisition of a firm that has operations in multiple countries). In 

such cases, we dropped the subsidiary from the analysis.  

A first cut at the location of activities is the grouping of countries into advanced and 

developing using the classification of the International Monetary Fund (2016). Table 17 and 

Figure 11 provide the data. Under this classification, is appears that Thai multinationals 

concentrate their foreign activities in developing countries, especially in terms of operations 

and sales. Nevertheless, some firms do have activities in advanced economies and these are 

both operations and sales as well as the more sophisticated management, technology and 
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finance. In the case of technology, those subsidiaries seem to be concentrated in advanced 

economies rather than in developing ones.  

 

Table 17. Classification of subsidiaries, by regions of the world and type of country 

 
 Supply Operations Sales Management Technology Finance  

Advanced countries 14 159 42 15 9 18 142 

Developing 9 436 83 31 1 21 696 

Total  23 595 125 46 10 39 838 

Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

Figure 11. Classification of the number of subsidiaries by their location in advanced or 

developing countries, following the IMF (2016) classification of countries 

 

 
Source: Data from SET (2016) 

  

 The next grouping of activities by location is the geographic classification into 

continents. Table 16 and Figure 12 provide the information. From these, it seems that Thai 

multinationals concentrate their subsidiaries in Asia, which represent three-quarters, and at a 

distance the other regions with a relatively similar number of activities. Within each region, 

the distribution seems relatively similar, with operations dominating the activities undertaken. 

However, there are some regional differences. For example, there are no supply subsidiaries in 

Oceania or in Africa and the Middle East, and no finance subsidiaries in the Middle East, while 

there seems to be a prevalence of sales subsidiaries in Europe and the Middle East.  

 

Table 16. Classification of subsidiaries, by regions of the world and type of country 

 
 Supply Operations Sales Management Technology Finance  

Africa and Middle East 0 39 10 2 0 0 51 

Asia 16 459 94 41 4 31 645 

America 3 33 4 2 2 2 46 

Europe 4 41 12 0 4 4 65 

Oceania 0 23 5 1 0 2 31 

Total  23 595 125 46 10 39 838 

Source: Data from SET (2016)  
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Figure 12. Distribution of subsidiaries, by geography and type of activity 

 

 
Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

 To close the analysis of the distribution of subsidiaries by location, Table 17 provides 

the distribution of subsidiaries by country. Here the picture is more complex as there does not 

seem to be a dominant pattern across countries. The remarkable finding is the concentration of 

subsidiaries in China, which accounts for 14%, closely followed by Singapore with 10%, and 

Vietnam and Laos with almost 9% each.  It is clear that Thai firms are concentrated in the 

Asean region, with the total number of subsidiaries in these countries accounting for almost 

47% of the total number of overseas subsidiaries. However, Thai investment in more developed 

economies cannot be overlooked, as investments in the US, UK, Australia and Canada are 

relatively numerous. While subsidiaries in developed economies are also aimed toward 

operations and sales, it should be noted that investment in technology or R&D only takes place 

in Europe or the Americas (see Figure 12). In terms of activities, there seems to be a relatively 

wide distribution of activities within a country, but of course, operations dominate as these are 

the main type of foreign activity undertaken by Thai multinationals.  
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Table 17. Classification of subsidiaries, by country and type of activity 

 
 Supply Operations Sales Management Technology Finance Total 

Australia  23 3 1  2 29 

Bahrain  1     1 

Bangladesh  8     8 

Belgium 1 1     2 

Belize  1     1 

Bermuda  3     3 

Brazil  3     3 

Cambodia  24 5 2 1 7 39 

Canada  10     10 

China 5 83 12 11  6 117 

Denmark 1 1 2    4 

Egypt  3     3 

France  4 3   1 8 

Germany 1 3 2  1  7 

Ghana  1     1 

Hong Kong 3 3 6 2  6 20 

Hungary  1     1 

India  29 4 1   34 

Indonesia 1 45 10 2   58 

Ireland   1     1 

Italy  2    1 3 

Japan  8 3 2   13 

Korea  1  1   2 

Laos  66 1 2  4 73 

Lithuania  1  1   2 

Madagascar   8    8 

Malaysia 1 26 10 2   39 

Maldives  7     7 

Mauritius  1 1 1   3 

Mexico  4  1   5 

Mongolia  1     1 

Myanmar 1 23 9 2  2 37 

Netherlands  7    2 9 

New Zealand   2    2 

Nigeria  2     2 

Norway  2   1  3 

Oman  2     2 

Papua New Guinea 1      1 

Philippines  21 1 3   25 

Poland  2 1    3 

Qatar    2   2 

Russia  2     2 

Saudi Arabia  2     2 

Seychelles  1     1 

Singapore 2 58 12 8 1 4 85 

Slovakia  1 1    2 

South Africa  1     1 

Sri Lanka  6     6 

Sweden  1     1 

Switzerland  1   1  2 

Taiwan 2 2 1  2  7 

Tanzania  1     1 

Turkey  8     8 

UAE  4 2    6 

UK 1 11 3  1  16 

Ukraine  1     1 

USA 3 19 4 1 2 2 31 

Vietnam  52 19 1  2 74 

Total 23 595 125 46 10 39 838 

Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

We also used information contained in the dataset to classify subsidiaries by the mode 

of operation. We relied on the information presented in the SET data set for this classification 

and thus some subsidiaries are not included since it is not clear what their mode is. Table 18 

and Figure 13 provide the data. We classify activities into three types: Divestment when the 
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activity in the subsidiary is being reduced, expansion when the activity is being increased, and 

new entry when the activity is new investment. Within new entry, we classified these into three 

types: Greenfield when the investment is driven by headquarters, acquisition when the 

subsidiary is a purchase of an existing firm, and alliance when the entry is a joint venture or 

other contractual relationship with a partner. If the listed firm provides no information, we drop 

them from our samples. Based on this information, we find that most new subsidiaries are 

created via greenfield, followed by acquisition and alliances. There is also an important 

component in the expansion within the country of the presence of Thai firms, and a very small 

number of divestments.  

 

Table 18. Classification of subsidiaries, by entry mode and type of activity 

 
 Supply Operations Sales Management Technology Finance  

Greenfield 6 153 42 16 2 9 228 

Alliance 6 47 8 4 1 1 67 

Acquisition 2 137 24 7 3 6 179 

Expansion 9 246 35 13 3 20 326 

Divestment 0 19 4 3 0 0 26 

 23 602 113 43 9 36 826 

Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

Figure 13. Distribution of subsidiaries, by entry mode and type of activity 

 

 
Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

We now move attention to the industry of operation and group subsidiaries by industry 

and type of activity. We rely on the classification of industries available in the SET dataset. 

Table 19 and Figure 14 present the information. The industry seems to have a large influence 

on the type of activity undertake. For example, in financials, most of the subsidiaries are finance 

or sales, which makes sense given the nature of finance, while in technology industries there is 

an important number of sales subsidiaries with production having a relatively less important 

role than in other industries. In contrast, consumer products are driven by production and sales 
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subsidiaries, as can be expected from the need to achieve proximity to the final consumers to 

understand their needs.  

 

Table 19. Classification of subsidiaries, by industry and type of activity 

 
 Supply Operations Sales Management Technology Finance  

Agro & Food 7 96 21 4 1 2 131 

Consumer products 1 70 15 1 0 2 89 

Financials 0 0 3 0 0 14 17 

Industrials 3 84 11 3 1 4 106 

Property and construction 0 107 5 10 2 4 128 

Resources 4 90 15 4 0 6 119 

Services 4 132 28 15 1 1 181 

Technology 4 30 22 7 5 3 71 

 23 609 120 44 10 36 842 

Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

Figure 14. Distribution of subsidiaries by industry and function 

 

 
Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

A final analysis is the study of the size of the subsidiary, which appears in Table 20 and 

Figure 15. We used the information on the size of the firm in terms of the number of employees 

available in SET to classify subsidiaries into seven types, from those with less than 50 

employees to those with more than 501 and five intervals in between. This analysis reflects a 

relatively concentrated distribution of subsidiaries in the low end of size, with most being 

operations with less than 50 employees. Moreover, in terms of activities, these seem to have a 

relatively wide distribution across subsidiary size, with the exception of the largest ones, but 

there is only 5 of these.  
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Table 20. Classification of subsidiaries, by size and function 

 
 Supply Operations Sales Management Technology Finance  

under 50 12 265 24 16 6 13 336 

51-100 7 119 41 3 0 7 177 

101-200 2 108 15 4 3 13 145 

201-300 2 73 13 16 1 2 107 

301-400 0 21 17 2 0 1 41 

401-500 0 20 7 3 0 0 30 

over 501 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 

 23 611 117 44 10 36 841 

Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

Figure 15. Distribution of subsidiaries, by size and type of activity 

 

 
Source: Data from SET (2016) 

 

In conclusion, the firm-level data reveals a different picture gained from the country-

level analysis of FDI, providing a richer and very varied overview of the subsidiaries of Thai 

multinationals. There is a concentration of activities in production and sales across industries 

Thai multinationals seem to be concentrating on setting up foreign subsidiaries in operations 

and sales. Geographically, there is a diversity in locations, with China and Singapore, two very 

different countries in size and development, attracting most of the subsidiaries, and the Asean 

region being the most significant geographical area for Thai multinationals. While investment 

in operations and sales feature prominently across regions, only in Europe and America that 

we note the setting up of technology and R&D subsidiaries. Of course, all these conclusions 

and the previous ones need to be understood with the caveat that the information we used at 

the firm level comes from the SET and thus only included subsidiaries of publicly traded firms. 

These are nevertheless the largest investors and leading firms in the country, but they are not 

the only foreign investors.  
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4. THE IMPACT OF FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT ON 

DOMESTIC INVESTMENT 

Foreign and Domestic Investments: Complements or Substitutes?  
We now go deeper in the analysis of global value chains of Thai multinationals by 

analyzing what the impact of foreign investments are on domestic investments. As we indicated 

in the literature review, there is a debate on the impact of foreign investments on the country. 

On the one hand, some argue that domestic and foreign investments are substitutes, which 

results in foreign investments having a negative impact on domestic investments. Companies 

have limited financial resources and may need to choose between locations, and they may 

substitute foreign locations for domestic ones as the comparative advantage among countries 

changes. On the other hand, some argue that foreign investments are complements with 

domestic investments and thus foreign investments have a positive impact on domestic 

investments. As companies invest abroad they also undertake domestic investments to facilitate 

the transfer of intermediate and finished goods and knowledge across borders. Thus, we end 

up with two competing views of the relationship, and both can be plausible. However, they 

have very different implications for policy making. In the first case, when domestic and foreign 

investments are substitutes, it is unclear whether home-country governments would want to 

encourage domestic firms to invest abroad. Doing so may, in fact, help the hollowing out of 

the industrial base of the country by supporting the relocation abroad of what could have been 

a domestic investment. In the case when domestic and foreign investments are complements, 

however, governments may want to encourage firms to invest abroad as they help strengthen 

the industrial base of the country while benefitting from the specialization of domestic and 

foreign operations.  

Types of Foreign Investment and Domestic Investment 
We also go beyond this discussion and provide a deeper understanding of the 

relationship between domestic and foreign investments by analyzing how the different types of 

foreign investments relate to domestic investments. The previous discussion of the substitution 

or complementarity does not differentiate among the different types of activities that a company 

can undertake abroad, and thus some of the debate on the relationship and the mechanisms 

discussed may reflect the fact that some of the relationships may be applied to some types of 

activities and not others. For example, investments in R&D abroad may result in additional 

investments at home as the firm is able to access innovations and technologies that enable it to 

improve efficiency at home and implement new ideas that require the expansion of operations 

and upgrading of machinery. Additionally, investments in sales operations abroad may result 

in higher investments at home since the foreign sales operations facilitate the increase of 

revenue and require and expansion of capacity at home to serve the new market. In contrast, 

for example, investment in manufacturing facilities abroad to take advantage of lower labor 

costs may result in a reduction of domestic investments since high-cost factories at home are 

restructured and most of the labor intensive work is transferred to the foreign subsidiaries. Or 

investments to improve access to supplies from foreign countries may result in a reduction in 

the use of domestic suppliers and thus less need for a domestic inbound logistics system.  

Hence, in addition to analyzing whether foreign investments have a positive or negative 

relationship with domestic investments, we further disaggregated foreign investments into the 

six types discussed before (supply, production, marketing, management, technology, and 

finance) and analyze what the relationships between these and domestic investments are. We 

expect to find differences in the relationships, with some having a positive, others having a 
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negative and a further third group having no relationship with domestic investments. These 

findings will help not only uncover relationships that were not identified before and provide 

one solution to the debate of whether foreign investments are substitutes or complements of 

foreign investments, but also serve as the basis for better policy recommendations. Thus, 

depending on the relationships that we find, policy recommendations can be better tailored to 

the relationships. Rather than support all firm’s OFDI, the government may want to focus more 

on foreign investments that lead to further expansions of domestic assets and not support those 

investments that have a negative impact. However, this does not mean that the government 

may want to limit such investments; even if they have a negative impact on domestic 

investments, they may be necessary for the firm to improve its global competitiveness. 

Nevertheless, such analysis and discussion are outside the scope of this paper.  

Database 
We analyze these ideas on a panel of 402 publicly-traded Thai firms in the period 2006-

2014. We use information from the stock exchange of Thailand and from Datastream to analyze 

the relationship between domestic and foreign investment. We have to restrict our analysis to 

publicly traded firms because of data availability; hence, even though these represent the 

majority of foreign investors from Thailand and the largest firms, the conclusions may not fully 

apply to domestic firms. We obtained data on foreign direct investment of SET-listed firms 

from the Research Department of the SET through a formal request4. The main source of 

information on this firm-level OFDI statistics is the Annual Registration Statement (Form 56-

1) and financial statements of each company. The SET database provides information on 

amount and nature of OFDI activities; foreign revenue, and size of firms (SET 50; SET50-100; 

SET 100-150; and SET 150-200). The information on nature of OFDI activities is also 

included. Data are available only from 2006 till 2014. 
In addition to OFDI data, we also collect a variety of firms-level information, 

particularly those related to financial performance and firm characteristics through Thompson 

Reuters’ Datastream Professional, Datastream henceforth. Although Datastream is an 

international database of listed firms, it contains very limited information on OFDI activities 

of listed firms in Thailand. Hence, we merged the two datasets, with information on foreign 

investments coming from SET and information on domestic investments and other firm 

characteristics coming from Datastream.  

According to the data provided by SET for the period of 2006-2014, there are 154 firms 

that report OFDI activities outside of Thailand. Following UNCTAD’s practice,5 we excluded 

financial firms from our list of firms. We also excluded firms from the Market for Alternative 

Investment (MAI) as MAI-listed firms tend to be small and medium-size enterprises, which 

differ from the general population of the SET.  

We then collected other firm-level statistics from the Datastream database. Statistics 

from Datastream covered a variety of items, particularly those reported by firms in their 

financial statements. Firms that do not report OFDI are included in our dataset for control 

purposes. Financial firms are also excluded following UNCTAD’s emerging market 

multinational practice. 

At this stage, we integrated the OFDI and foreign revenue information reported in the 

SET database with other financial information from Datastream. Those that did not have data 

                                                        
4  We thank Dr. Pakorn Pitathawatchai, Head of Corporate Strategy Division and Head of Finance & 

Investment Division, and Patamaporn Nitichai, Research Supervisor, the Research Department of the Stock 

Exchange of Thailand for this database. 
5  UNCTAD excludes financial firms from its ranking of MNEs because the overseas assets of financial 

firms perform different economic function when compared to firms in other sectors (see UNCTAD 2015) 
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entries were dropped. This gave us a sample size of 148 firms that reported OFDI for the year 

2014. For our analysis, we also included listed firms that had no OFDI as a control group. Any 

company with missing information was dropped and we had a total number of 402 firms for 

our analysis. To check for accuracy, we sampled some investment values and tracked them 

from notes to financial statements to the actual amount shown in financial statements. These 

values were also compared to the data available through Datastream.  

Variables and Measures 
Table 21 presents a summary of the variables and measures that we use to analyze these 

relationships. 

 

Table 21. Description of variables and measures 

 
Variable Measurement 

Domestic investment Assets t minus Asset t-1 plus depreciation t-1 minus foreign assets t divided by 

Assets t multiplied by 100 

Foreign investment Foreign investment t divided by Total Assets t multiplied by 100 

Exports Exports divided by sales multiplied by 100 

Profitability Earnings before interest and taxes divided by sales multiplied by 100 

Size Number of employees 

Sales Sales in US$ 

Age Number of years since creation 

Industry Indicator of industry of operation 

Year Indicator of year of analysis 
 

Dependent variable. Our dependent variable is domestic investment. However, listed 

companies are not required to disclose their domestic investment for the year. Hence, to 

compute domestic investment we had to use a proxy in which we first deducted total assets for 

the year from total assets from the previous year and added the depreciation as reported in 

Datastream. This gave us the raw investments levels for the year. From this figure, we deducted 

foreign investments that were reported in the SET dataset, and the remainder was divided by 

total assets for the year and multiplied by one hundred to get a relative level of domestic 

investment. This relative level helps account for the capital intensity of the firm that may affect 

the relationships.  

The independent variable of interest is foreign investment. This comes from the foreign 

investments reported for the year by the SET. We added the foreign investments by each firm 

in all the countries in which it invested in the year. We computed foreign investments by 

dividing the investments abroad by the total assets of the firm and multiplied by 100 to get to 

a relative level of foreign investment.  

To further analyze the impact of different foreign business activities on domestic 

investment, we group foreign investment into six categories based on the information available 

from the SET database: Supply; Operations; Sales; Management; Technology; and Finance. 

There were two challenges in classifying these foreign investment activities: not all firms 

described in details their motives for foreign investment; and some firms listed several 

activities together. For those cases, we checked for further information from the company’s 

website as well as investor relations’ reports. Specifically, activities are classified as ‘Supply’, 

when the investing firms described their activities as import, supply, procurement, or trading. 

We classify the activity as ‘Operations’ when the description mentioned operations, 

manufacturing, production, or the business line of the activity is the same as their main line of 

activities. We also grouped activities as ‘Operations’ when the description of international 

investment was ‘manufacturing and sales’. We classified a subsidiary as ‘Sales’ when the 
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description of activities mentioned sales, distribution, retail, marketing, or advertising. A 

subsidiary was grouped under ‘Management’ when management, consulting, information or 

skill development was described as the main activity. When technology, laboratory, or R&D is 

used for describing the overseas subsidiary, we classified it as ‘Technology’. Finally, we 

classified a subsidiary as ‘Finance’ when its main activity involved finance, financial services, 

investment, or holding company.  There were 20 subsidiaries that did not provide any 

description of activities and we were, therefore, unable to classify them into any of the six 

activities and dropped them out from our database. 

Controls. We take into account alternative influences on domestic investments by 

including controls. First, we control for exports because these may be driving domestic 

investments as the firm may increase is domestic operations to serve foreign markets. We 

measure exports by dividing exports by total sales and multiplying by one hundred. Second, 

we control for profitability as companies that are more profitable have more funds for 

investments. We measure profitability as the earnings before interest and taxes divided by sales 

and multiplied by 100. Third, we control for the size of the firm because larger firms may have 

better ability to undertake investments. We measure size with the number of employees and 

with sales. Fourth, we control for the age of the firm because new firms may have more need 

to undertake investments. We measure age as the number of years since inception. Fifth, we 

control for the industry because investments vary with the capital intensity of the industry. We 

measure industry with a bivariate indicator for the industry as described in SEC. Sixth, we 

control for the year of analysis because external events may affect the incentive and ability of 

firms to undertake investments. We measure this with a bivariate indicator of the year of 

analysis.  

 Since the dependent variable is a continuous measure not constrained to an interval 

(performance can take positive and negative values) we use a generalized least squares model, 

controlling for heteroskedasticity and panel specific (firm) autocorrelation. Additionally, since 

we have a panel of 10 years, we control for other firm-specific unobservable characteristics 

with an indicator of the firm using a random effects model; a fixed effect model cannot be used 

because firms that do not invest during the period and other time-invariant variables would 

drop out of the analysis. Since there may be a gap in decision making between domestic and 

foreign investments, we use several lag-time periods of one, two, and three years.   

Results of the Analyses 
 Table 22 presents the descriptive statistics and correlation matrix. They show that the 

average firm that engages in foreign investment has 12.8 of annual domestic investments as a 

percentage of total assets and 0.28 of annual foreign investments as a percentage of total assets. 

The average firm exports 24.49 percent of sales and has USD 523 million in sales revenues, 

1176 employees and is 27 years old. Except for employees and sales, the correlations are 

relatively low. We excluded these two variables one at a time and the results do not change, 

indicating limited problems with collinearity.  

 

Table 22. Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix 

 
 Variable Average Std. Dev.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 Domestic investment 12.81 26.59 1.00       

2 Foreign investment 0.28 1.99 -0.02 1.00      

3 Exports 24.49 471.73 0.01 -0.01 1.00     

4 Profitability 10.10 43.22 0.152* 0.01 -0.042* 1.00    

5 Employees 1176.07 3806.60 0.03 0.069* -0.01 0.00 1.00   

6 Sales 523000000 3510000000 0.00 0.050* -0.01 0.00 0.375* 1.00  

7 Age 27.07 14.80 -0.1078* -0.01 -0.02 0.01 0.104* 0.00 1.00 

Significance: * p<0.05 
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Table 23 provides the results of the analysis of the impact of foreign investment on 

domestic investment. We find that there is a positive impact of foreign investment on domestic 

investment one year after the foreign investment. However, this positive relationship 

disappears after two or more years after the foreign investment, indicating that the impact may 

be short-lived in terms of inducing the firm to undertake additional investments in the home 

operations. Limiting the analysis to companies that have foreign investments only produces 

similar results, with foreign investments having a positive impact on domestic investment after 

one year lag but the relationships weaken with two-year lags. In conclusion, foreign and 

domestic investments seem to be complementary but this complementarity operates in the short 

run.  

 

Table 23. Generalized least square analysis of the impact of foreign investment on domestic 

investment 

 
 Dependent variable: domestic investment  

 All firms All firms Firms with foreign 

investments 

Firms with foreign 

investments 

 One year lag Two years lag One year lag Two years lag 

  Model 1.5 Model 1.9 Model 3.5 Model 3.9 

Foreign investment 0.271* -0.00702 0.433*** 0.108+ 

 (0.107) (0.101) (0.0840) (0.0592) 

Exports 0.000643* 0.000850+ -0.0120 -0.114* 

 (0.000297) (0.000469) (0.0453) (0.0497) 

Margin 0.0106 0.0416*** 0.151*** 0.164*** 

 (0.00746) (0.00183) (0.0155) (0.0357) 

Employees 0.000140** -1.65e-05 2.06e-05 -8.73e-06 

 (4.65e-05) (5.00e-05) (3.36e-05) (8.12e-05) 

Sales 7.91e-06 6.75e-05+ 9.92e-05** 6.67e-05 

 (3.05e-05) (4.09e-05) (3.67e-05) (5.14e-05) 

Age -0.0796*** -0.0741*** -0.0444** 0.00592 

 (0.0113) (0.0102) (0.0161) (0.0225) 

Industry Included Included Included Included 

Year Included Included Included Included 

Constant 18.96*** 14.34*** 22.59*** 14.79*** 

 (0.681) (0.628) (1.132) (2.072) 

chi2 1895*** 14415*** 148422*** 2462*** 

Observations 3,058 2,653 291 225 

Standard deviation appears in parenthesis. Significance: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

Table 24 presents the analyses of the influence that different types of foreign 

investments have on domestic investments. We find that there are significant differences in the 

impact that the different types of investments have on domestic investments and that these 

differences are also relatively short-lived. Specifically, we find that with one year lag, foreign 

investments in inputs, in operations and in management have a positive and statistically 

significant impact on domestic investments, while foreign investments in marketing, 

technology, and finance do not have a statistically significant relationship with domestic 

investments. These relationships disappear with two-year lags, except for foreign investments 

in management that are still positive and statistically significant. Restricting the analysis to 

companies that have foreign investment we find slightly different results, with foreign 

investments in input, operations and exports have a positive and statistically significant impact 

on domestic investment while foreign investments in technology have a positive but weakly 

statistically significant relationships with one year lag. In the case of two-year lags, we find 

that foreign investments in input, operation, marketing, management, and finance have a 

positive and statistically significant impact on domestic investments.  

We ran additional tests to ensure the robustness of the results to alternative 

specifications. First, we compute alternative measures of domestic investment, using the same 

measure as before without including the depreciation. We find similar results to the ones 
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presented here. Second, we analyze the relationships in a sample that includes only firms with 

foreign investments in the previous year. Again, we find results that support similar conclusions 

to the ones discussed in the paper. Third, we used random and fixed effect panel regressions. 

We found similar results, with foreign investments having a positive and statistically significant 

relationship on domestic investments. This holds for one year but disappears for two years. 

Similarly, when running fixed and random effects regressions we find that foreign investments 

in input and management have a positive and statistically significant relationship with domestic 

investments after one year lag. We also find that foreign investments in management and 

technology have a positive and statically significant relationship with domestic investments 

after two years.   
 

Table 24. Analysis of the impact of types of foreign investment on domestic investment 

 
 Dependent variable: domestic investment  

 All firms All firms Firms with foreign 

investments 

Firms with foreign 

investments  

 One year lag Two years lag One year lag Two years lag 

  Model 2.5 Model 2.9 Model 4.5 Model 4.9 

Foreign investment Input 2.774** 0.0979 2.747*** 0.865** 

 (0.976) (1.242) (0.0688) (0.309) 

Foreign investment Operations 0.239* -0.0484 0.289*** 0.117*** 

 (0.110) (0.107) (0.0756) (0.0337) 

Foreign investment marketing -0.665 1.073 -0.0163 1.193*** 

 (0.571) (0.734) (0.208) (0.258) 

Foreign investment management 3.397+ 4.484* 2.916 7.937*** 

 (1.936) (1.952) (1.841) (0.739) 

Foreign investment technology 0.818 0.844 1.933+ 1.145 

 (1.643) (1.523) (1.048) (2.020) 

Foreign investment finance 0.764 -0.242 1.029*** 0.642** 

 (0.723) (0.734) (0.134) (0.200) 

Exports 0.000645* 0.000854+ -0.00306 -0.0991+ 

 (0.000299) (0.000471) (0.0484) (0.0512) 

Margin 0.0107 0.0417*** 0.141*** 0.166*** 

 (0.00747) (0.00184) (0.0155) (0.0322) 

Employees 0.000133** -1.54e-05 3.93e-05 2.49e-05 

 (4.70e-05) (5.08e-05) (3.34e-05) (8.49e-05) 

Sales 9.00e-06 6.84e-05+ 5.15e-05+ 7.54e-05 

 (3.07e-05) (4.11e-05) (2.92e-05) (5.39e-05) 

Age -0.0785*** -0.0735*** -0.0380* 0.0161 

 (0.0113) (0.0102) (0.0149) (0.0240) 

Industry Included Included Included Included 

Year Included Included Included Included 

Constant 18.86*** 14.28*** 22.09*** 11.04*** 

 (0.679) (0.630) (1.217) (2.163) 

chi2 1894*** 13496*** 20470*** 18122*** 

Observations 3,058 2,653 291 225 

Standard deviation appear in parenthesis. Significance: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

Conclusions 
To be able to draw more meaningful policy recommendations we analyzed the impact 

of foreign investment on domestic investment. There is a debate on whether domestic and 

foreign investments are complements or substitutes. We find that in the case of publicly traded 

firms, domestic and foreign investments seem to complement each other, at least in the short 

run. We go beyond the usual relationships and analyze how the different types of foreign 

investment influence domestic investment and find that not all foreign investments have the 

same impact but that foreign investments in input, production and management have a positive 

relationship.  

These findings can help design policy by targeting policies to the areas that seem to 

have the higher impact on domestic investments. However, they are not without limitations and 

these may need to be taken into account in the design of policies. First, we have relied on the 
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SET information on foreign investments and coded it according to what is reported. However, 

some of the information was limited, thus restricting our ability to truly reflect the nature of 

foreign investment of the investing firm. Second, we analyzed publicly traded firms, which are 

relatively large compared to the majority of Thai privately-owned firms. The results and 

implications may, therefore, be different for smaller, and privately-owned firms. Third, we 

relied on the measures available from Datastream. These variables are not very fine grained, 

especially for domestic investment. Implications from our analysis should therefore take into 

consideration this limitation. Fourth, we only analyzed the relationship between foreign and 

domestic investments that are represented in financial numbers, without taking into account 

that there are other intangible impacts on domestic investment such as knowledge and 

managerial skills. These intangible flows of knowledge and technology are part of the benefits 

for the home country, but may not be reflected in the analysis of financial flows representing 

domestic investment.   
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5. CONCLUSIONS 
This project has analyzed the international expansion activities of listed firms in the 

Stock Exchange of Thailand to gain a better understanding of whether and how foreign 

investments in different activities along the value chain bear impacts on their domestic 

standing. The insights from this research contribute to the understanding of emerging market 

multinationals, and particularly on Thai multinationals, on two counts. First, the results shed 

more light on what these firms do in their overseas pursuits, allowing a more informed view 

on the evolution and development of OFDI from Thailand. A more in-depth understanding of 

Thai OFDI allows scholars and policy makers to put the Thai experience in a comparative 

perspective with other emerging market economies to detect similarities and differences in their 

OFDI patterns. Second, the analysis of the impacts of foreign investment on domestic 

investment also enhances our knowledge on whether and how international investment 

contributes to the domestic development of the investing firm, and hence, the home-country 

economy. 

This topic is of particular importance in emerging markets and emerging market 

multinationals as it allows countries and firms to understand the impacts of different 

mechanisms for emerging market firms to integrate into global industries. Over the past few 

decades, the idea that emerging economies should be integrated into the value chain of global 

industries has attracted much interest from host country governments. The most common 

method is to serve as suppliers and exporters for global lead firms through either externally 

outsourced or subsidiary relationships with lead firms. This has been a win-win solution for 

global lead firms in search of lower production bases and emerging market host economies. 

Not only would this pattern encourage domestic firms to improve their standards to 

become part of the value chain of global industries, it also generates economic development 

through inward FDI from multinational lead firms setting up their production and export bases 

in emerging economies. Local firms in emerging economies can learn and upgrade through 

their participation in these lead firm-initiated supply chain networks, while their products can 

access a broader and more global market through the sales and distribution networks of these 

lead multinational firms. Thailand’s export-led industrial development is no exception to this 

pattern, as the country has long relied on inward FDI and exports as key engines of growth.  

Although such lead firm-led integration in global value chains has been instrumental in 

Thailand’s economic and business development, the model is not without limitation. First, and 

foremost, is the lack of control over how much upgrading can be stipulated for local firms that 

played the part of local suppliers and exporters. Accessing the global value chain only at the 

operation level may indirectly limit the possibilities of upgrading to higher value-added 

activities as lead firms may prefer to keep those activities under their control and may perceive 

such moves as competition from their suppliers. Second, low-cost suppliers and exporters who 

undertake more standardized and less knowledge-intensive activities and compete on cost 

advantages may be replaced by other lower-cost suppliers in other countries. Third, focusing 

only on the lower end of the value chain may not allow domestic firms to achieve the necessary 

scale and scope economies that could prompt their further development. 

Under such limitations, domestic firms may opt to use international investment as a 

strategic move to improve their position vis-à-vis lead firms in the global value chains. It has 

been confirmed that international investment has a positive impact on the financial 

performance of the investing firms (Pananond and Cuervo-Cazurra, 2015). However, whether 

positive impacts on the investing firms would lead to spillovers for the home-country economy 

remains debatable. For this reason, this project aims to study the impacts of foreign expansion 

on domestic investment.  

We undertake this analysis based on the data on OFDI of publicly traded firms in the 

Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET). In general, studies on Thai OFDI have been based on the 
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aggregate analysis of data of UNCTAD and BOT. While both data sets can provide time-series 

statistics that are necessary to understand the evolution of OFDI from Thailand, they only 

provide aggregate data at the country and industry level without any information at the firm 

level. To complement the aggregate level analysis on Thai OFDI, we also provide more in-

depth firm-level analysis based on the international investment activities of SET-listed firms.  

Insights from the Study 
Our analysis comprises of two parts. The first part provides a descriptive review of the 

international activities of SET-listed firms. The firm-level data reveals a richer and more in-

depth picture of what SET-listed firms are doing abroad. In term of activity, it is clear that Thai 

multinationals across industries are concentrating their foreign investment efforts on operation 

and sales activities. The number of foreign subsidiaries in operations and sales is far superior 

to other types of activities. The predominance of these types of foreign investment reflects the 

expansion/relocation of operations and the market-seeking objectives of these firms. For the 

geographical spread, there is a diversity in locations, with China and Singapore, two very 

different countries in size and development, attracting most of the subsidiaries, and the Asean 

region being the most significant geographical area for Thai multinationals. While investment 

in operations and sales feature prominently across regions, only in Europe and America that 

we note the setting up of technology and R&D subsidiaries. Such findings confirm that while 

there is a tendency for Thai firms to go first to nearby markets, OFDI patterns do vary, based 

on the firm’s nature and strategy.  

The second part of our analysis looks specifically at the impact of foreign expansion on 

domestic investment. There is a debate on whether domestic and foreign investments are 

complements or substitutes. We find that in the case of SET-listed firms, domestic and foreign 

investments seem to complement, at least in the short run. In other words, foreign investments 

appear to have positive impacts on domestic investment, most notably within a one-year time 

lag. In order to understand more whether different types of foreign investment lead to different 

impacts, we go beyond the usual analysis and classify foreign investment into different 

categories of activities. We find that foreign investments in input, production, and management 

have a positive relationship on domestic investment, while other types of investment do not 

reveal any significant relationship.  

The findings from our research reveal a more varied and nuanced understanding of 

OFDI from Thailand. Contrary to the common understanding that Thai OFDI are driven by a 

few dominant patterns, particularly the relocation of operation activities to neighboring 

countries with lower costs of operation and the market-seeking investment in nearby Asian 

countries, we find that listed Thai companies have expanded their FDI in various directions 

and across geographical space. This result confirms that these Thai firms are broadening and 

deepening their activities across geographical space. While the majority may use international 

expansion as a way to deepen their value chain participation by relocating operation activities 

to lower-cost locations, some other firms use international expansion to broaden their value 

chain participation by extending their activities toward upstream and downstream ends of the 

value chain. Finally, we also find that the increase in Thai firms’ international expansion is 

complementary to their domestic investment, albeit within a brief window of time. In other 

words, foreign investments should benefit the home country as higher foreign investments are 

found to be accompanied by higher domestic investments.  
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Research implications 
 The arguments and findings of this study bear important theoretical implications on two 

research streams. First is the literature on global value chain (GVC) and how different positions 

of firms within the GVC bear consequences on the value addition and capture. The GVC 

literature has often been viewed from the perspective of lead firms from advanced economies, 

extending their networks through a combination of internalized and outsourced relationships 

that take place through on-shore or offshore activities. From this view, the nature and degree 

of GVC participation from emerging-market firms remain more in the hands of lead firms to 

determine how much they can do within the existing structure of the value chain.  

Typically, firms from emerging economies are integrated into GVCs as manufacturers 

and suppliers to multinational lead firms from advanced economies, in order to deliver final 

products to customers in those advanced economies. However, rapid and aggressive 

internationalization of Asian firms through mergers and acquisitions in both emerging and 

advanced economies has altered the power dynamics within many GVCs and challenged 

conventional assumptions concerning power relationships within the GVC. Our analysis 

reveals different positioning and patterns of emerging market firms expanding their activities 

throughout such chains. As these companies are already operating in countries with lower 

production costs, we find that they use international expansion either to further control their 

cost advantages through relocation to cheaper locations or to enhance their position in GVCs 

through investing in higher value-added activities in more advanced economies.  

 The ideas and arguments presented here also have implications for the country level 

literature that has analyzed the upgrading of middle-income countries through outward FDI. 

The issue of how emerging countries can develop and upgrade their economic standing to reach 

the next threshold of development is important. In addition, it is particularly relevant in the 

glaring challenge of the so-called middle-income trap, in which countries attempt to move 

away from undertaking only lower value-added activities but are challenged by the lack of 

more sophisticated resources required for innovation- and knowledge-intensive activities.  

 This literature often focuses on how emerging economies should invest in creating and 

improving innovations systems at home, and also integrate with the global economy through 

trade and FDI. Inward FDI is considered to be of particular importance as FDI flows are 

expected to contribute to the upgrading of local capabilities through various mechanisms of 

technology transfer.  By focusing on the analysis of global value chains, the ideas presented 

here contribute to a better understanding of another mechanism that enables emerging countries 

to develop by stressing how actions of firms are equally, if not more, important in the upgrading 

procedure of the home country. The emphasis on the role of the firm toward economic 

development has been less studied in the development literature.  

 The ideas presented here also provide a better understanding of the complementarity 

between trade and investment in upgrading the competitiveness of countries. The literature on 

international business has already discussed how trade and foreign investments are 

complementary rather than substitutes, with much of the trade being in the company trade 

within multinationals that disperse their activities across multiple countries and move around 

the materials, parts, and components to operations located in countries from which they can 

obtain a higher comparative advantage. Different from these studies, we have discussed the 

role of the firm in using foreign and domestic investment to help stimulate economic upgrading 

of an investing country. 

Policy implications 
 The ideas contained in this report carry important policy implications. First, it can help 

set a framework towards further development of OFDI from Thailand. We explain how and 
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confirm that foreign investment by Thai companies is a complement rather than a substitute for 

domestic investment. And this is particularly the case for investments in high value-added 

activities in advanced economies. Thus, future policies that aim to support the foreign 

expansion of Thai companies may want to emphasize encouraging companies that seek to 

upgrade their capabilities and invest in high value-added activities especially those related to 

improving their upstream or downstream activities in advanced economies. OFDI policies can, 

therefore, be targeted more towards company actions that are more likely to result not only in 

direct benefits for the investing firms but also benefits to the overall home economy as the 

complementarities and transfer of capabilities can take place from foreign to domestic 

operations. These principles can set policy directions for relevant government agencies, such 

as the Bank of Thailand (BOT), the Board of Investment (BOI), the National Economic and 

Social Development Board (NESDB), the EXIM Bank and related ministries, to tailor support 

activities that not only encourage firms to expand abroad just for the sake of international 

expansion, but also to use international expansion as a way to upgrade their competitive 

capabilities. Through regionally or globally broadening and deepening their value chain 

activities, these companies can assert more control of the value chain and improve their power 

position vis-à-vis global lead firms. In some cases, they may even become lead firms 

themselves. Such increased participation in value chain activities allows these firms to benefit 

more from maximizing the comparative advantages of countries, as well as the competitive 

advantages that they build through increases in scale and scope economies.  

Second, the ideas presented here can provide a better understanding of the linkages 

between inward FDI to and outward from emerging economies as part of global value chains 

participation. From being recipient of inward FDI when global lead firms from advanced 

economies set up manufacturing activities or establish outsourced alliances with local 

companies as supply and export platforms, these emerging economies and their firms can also 

expand their role in global value chain and engage in outward FDI to enhance their 

competitiveness through distributing their own value chain activities to benefit from the 

comparative advantages of other countries both in terms of lower production costs or sources 

of raw materials, as well as pools of more sophisticated technological and marketing 

capabilities and skills. Under this concept, multinationals from emerging economies can act as 

a channel for the transfer of capabilities they have acquired through linkages with 

multinationals from advanced economies to their own subsidiaries at home and in other 

countries. Enabling local firms to enhance their industrial base through international expansion 

can help the home country to maintain an internationally competitive industrial base. 

Therefore, one direct outcome of these discussions is the need for more coordination of policies 

designed by relevant agencies in the direction to attract inward FDI as well as the support for 

outward FDI. Instead of looking separately at each of these two aspects of investment, agencies 

such as the BOI, NESDB, and Ministry of Industry, should encourage and facilitate the creation 

of backward linkages capacity that could allow local firms that have cultivated relationships 

with inward foreign investors to be able to develop further through international expansion. 

Encouraging these two aspects of FDI in tandem could provide conduits for an increase in 

capabilities of local companies. As a consequence, policies toward inward FDI should consider 

whether and how those projects could further enhance the capabilities of local firms. Similarly, 

outward FDI policy framework should also encourage local firms that have been part of the 

foreign lead firm-driven value chain to consider international expansion as an alternative to 

foster the regional or global development of their own value chain.  

 Third, the arguments displayed here provide a better understanding of industrial 

development policy on how local companies can upgrade their capacity by engaging in 

international expansions that allow them to broaden or deepen their value chain activities. 

While expanding operation activities to other lower cost destinations enable the investing firm 
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to deepen their value chain participation, diversifying into different types of value-added 

activities along the GVC in other countries broaden the investing firm’s GVC outreach. Local 

companies can use international expansion as a way to access either lower cost locations or 

higher-capability ones. The international expansion along the GVC, in turn, enables the 

investing firm to hone their specialization at home while expanding in other areas of GVC 

activities in their overseas investment. This upgrading alternative differs from the usual pattern 

in which capability building is achieved via capability transfer from foreign multinational lead 

firms. Rather, the key implication here is that capability upgrading can also be initiated through 

supplier firms’ international expansion. Such FDI could enhance the competitiveness of local 

firms’ headquarters in emerging market, as well as allow these companies to be engaged in 

different value chain activities across locations. As a consequence, policy frameworks that aim 

at improving local industrial capacity should take into consideration how to encourage local 

firms’ broader participation in GVC activities in other countries and how those operations can 

be coordinated in order to allow the domestic firms to benefit from creating their own value 

chain regionally or globally.  

 In sum, the policy implications that arise from this research extends beyond just 

outward FDI promotion. We call for a policy framework that takes into consideration the local 

firms’ position in the value chain of their particular industry and how these positions can be 

enhanced through international expansion. Such policy directions need to be comprehensive in 

looking at the links between inward FDI, domestic industrial policy, and outward FDI. A 

thorough understanding of these GVC activities should enable the Thai government and its 

relevant agencies to come up with policies that are comprehensive toward the competitiveness 

of the Thai economy as a whole.  
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