determinants of russian Cross-border acquisitions: the joint effect of investment motives and inSTITUTIONAL context
Abstract

We examine the impact of macroeconomic influences on the trends of Russian cross-border M&As in the period 2007-2013. Our analysis gives an understanding of what attracts Russian acquirers abroad or in other words, what motives – market-seeking, resource-seeking, efficiency-seeking or asset (technology)-seeking – are critical for them. We extend our base-model to include institutional factors as not only host-country contingencies are important determinants of investment-location decisions, but institutional differences (or similarities) between Russia and the host country play a critical, moderating role. We test our model using data on 322 M&As launched by Russian firms in 46 countries in the period 2007-2013. We find that market-seeking and technology-seeking investments are key drivers of Russian cross-border M&A activities. Institutional context captured by differences in the level of corruption, political stability and national culture exhibit different moderating effects on the link between location decisions and cross-border M&As by Russian firms. 

INTRODUCTION
In the period 1999–2004 foreign direct investment (FDI) flows into Russia remained relatively low. The outward FDI however grew at unprecedented speed from 9.5 billion to 90.8 billion USD, mostly through cross-border M&As. By 2004 Russia, still lagging in economic development and stalling its market-economy transition, became one of the 20 largest investors in the world. Russian foreign investment grew further in subsequent years reaching USD 369 bn. in 2010. Several studies tried to explain this “Russian paradox” by putting to test existing paradigms of international investment (Andreff, 2002; Kalotay, 2005, 2008; Liuhto, 2005). However, scholars typically examined the investment strategies of a few large corporations, like Lukoil, Gasprom, Severstal, Norilsk Nickel and produced mostly descriptive studies (Vahtra and Liuhto, 2004; Liuhto, 2005; Vahtra, 2007; Panibratov and Kalotay, 2009; Panibratov, 2010; Kuznetsov, 2010, 2011). As a result, our understanding of Russian FDI motives remains incomplete (Kalotay and Sulstarova, 2010). 
An increasing number of research has examined investment motives and location choices of emerging-market (EM) firms (e.g., Jain, Hausknecht and Mukherjee, 2013; Ramasamy, Yeung and Laforet, 2012). This literature however is focused mostly on China and India (Deng and Yang, 2014). This comes as a surprise considering that Russian foreign investment is the highest among the BRIC countries (Fig.1). As Russian multinationals gain more prominence, the driving forces and strategic implications of their foreign investments deserve more scrutiny, further analysis and better understanding. We contribute by advancing knowledge about global macro-economic factors that influence the location of Russian foreign direct investments. 
[Insert Figure 1 here]
International business literature has highlighted the increasing importance of macroeconomic factors in explaining the location of international production activity (for example Dunning, 2009; Vasconcellos and Kish, 1998). However the approach to studying cross-border M&As as a form of FDI reveals a predominant focus on firm-level and industry-level factors (for example, Agarwal and Ramaswami, 1992; Brouthers, Brouthers and Werner, 1996; Somlev and Hoshino, 2005; Dikova, Rao Sahib and van Witteloostuijn, 2010). In an attempt to address this omission, several studies suggest that in order to explain the trends of cross-border M&A activities over time, it would be useful to examine the role of macroeconomic factors (Uddin and Boateng, 2011; Vasconcellos and Kish, 1998). Given that firms depend on their external environment to stabilize resource exchange and revenues (Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003), a macroeconomic focus could provide a valuable new insight into the location of Russian cross-border M&As. 

Our goal is to understand what attracts Russian investors abroad or in other words what motives - market-seeking, resource-seeking, efficiency-seeking or strategic asset (technology)-seeking - are critical for them. John Dunning introduced the OLI (Ownership-Location-Internalization) paradigm to explain the origin, pattern, and growth of offshore activities. Over the years, OLI has developed into perhaps the dominant paradigm in international business studies (Eden and Li, 2010). In this paper, we focus specifically on the L in the OLI paradigm (Dunning, 1993). A notable example of such approach is the study by Kalotay and Sulstarova (2010) of Russian FDI in the period 1993-2008. Despite its merits, their approach is somewhat limited as it treats the link between host market characteristics and foreign investment propensity as a dyadic interdependence and fails to account for potential institutional contingencies that may get in the way of Russian firms' investment motives. 
EM-related research shows that institutional factors often demonstrate a higher level of significance in determining FDI location choice than economic factors—Chinese outward FDI for example is attracted to countries with a combination of large natural resources and poor institutions (Kolstad and Wiig, 2012). Others report that EM firms prefer to invest in countries with a similar institutional environment (Bénassy-Quéré, Coupet and Mayer, 2007; Habib and Zurawicki, 2002). We extend this research by suggesting that institutional differences (or similarities) between Russia and the host country will have an impact on Russian cross-border M&A activity. Thus, the main thrust of our paper is that not only factors associated with the host country are important determinants of Russian firms' investment-location decisions, but the institutional context of the cross-border M&A deals plays an important, moderating role. 
We test our theory on recent data of Russian cross-border M&A activity over the 
period 2007-2013, derived from open sources (e.g., international databases and national statistic agencies). We find that Russian cross-border M&As are primarily driven by technology-seeking and market-seeking motives. Moreover, institutional context captured by differences (or similarities) in the level of corruption, political stability and national culture between Russia and the host country exhibit different moderating effects on the link between location decisions and Russian cross-border M&As.
BACKGROUND 
Most of the Russian outward foreign investment is created through cross-border mergers and acquisitions (M&As), a widely preferred strategy for international growth. Russian cross-border M&As maintain a steady upward trend as Russian multinationals typically opt for acquisitions abroad due to a lack of experience with bottom-up business development and a desire for fast returns on investment (Kalotay and Panibratov, 2013). Early studies of the drivers of Russian FDI suggested that initial investment motives were primarily of ‘system-escape’ type, driven by a desire to diversify assets as a safeguard against poor domestic economic conditions and political instability (Sokolov, 1991; Bulatov, 1998; Andreff, 2002) or to avoid excessive export duties and benefit from more favorable taxation abroad (Kalotay, 2005). In more recent years however, international acquisitions launched in a wide range of industries were aimed at achieving important strategic objectives, such as fast market access, acquisition of technology, access to natural resources and marketing channels (Kalotay and Sulstarova, 2010), strengthening of market positions, increasing control over global value chains and attempts to improve overall competitiveness (Vahtra and Liuhto, 2004). 
Although a significant number of cross-border M&As took place in natural-resource-based industries, unlike their Chinese and Indian competitors, Russian firms’ motives for these deals were not securing the supply of materials to their home market but establishing control of the global markets (Kalotay and Panibratov, 2013). For example, Russian oil enterprises (e.g., Lukoil) typically undertook cross-border M&As to internalize the downstream activities of their international value chain such as oil-processing and final-product distribution (UNCTAD, 2005). The desire to control the upstream (exploration and extraction) global value-chain activities was typical for Russian metal and mining multinationals (e.g., Severstal, Alrosa, Norilsk Nickel). For example, a clear resource-seeking motive lead to the acquisition of 20% stake (worth $ 1.2  billion) of South Africa’s Gold Fields Ltd. by Norilsk Nickel in 2004, a transaction which made Norilsk the world’s fourth largest gold miner and diversified its existing production of nickel and palladium (Kalotay, 2005). 
Before the economic crises (2007-2008) the largest M&A  transactions mainly  involved  Russian  metallurgy and mining firms  (e.g.,  Norilsk  Nickel,  Evraz  Group,  RusAl, MMK, NLMK) purchasing assets mostly in Canada, Italy and the United States. In the aftermath of the global economic crisis, the fastest recovering sector was oil and gas industry—in 2008-2009 Surgutneftegaz purchased  21%  of the shares  of MOL  Hungarian  Oil and Gas Plc. (USD 1.8 bn.), Lukoil bought 46% of Lukarco refinery in the Netherlands (USD 1.65 bn.) and acquired 49% (USD 1.85 bn.) of Italy’s ERG refinery in Sicily while Rosneft acquired 50% of Ruhr Öl in Germany (USD 1.6 bn.). Perhaps a major factor to consider in this period is the reduction in the price of foreign assets targeted by the Russian companies. For example, Severstal  saved  USD  423  million (USD  1.3 bn. original  price) in 2008 by purchasing  coal-mining  company PBS Coals in Canada and NLMK  saved USD  50 million  (USD 400 mln. original price) by purchasing the US steelmaking firm Beta Steel (Panibratov and Kalotay, 2009). 
Several Russian companies also closed down major foreign subsidiaries in machinery, construction and insurance, among others. The situation in the iron and steel industry is most striking: MAIR and Estar declared bankruptcy, while Koks sold all of its Slovenian plants. Even the M&A activities of the relatively successful steel companies were interrupted in 2008. In 2010, the economic recovery started and M&A deals in other industries showed that Russia remained an important foreign direct investor. For example, Russian telecommunication firm VimpelCom registered a remarkable acquisition activity in 2010-2011 by purchasing the Ukrainian Kiyvstar GSM (USD 5.6 bn.) and the Italian WindTelecom SPA (USD 6.5 bn.). Despite the relatively small value of M&A deals (USD 100 mln.), many Russian IT firms started aggressive international diversification (e.g., Digital Sky Technologies). The internationalization of Russian telecommunication firms (e.g. MTS, VimpelCom) and was mostly driven by (regional) market-seeking motives rather than global technology-seeking motives. 
Anecdotic evidence shows that most of the Russian investments were made in developed countries, such as EFTA countries and the United States (Fig. 2).  CIS countries received relatively small fraction of the Russian investments regardless of their historical links and geographic proximity to Russia. Albeit informative, this information cannot demonstrate the presence or the absence of an effect of a specific investment-location driver of Russian M&A activity. We cannot rule out that other factors actually influenced location preferences of Russian investors. In order to account for such effects, a more systematic approach is required. 
[Insert Figure 2 here]
THEORY AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
Most academic research on cross-border M&As is still driven by an emphasis on the firm-specific determinants of this type of international economic activity, however, we intend to add to the literature showing a renewed interest in the spatial aspects of FDI and how these affect firms’ competitive advantages (Dunning, 2009). Literature has acknowledged that the location preferences of foreign direct investors will not depend so much on the types of economic activities but on the motives for the investment such as resource-seeking, market-seeking or efficiency-seeking (Dunning, 1993). In the eclectic paradigm, Dunning adopted a reductionist approach where the three distinct types of advantages (e.g., O, L, and I) were used as ‘envelope concepts to explain MNE activities’ (Verbeke and Yuan, 2010: 93). The main intent therefore was to uncover the rationale underlying ‘the international production of all firms from a particular country or group of countries’ (Dunning, 2001: 186). In this sense, the eclectic paradigm is ‘not about a specific firm but the home country firm as an institution’ (Madhok and Phene, 2001: 246) and the O-advantages reflect the general advantages of group of firms. As a result, there is indeed a limited consideration of the uniqueness of individual firms which on the one hand constrains the typology’s relevance for strategic management purposes in any particular firm (Tallman, 2004) but on the other hand allows us to discover specific L-advantages in the case of Russian firms’ cross-border acquisitions.   

Dunning (2009) observed a change in the global motives for FDI caused by the growth of strategic asset-seeking investments which aim less at exploiting existing ownership advantages and more at protecting or augmenting these advantages by acquisition of new assets. Luo and Tung (2007: 481) suggest different reasons for this change that are more applicable to emerging-market (EM) firms’ internationalization motives—EM firms acquire strategic assets through aggressive acquisitions to compete more effectively against developed-market multinationals and to ‘reduce their institutional and market constraints at home’. Albeit we acknowledge these recent developments, for the sake of inclusivity we develop our theory by addressing four possible types of internationalization motives of Russian firms that aim at launching market-seeking, resource-seeking, strategic asset (knowledge)-seeking and efficiency-seeking cross-border M&As.  
Market-seeking M&As

One of the most important drivers of FDI is market size. Large markets attract M&A deals because of the possibility to benefit from economies of scale in production and distribution of goods and services in the host market (Kyrkilis and Pantelidis, 2003; Tolentino, 2010) and agglomeration economies that can reduce the costs of all producers in that market (Dunning, 2009). As market size increases, so do opportunities for efficient utilization of resources and for exploitation of economies of scale and scope (UNCTAD, 1998). The host market represents a pool of resources that potential foreign acquirers can leverage through flows of assets, information and legitimacy hence, market size is typically associated with an increased possibility for M&A deals (Gaffney et al., 2013; Karney, 2012). 

Russian domestic market often limits the operation of local firms because of constraints such as unreliable key-suppliers, difficult relationship with local regulators, low-income customers and unstable institutions, among others. Cross-border M&As can be an efficient way for Russian firms to gain more power and control over new markets and ensure less dependence on home markets (Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003). For example, acquiring ownership stake in prestigious foreign firms might help Russian firms overcome liabilities of foreignness by conveying signals of legitimacy to new consumers (Peng, 2012; Pollock, et al., 2010). Larger market size (e.g. purchasing power per capita) also reflects the financial wealth of the country and is typically associated with the ability of EM firms to develop firm-specific advantages through local acquisitions (Di Giovanni, 2005; Nicholson and Salaber, 2013). Furthermore, acquiring targets in larger markets allows firms to use these as a base to export to smaller markets in the region. By concentrating production in one place the acquiring firm can simultaneously realize economies of scale and also minimize transportation costs (De Beule and Duanmu, 2012). We expect that market size will be associated with a higher number of cross-border acquisitions initiated by Russian firms. Thus,

H1: There is a positive association between Russian cross-border M&As and host country market size.

Resource-seeking M&As

Resource-seeking drivers of foreign investment are important to consider because firms rely on resource availability for future economic activity (Deng and Yang, 2014).  Firms resort to cross-border M&As as a way to cope with environmental uncertainty and absorb more (or cheaper) resources (Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003). A focus on resource-drivers of acquisitions (both natural and strategic) is critical because cross-border M&As require matching the resources provided by the target firm with the need of the acquirer (Haleblian et al., 2009). We expect that resource-rich countries would be preferred as investment location by Russian acquirers—a large number of Russian firms are active in resource-intensive industries that are of critical importance for the Russian economy. 
Resource-seeking motives are very often observed in mining, ore and metallurgical industries. According to the OLI framework, firms engage in upstream, vertical-integration investments to exploit local natural resources as inputs in the production process at home and abroad (Dunning, 1993). Emerging-market multinationals engage in resource-seeking investments due to increased demands for their products both at home and overseas (De Beule and Duanmu, 2012). For example, Russian non-ferrous metal producers like Norilsk Nickel and Alrosa have already either faced the growing cost of mining in the Russian Federation or have discovered that domestic extraction volumes are insufficient for the improvement of processing capacity (e.g., UC Rusal). International diversification of the resource base has become vital for large Russian oil and gas companies—a steady supply of inputs at stable prices has become essential to their production processes. Acquiring and securing a continuous supply of natural resources is critical for Russian firms, hence, the number of Russian cross-border M&As will be positively associated with local (host-country) availability of natural resources.  We have   

 
H2: There is a positive association between Russian cross-border M&As and host country natural resource-endowment.

Strategic-asset-seeking M&As

Knowledge seeking investment is undertaken in order to develop new advantages and/or to upgrade existing ones. In information-intensive industries, various kinds of knowledge, both tacit and codified, replace physical assets as the most critical resources (Nachum and Zaheer, 2005). Knowledge-seeking drivers stem from a desire to gain quick access to technological innovations, advanced marketing, and management know-how through foreign acquisitions. Past studies suggest that patent-protected technology and managerial knowhow create major motivations for EM firms to engage in cross-border M&As (Jullens, 2013; Rabbiossi, Stefano and Bertoni, 2012). Many have resorted to aggressive acquisitions in order to access novel product technology, established brand names and distribution networks abroad (Nicholson and Salaber, 2013; Su, 2013).
A large number of Russian firms operate in traditional, resource-intensive industries characterized by mature technologies. However, we do not exclude the possibility that M&A by Russian firms in resource-intensive sectors are also partly driven by technology-access motivations. For example, Lukoil aims at acquiring advanced technology, including exploration and enhanced oil and recovery technology, as well as modern oil-processing technology (Kalotay and Panibrarov, 2013). Firms active in more technology-intensive sectors such as the automotive industry, telecommunication and other (e.g., OMZ, GAZ Group and Sitronics) are likely to seek cross-border acquisitions that would grant them access to advanced proprietary technology, strategic assets (e.g. brands and local distribution networks) or other capabilities abroad. Therefore, we propose 
 
H3: There is a positive association between Russian cross-border M&As and host country strategic (knowledge-based) assets.
Efficiency-seeking M&As
Vertical, efficiency-seeking FDI aims at producing intermediate or final goods in the cheapest locations, primarily for export to third markets (Dunning, 1993). Therefore, efficiency-seeking investment is driven by the intention to spread value-adding activities geographically in order to take advantage of differences in the availability and the cost of production factors in different countries (Nachum and Zaheer, 2005). Essentially this is a decision of the firm how best to configure its activities internationally, in line with the comparative advantage of different locations (Zaheer and Marakhan, 2001), and in order to maximize efficiency and reduce costs.  Thus, the foreign investment is said to be efficiency-seeking when the firm can gain from the common governance of geographically dispersed activities in the presence of economies of scale and scope. 
Bevan and Estrin (2000) found evidence that prospective membership of the European Union, conductive to the establishment of regional corporate networks, seems to have attracted more of efficiency-seeking FDI after the initial announcement of the progress of EU accession. Chinese companies also engage in global vertical integration but mainly by buying producers of specialized machinery and equipment (Alon, Hale and Santos, 2010). Typically, labor costs differential is considered an important determinant of efficiency-seeking FDI (e.g. Schneider & Frey, 1985; Summary & Summary, 1995; Wheeler & Mody, 1992; London & Ross, 1995). The spread of activity geographically involves a great deal of coordination and knowledge transfer, hence by reducing the costs through accessing cheaper labor, Russian firms can increase their potential for value-adding activity abroad. It can be argued that locational advantage induced by low wages increases the prospects of low production costs for Russian manufacturing firms. We expect that Russian firms engage in efficiency seeking M&As in target countries with relatively low wage rates. Thus
H4: There is a positive association between Russian cross-border M&As and host country (low) labor costs.

Institutional context and drivers of M&A

Institutional theory postulates that multinational firms need to confirm to various institutional pressures in order to establish legitimacy in the host nation, which in turn helps them to ensure subsequent business success and continued market survival (Dikova, Rao Sahib and van Witteloostuijn, 2010). Institutions provide formal and informal rules of the game in any given economy, governing the behavior of economic agents in the society (North, 1990). Formal institutions thus comprise of rules, laws, and practices in a given society, and informal institutions encompass implicit values and norms of culture, language and society (Contractor et al., 2014). Both formal and informal institutions vary across nations. For example, regulations are less restrictive in some nations and more restrictive in others (Ang and Michailova, 2008); they can be more exhaustive, clearly presented and better enforced in some nations (e.g., the USA) than in others (e.g., China and India) (Chao and Kumar, 2010). Recent literature has provided data and metrics for each country whereby researchers can measure the institutional quality and differences between countries (Berry et al., 2010). To be successful in FDI, firms need to possess thorough knowledge of the host country’s characteristics, political rules, legal frameworks and social norms. Regardless of the importance of the institutional context, its effect on cross-border M&As has been sparsely researched (Contractor et al., 2014; Ferreira et al., 2014).   
Cross-border M&A deals are associated with a great deal of complexity and uncertainty because of the need to pass major procedural hurdles. For example, cross-border M&As have to comply with domestic and international regulations, such as antitrust laws and procedures for merger/acquisition evaluations (Dikova et al., 2010). Governments like the USA and supranational organizations like the European Commission have long been keen on preventing corporate-market dominance by regulating the M&A deals through antitrust legislation (Finkelstein, 1997). The institutional complexity of cross-border M&A deals is significant because these deals are subject to a regulatory scrutiny induced by bureaucratic self interest, political extraction and private benefits such as protecting local firms (Bittlingmayer and Hazlett, 2000). In the US for example, the principal federal antitrust law governing corporate acquisitions and mergers prohibits one corporation from acquiring the stock or assets of another if the effect of such deal substantially lessens competition or creates monopoly (Wier, 1983). Similar competition regulations in about 90 countries across the world (Singh, 2002) require a diligent examination of every publicly announced merger or acquisition deal.
The national institutional context in which Russian firms operate is a key driver of their ways of organizing, conditioning their practices and members’ understandings as well as constraining their organizational choices (Mtar, 2010). The differences between Russian institutional context and the host-country institutional context will exaggerate the complexity of the M&A transaction, because acquirers typically understand and adjust more easily to an institutional environment that is similar to the one in their home country (Kostova and Zaheer, 1999). The pressure for compliance with host-country rules and laws that Russian acquirers cannot easily comprehend may deter them from engaging or completing otherwise lucrative M&A deals that could provide access to a large market, to valuable resources and knowledge or cheaper labor. Furthermore, the greater the institutional differences between Russia and the host country, the more problematic the transfer of an acquired resource is likely to be, especially in the case of intangible resources such as knowledge, technologies or strategic assets in general (Kostova, 1999). Given the limited scale and absorptive capacity, Russian firms may be more inclined to acquire targets in institutionally similar host countries because the integration of such targets is likely more manageable (De Beule and Duanmu, 2012). Clearly, it is of critical importance to consider the complexity of the institutional context surrounding a cross-border M&A deal. We have 
H5: There is a negative association between Russian cross-border M&As and institutional difference between Russia and a given host country.

The level of institutional complexity may have an impact on the location choices of Russian foreign investors.  Past research revealed that Chinese cross-border acquisitions in certain industries (e.g., mining) are sensitive to political concerns and are more likely to receive resistance in the host country (Zhang, Zhou and Ebbers, 2011). For instance, some of the resource-seeking acquisition bids of Chinese firms in more developed countries such as CNOOC’s bid for UNICAL, CNPC’s bid for Yukos, MinMetals’ bid for Noranda and Chinalco’s attempted participation in Rio Tonto were cancelled due to political interference (De Beule and Duanmu, 2012). As a result, Chinese firms redirected their quest for raw materials towards less developed regions like Africa (De Beule and Van Den Bulcke, 2009). Typically, resource-seeking Chinese and Indian firms acquire firms in institutionally less developed countries (De Beule and Duanmu, 2012). Cuervo-Cazurra (2006) showed that investors from countries with high corruption and a lack of enforcement of anticorruption laws select similar countries when they internationalize in order to exploit their familiarity with corrupt environments and because they face lower costs of operating as opposed to other investors. Egger and Winner (2005) suggest a “helping hand” impact of corruption on foreign investment according to which corrupt environments hasten the bureaucratic processes of setting up businesses. The sum of an acquisition premium, transaction- and integration costs can represent a considerable fraction of the business value (Lee and Lieberman, 2010). As a result, acquisitions tend to be a very expensive way to expand internationally, with institutional differences adding to the associated costs. We suggest that resource- and efficiency-driven acquisitions of Russian firms are likely to be located in institutionally similar countries because of cost efficiencies and familiarity benefits associated with such deals. Therefore,  
H6a:  Institutional differences will have a negative moderating effect on the association between Russian cross-border M&As and (low) labor costs and natural resources of a host country.   
Strategic-assets-seeking M&As of Russian investors are likely to be directed to developed-market economies. Such destinations have typically better institutions than the institutions at home, because of the legal system that ensures contract enforcement and property rights, low level of corruption, sound and unobtrusive regulation that promotes private initiative, high accountability, good quality of public services and political stability (Aleksynska and Havrylchyk, 2013). In order to improve their own global competitiveness, Russian firms may consider purchasing multinationals with famous brands and the latest technologies. Host governments however are likely to be more sensitive to such acquisitions because equipped with innovation-based knowledge, Russian acquirers are more likely to become challengers to home-based multinationals (Jullens, 2013; Sun et al., 2012). In addition, stricter anti-merger legislation may discourage cross-border acquisitions in institutionally advanced locations because of possible demands by antitrust authorities towards acquirers to divest some of the valuable assets purchased through the M&As (Santos and Eisenhardt, 2005). 
Institutional differences bring about anxiety and discomfort relating to uncertain, unpredictable outcomes and unforeseen costs (Zhao et al., 2004). When Russian firms strive to acquire in unfamiliar or different institutional context as a way to get access to a bigger or more sophisticated (developed) market, they would have to adapt their business practices related for example to contracts with employees, agents, and distributors (Chang and Rosenzweig, 2001). Such adjustments are needed for obtaining local legitimacy and for gaining the trust of the employees of the target firm. Local institutions can influence the strategies of Russian acquirers because of the risks and penalties associated with the organizational deviance from legal rules (Estrin et al., 2009; Xu and Shenkar, 2002). Additionally, host country governments can use their authoritative power to restrict the behavior of foreign firms (Arslan and Larimo, 2011). Furthermore, if a Russian firm attempts an acquisition in a developed-market economy (i.e., institutionally different host country) as a way to get aces to a strategic asset (technology) or the host market, it may face government intervention due to local political interests often related to the fact that most prominent Russian firms are state-controlled or subject to state intervention (Ferreira et al., 2014). In sum, host countries with strong endowments of strategic (knowledge) assets may be considered as less attractive for Russian firms as such markets reflect high competitive entry-barriers to EM multinationals (Pradhan, 2011). Thus,
H6b:  Institutional differences will have a negative moderating effect on the association between Russian cross-border M&As and host country’s market size and strategic assets (knowledge).   
DATA, VARIABLES AND METHODS
Data sources for this study include ZEPHYR Bureau van Dijk database, OECD database, World Bank reports, The Central Bank of Russian Federation – for data on Russian FDI, Thomson Reuters Eikon – for macroeconomic data, Transparency International web site for CPI index. We obtained a sample of 322 cross-border M&As launched by Russian firms in 46 countries in the period 2007-2013. 
Our dependent variable is the number of Russian cross-border M&A. It is measured as the number of completed annually M&A deals in each host market for the period 2007-2013. The choice for the number of cross-border M&A as a dependent variable, instead of total value of M&A (or investment volume), was determined by a number of arguments. More and more studies use the number of M&A as an effective alternative measure in the examination of M&A deals in emerging markets (e.g., Deng and Yang, 2014; Lin et al., 2009; Zhang et al., 2011). It shows overall level of activity in terms of cross-border acquisitions. The use of the number of M&A allows adoption of more accurate data which increases the validity of the results.
We include a number of independent variables that allow us to capture the different motives for Russian firms to engage in M&A deals. Following Kang and Jiang (2012) we use GDP per capita in the host country to estimate market size. It allows identifying the relevance of market-seeking motives in Russian cross-border M&As. The choice for a certain location stimulated by resource-seeking motives depends on the endowment of the host market with natural resources. This motive is captured by the Percentage of natural resources export in total merchandised export (Buckley et al., 2007; Kang, Jiang, 2012). Export of natural resources includes export of fuel, ore and metal. The data on export of natural resources were provided by Thomson Reuters Eikon database. Our choice of measure as based on the assumption that the larger the export of natural resources in a host country is, the more attractive it is for investments aiming at natural-resources exploitation. The variable Number of patents is used to capture (knowledge) technology-seeking motives (Buckley et al., 2007; Sauvant, 2008). It is measured as a number of applications to European Patent Organization and United States Patent and Trademark Office by applicants whose country of residence is the M&A-target host country. Another variable associated with technology-seeking motives is the Volume of R&D expenditures. It is measured as R&D expenditures as a percentage of host country GDP. Data for both variables were taken in OECD database. By employing two complementing measures for technology-intensive host markets, we are confident that we can better determine whether a particular location attracted M&As by Russian companies looking for knowledge (strategic) assets as a way of advancing competitive advantages. Average monthly wage in manufacturing sectors is widely used as a measure of production efficiency (Kang and Jiang, 2012). EM firms often invest in developing markets to benefit from lower labor costs. The data for most host countries were collected from OECD database, and for the countries not covered by OECD database the data were taken from United Nations Economic Commission for Europe Statistical Database. 

We use several variables to capture institutional differences. First, we have Corruption perception distance which is measured as a difference between home and host country CPI (Corruption Perception Index), a composite index calculated annually for a number of countries by Transparency International organization which reflects the view of observers and experts all around the world on the level of corruption in the public sector of a certain country (Demirbag et al., 2010; Robertson and Watson, 2004). Another institutional variable is Cultural distance which represents cultural difference between home (Russia) and host country environment and is aimed at capturing ‘soft’ institutions (e.g., norms of behavior and local customs). We calculated a composite variable using the Kogut and Singh’s formula (Kogut and Singh, 1988) to combine four Hofstede’s cultural dimensions into one parameter (our approach is similar to the one employed by Deng and Yang (2015) and Kang and Jiang (2012). Finally, we also consider the level of political instability in a given country, which reflects the level of a threat by social protest posed to national governments. We employ Political stability distance, measured by the difference between home (Russia) and host country Political Instability Index (PII). PII is widely used in research on FDI and M&A to capture governmental and cultural sources of instability in host country (e.g. Fisch, 2011). PII values are provided by the Economist database. In addition, as control measures, we include Russian GDP per capita to measure the level of development of the home market (Robertson and Watson, 2004). The data on Russian GDP per capita were taken from Thomson Reuters Eikon database. The decrease in Russian GDP per capita could be considered as a push factor to internationalize. Two dummy variables, CIS membership and Developed country were also included. CIS countries share common cultural, legal and historical links with Russia and they may be preferred by Russian companies as ‘comfortable’ or familiar investment locations. Exchange rate of US dollars to Russian rubles and Interest rate in Russia are also used as control variables (Buckley et al., 2007). Host country GDP was also included as a control variable. GDP per capita shows the purchasing power of economic agents in the market while GDP expresses the volume of the market. GDP per capita is often considered to be the better indicator of market size, however we opted for including both as the rise of GDP per capita doesn't necessarily mean an increase in the economic volume as it could be associated, for example, with a drop in population size and vice versa.  
The summary on variables is presented in Table 1.
[Insert Table 1 here]

Due to the nature of our dependent variable (number of M&As), we use non-negative integers, i.e. count data. Linear regression doesn’t take into account discreteness, non-negativity and specific statistical distribution of count data. Hence, it makes linear regression inappropriate for analysis. Count data could be processed with Poisson regression or negative binomial regression. Negative binomial regression is preferable as it has advantages over Poisson regression and also concedes the variance in the rate of underlying process across observations according to a gamma distribution (Wooldridge, 2001). We lagged all independent variables by one year so as to avoid possible endogeneity with the dependent variable in the model.
Taking into consideration the nature of dependent and independent variables the following model is specified:

NumM&Ait=β0+β1*logGDPpchcit+β2*NatReshcit+β3*logPTNhcit+β4*R&Dhcit+β5*logWagehcit+β6*CPIDisi+β7*logCulDisi+β8*logPIIDisit+β9*logGDPpcrust+β10*logGDPhcit+β11*LExcRt+ β12*IntRt+ β13*CISi+β14*Developedi+εit,
where i=1…46 represents host country, t = 2007…2013 – year, and εit is an error term that captures the amount by which our observation differs from its expected value. 

RESULTS

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for the number of cross-border M&As by Russian companies in 2007-2013 and all variables included in our model.

[Insert Table 2 here]

Table 3 reports the results of negative binomial regression analysis for the Model 1 which includes all the variables and test direct effects.

[Insert Table 3 here]
Our results provide support to hypothesis H1. There is a statistically significant positive association between the number of Russian cross-border M&As and host country GDP per capita. Hypothesis H2 is rejected as our results show a significant negative association between the number of Russian cross-border M&As and host country’s natural resource endowment. This is an interesting finding as it seems that contrary to theory (and our expectations)—despite the economic predominance of Russian firms active in resource-sectors of the economy, Russian cross-border M&As do not seem to be primarily driven by resource-seeking motives. It is possible that investments driven by resource-access motivations are not executed through acquisitions but through greenfields (which of course is not reflected in our data). 
The number of patents in the host country is positively associated with the number of Russian cross-border M&As which provides partial support to hypothesis H3. Our second variable, R&D expenditures as percent of host country’s GDP was insignificant. It could be that the number of patents is a better indicator of technological knowledge availability and the direct benefit to an acquisition is easier to anticipate and estimate. The results could also show that for Russian investors, the total amount of R&D expenditures in a host country is not necessarily an indicator of the potential technological benefits a specific acquisition in the host country may provide. Furthermore, our results show a lack of significant association between Russian cross-border M&As and host country labor costs which fails to provide support to our hypothesis H4. Efficiency-seeking motives seem not to be a critical driver of Russian cross-border M&As. The importance of efficiency-seeking motives is typical for investments originating from highly developed countries so our findings are perhaps somewhat expected and intuitive in the case of Russian cross-border M&As. 

Hypothesis 5 suggests that institutional differences have a negative effect on Russian cross-border M&A activity. We observe a negative effect of cultural differences which provides a partial support to Hypothesis 5. However, corruption perception difference is insignificant and contrary to our expectations, political stability difference is positively and significantly related to Russian M&As. Considering that political stability in Russia is estimated as relatively low, perhaps Russian investors are attracted to more different, hence politically stable locations  (e.g. in comparison to Germany’s ‘Political stability and absence of violence’ index of 80 points in 2008, Russia scores in the same year as low as 20 points). 

To test the moderating effect of our institutional variables suggested by hypotheses 6a and 6b we followed the approach of Penner-Hahn and Shaver (2005) and Deng and Yang (2014). We divided our original sample into sub-subsamples by the mean of the respective moderating variable (low vs. high institutional difference), then applied negative binomial regression to each model to test for moderating effects. We examined the marginal effects of the independent variables on the dependent variable for each subsample. Model 2 and Model 3 test the moderating effect of corruption differences (Model 2 shows the influence of low corruption differences while Model 3 of high corruption differences) , Model 4 and Model 5 test the moderating effect of political-stability differences (Model 4 examines low- and Model 5 high political-stability differences) and Model 6 and Model 7 test the moderating effect of cultural differences between Russia and the host country on the association between Russian investment motives and cross-border M&As. As institutional characteristics of host country are highly correlated with the dummy CIS country or the dummy Developed country, the division of original sample into subsamples on the basis of low/high corruption- and cultural difference results in even higher correlation which leads to the omission of the dummy variables CIS and Developed in Model 2 and Model 6 because of multicollinearity. The results for all 6 models are presented in Table 4. 
As shown in Table 4, when corruption and cultural differences are small, the coefficient of our efficiency-seeking predictor (Average annual wage) becomes significant and positive indicating that efficiency drivers of Russian M&As are present in locations similar to Russia (with respect to level of corruption and culture). The average marginal effect of this predictor is higher for the low cultural-difference model (2.21>1.24) thus efficiency-seeking M&As are stimulated more by the cultural similarities between Russia and the host country than by similarities in corruption levels between Russia and the host country. However, locations characterized by high political-stability differences are not attractive for efficiency-seeking M&A location—the coefficient of our Average annual wage is negative and significant indicating that when the level of political stability is very different from the one in Russia, investors are deterred from launching efficiency-seeking M&As. 
Furthermore, the coefficients of GDP per capita host country, Natural resources and R&D expenditures are negative and significant for the models with small (low) corruption difference and small (low) cultural difference revealing that market-seeking, resource-seeking and strategic asset (knowledge) seeking investments through cross-border M&As are negatively influenced by institutional similarities (these types of M&As are unlikely to be located in a similar institutional environment as observed in Russia). In models 3 and 5 (marking high corruption difference and high political stability difference), the coefficients of GDP per capita are significant and positive indicating that politically-stable and uncorrupt host countries are likely locations for market-seeking Russian M&As. All these findings provide partial support to hypotheses 6a and 6b— institutional differences indeed show a moderating impact on the link between investment motives and cross-border M&A activity however this impact varies across the different institutional indicators and investment motives. An interesting finding is the significant and positive coefficient of Number of patents, our alternative predictor of technology-seeking motives for launching cross-border M&As, in the models of small (low) corruption difference and small (low) political stability difference. Perhaps the familiarity benefit in such environments facilitates an easy adoption of the purchased technology.   
[Insert Table 4 here]
DISCUSSION
In this paper we apply the OLI paradigm and extend it with institutional-theory elements to examine the impact of macroeconomic- and institutional influences on the trends of Russian cross-border M&As over the period 2007-2013. Our analysis gives an understanding of what attracts Russian investors abroad or in other words what motives – market-seeking, resource-seeking, efficiency-seeking or asset (technology)-seeking – are critical for them. We move beyond the limitations of past research which typically tackled this issue as a dyadic interdependence between host market characteristics and firms’ investment propensity. We argued that this approach fails to account for potential institutional differences that may get in the way of Russian firms’ investment motives. Thus, our main goal was to demonstrate theoretically and empirically that not only factors associated with the M&A target (host) country are important determinants of Russian firms’ investment-location decisions, but that institutional differences between Russia and the host country play an important, moderating role. We tested our model using current data on number of Russian cross-border M&As for the years 2007-2011.  
Indeed, when dyadic interdependence was examined, we discovered that efficiency- and resource-seeking motives are not the best predictors of Russian cross-border M&A behavior.  Perhaps not surprisingly, efficiency-driven investors typically opt for gereenfields rather than acquisitions to avoid additional sunk costs such as paying a hefty acquisition premium, reconfiguring an existing organizational structure and integrating the acquired firm. The mere insignificance of the efficiency-seeking predictor precludes us from drawing definitive conclusions, however, the resource-seeking predictor showed a significant negative association with Russian cross-border M&As. Anecdotal evidence shows that many Russian firms, engaging in foreign investment to secure access to natural resources, invest in relative small, lesser developed countries located in Africa, Caribbean or Middle East regions. Most likely these investments were made via greenfields rather than acquisitions as there is likely to be a shortage of appropriate acquisition targets in such locations. One of the main motives for Russian cross-border M&As turned out to be the search for new markets and customers. Furthermore, a significant number of Russian M&As were initiated for strategic-asset seeking (technology) reasons. This finding is in line with similar research showing that strategic asset-seeking motives dominate among EM firms (Deng and Yang, 2015).

The main findings of our study are related to the moderating importance of institutional differences between Russia and the host countries in our sample. For example, the association between resource-seeking motives and the number of cross-border M&As was negatively influenced by small institutional differences. In other words, institutional similarity between Russia and the host country strengthened the negative association between resource-seeking motives and the number of M&A deals. Not only were such motives not related to cross-border M&A activity of Russian firms, resource-seeking acquisitions were further discouraged by institutional similarities to Russia specifically pertaining to corruption and culture. Institutional similarities did not however discourage efficiency-seeking acquisitions—such deals were initiated in institutionally similar locations with respect to corruption and culture. This result is not surprising, especially in view of the (mostly) significant dummy CIS member.  Russian firms launch acquisitions in CIS countries perhaps due to historical links and institutional similarities. It is possible that CIS countries are destinations where Russian firms can relatively easily establish local presence, exploit superior ownership advantages and lower costs of production, gather foreign market experience and then invest in more developed or more distant geographic markets. 
Institutional differences showed a positive moderating effect on the relationship between market-seeking investment motives and the number of cross-border Russian M&As. The more different from Russia the host market was with respect to corruption and political stability, the stronger the association between market-seeking investment motives and number of M&A deals; Cultural- and corruption similarities served as a deterrent of market-seeking M&As. Similar results were found for the relationship between host-country’s R&D expenditures and the number of Russian cross-border M&As, perhaps due to the fact that developed economies (with higher GDP per capita index) typically invest on average more in R&D than less developed and transition economies. Despite the observation that Russian M&As were mostly located in developed economies, driven by market- and technology-seeking motives, our alternative measure of available technology assets in the host country, number of parents, revealed an interesting result. In view of this specific predictor, acquisitions were mostly located in institutionally similar countries. Perhaps institutional similarities positively influenced the ability of the Russian acquirers to integrate the target firm, absorb the technological knowledge (e.g. registered patents) and benefit quickly from the newly acquired strategic asset. 
In comparison to previous studies on Russian outward FDI we see a change from resource-seeking FDI to strategic asset-seeking and technology seeking investments. For example, firms like Renova and Altimo typically look for opportunities to source technological know-knows from abroad. Perhaps a relatively weak global competitive position in early 2000s stimulated a change in the expansion strategy of Russian firms towards an increase in technology-seeking investments. Technology-seeking investments often result in the transfer of technology back to the headquarters and in improvement of ownership advantages of Russian multinational firms. Thus, this type of investment supports a sustainable competitive position of the company in the long run and can serve as a springboard for a further increase in outward investments. To the contrary, market- and resource-seeking types of investment have a lower potential for an increase in global competitiveness through technological spillovers. 

The results of our research could be useful to policy-makers. The Russian government should recognize the economic benefits of outward investment, in particular, for the purpose of developing and advancing Russian firms’ competitiveness. Large Russian multinational companies (NLMK, Gazprom, Severstal and Rosneft) have strengthen their global market position through outward investments, by securing a global value chain, and by getting access to natural resources and large new markets. Technology-seeking outward investments on the other hand have a huge potential for an economic modernization of the domestic economy. 

We believe that the overall image of Russia as a foreign investor can and should be improved. One way to do this is through an extension of business connections with foreign economic agents, exchange of information, conducting collaborative research about activities of Russian multinational firms and sharing the results of these studies. To improve the investment relations in particular regions, a special investment advisory council with participation of private companies could be created. The council working with the Ministry of International Affairs and Ministry of Economic Development could monitor investment flows and improve overall transparency in the region. Russian Federation should be also more active in  the  field  of double  taxation  treaties  (DTTs)  and  bilateral  investment  treaties (BITs), especially outside the traditional regions of Russian firms’ foreign expansion.

Our study has of course limitations mostly caused by the type of secondary data we used. The problem with data we faced indicates the necessity to improve the data collection methods. This will allow for better transparency of Russian foreign investments and above all will facilitate more sophisticated research and probably more accurate business forecasts. Despite these limitations, our study makes a significant contribution by conducting a systematic examination of Russian cross-border M&As. Building on the macroeconomic- and institutional logic proposed in this study, future research on Russian cross-border activities could add to our understanding by providing generalizable and critical evidence. We believe that our study provides a point of departure from prior studies on Russian outward FDI and will inspire future research to better understand the drivers of Russian M&As and foreign investments in general.    
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Figure 1. BRIC countries’ foreign direct investment (2007-2013)
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Figure 2. Location of Russian FDI (2007-2013)
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Table 1. Variables description 
	Variable 
	Explanation
	Types of motives
	Source of data

	NumM&Ait
	Number of M&As in country i in year t
	
	ZEPHYR Bureau van Dijk

	GDPpcrust
	Level of development of home country
	Push factor
	Thomson Reuters Eikon 

	GDPpchcit
	Purchasing power in host economy
	Market-seeking
	Thomson Reuters Eikon

	GDPhcit
	Host market size
	Market-seeking
	Thomson Reuters Eikon

	NatReshcit
	% of ore and metal export + fuel export in total merchandised export
	Resource-seeking
	Thomson Reuters Eikon

	PTNhcit
	Number of patents issued in host economy
	Technology-seeking
	OECD

	R&Dhcit
	R&D expenditures as % of GDP
	Technology-seeking
	OECD 

	Wagehcit
	Average monthly wage in manufacturing sector
	Efficiency-seeking
	OECD, United Nations Economic Commission for Europe

	CPIDisit
	Difference in home and host country corruption perception
	Institutional factor
	Transparency International index (http://www.transparency.org)

	CulDisi
	Cultural distance between host country and Russia
	Institutional factor
	The Hofstede center (http://geert-hofstede.com/)

	PIIDisit
	Difference in home and host country political stability
	Institutional factor
	The Economist database

	ExcRt
	Exchange rate USD/RUB
	Control
	Thomson Reuters Eikon

	IntRt
	Interest rate in Russia
	Control
	Thomson Reuters Eikon

	CISi
	Dummy “CIS Membership”
	Cultural proximity
	OECD

	Developedi
	Dummy “Developed country”
	
	OECD


Table 2. Descriptive statistics

Variable



Mean      
Std.Dev.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
1. Number M&As

1.44

2.56


2. GDP per capita, Russia

11742.46
2202.07

-.01
3. GDP per capita, 

27996.9

25001.46
-.06
.05
host country

4. GDP, host country

1036669

2453809

.01
.04
.14**

5. Exchange rate, Russia

29.28

2.70

-.06
.30***
.00
.02


6. Corruption perception 

3.20

2.33

.07
.08
-.85***
-.15**
.05

distance

7. Number of patents

3346.29

7636.35

.04
-.03
.27***
.74***
-.01
-.33***

8. Average annual wage

30094.96
24858.04
-.06
.01
.93***
.18**
.01
-.88***
.32***

in host country




9. Cultural distance

17.72

17.21

-0.18**
-.01
.67***
.28***
-.01
-.76***
.31***
.72***
10. Political stability

1.64

1.22

.04
-.01
.74***
.02
.01
-.70***
.18***
.74***
.63***
distance

11. Export of natural

19.81

22.07

-.01
.07
-.02
-.11*
.03
.14*
-.18**
-.06
-.13*
.15**
resources (% of total
merchandised export)


12. R&D expenditures

1.39

1.06

-0.12*
.02
.65***
.28***
.02
-.79***
.45***
.73***
.73***
.58***
-.24***
(% of GDP)




13. Interest rate, Russia

6.28

1.24

.03
-.69***
-.03
-.03
-.19***
-.06
.02
-.01
.01
.01
-.06
-.01
8* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
Table 3. Negative binomial regression results for the number of M&As by Russian companies in 2007-2013.

Independent variables


Coef.

Std.Err.

z
P>|z|


GDP per capita, host country

1.060797
**
.3380313

3.14
0.002
Export of natural resources

-.0143064**
.0050742

-2.82
0.005
(% of total merchandised export)


Number of patents


.0000356
**
.0000127

2.81
0.005
R&D expenditures


-.5218105**
.1794692

-2.91
0.004

(% of GDP)




Average annual wage, host country

-.342822

.4075001

-0.84
0.400
Corruption perception distance

-.1160926
.1047536

-1.11
0.268
Cultural distance



-.0217282*
.0086091

-2.52
0.012
Political instability distance

.3964649
**
.1142536

3.47
0.001
GDP per capita, Russia


.3011259

.6248259

0.48
0.630

GDP, host country


.0042836

.0359505

0.12
0.905
Exchange rate, Russia


-.8780238
.8803877

-1.00
0.319
Interest rate, Russia


.0894814

.0944702

0.95
0.344
Host country – CIS member

.9151287
**
.2949627

3.10
0.002
Host country – Developed country

-.5587762
.4042509

-1.38
0.167
_cons




-6.040383
6.923574

-0.87
0.383
Log likelihood = -489.83166
Wald Chi-square = 61.08
Prob>chi = 0.0000

Sample size = 322
Table 4. Negative binomial regression results for the number of M&As by Russian companies in 2007-2013, moderating effects.
Independent Variables


Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

Model 6

Model 7
 GDP per capita, host country

-1.7452**
1.2265**

.1764

1.6773**

-2.4682***
.4549





(-2.82)

(2.78)

(0.46)

(3.17)

(-3.47)

(1.05)
Export of natural resources


-.0276**

-.0139

.0002

-.0263

-.0353***
-.0149*

(% of total merchandised export)

(-3.03)

(-1.68)

(0.03)

(-3.12)

(-3.59)

(-2.13)

 Average annual wage in host country

1.2450**

-.3393

.3744

-1.3861*

2.2118***
-.4029
 




(2.04)

(-0.56)

(0.71)

(-2.22)

(3.52)

(-0.76)
Number of patents



.00004***
-.000043

.00004**

0.00002

0.00002

.00002






(4.23)

(-0.34)

(2.85)

(0.85)

(1.83)

(0.34)

R&D expenditures (% of GDP)

-1.2046***
.3333

-.8057***
.0673

-.7217***
.2257






(-6.06)

(0.59)

(-3.45)

(0.25)

(-4.21)

(0.49)

Corruption perception distance

.2495

-.5529**

-.0682

-.0926

.1897

-.0404






(1.30)

(-1.97)

(-0.47)

(-0.39)

(1.79)

(-0.16)

Cultural distance



-.0038

-.0429

-.0149

-.0125

-.0364**

-.2856***






(-0.43)

(-1.89)

(-1.36)

(-0.70)

(-3.10)

(-.2856)

Political stability distance


.1664

.6293**

-.2986

.1517

.1181

1.1395***






(1.18)

(2.64)

(-1.7)

(0.33)

(0.97)

(6.65)

GDP per capita, Russia


1.2915

.2127

.1531

.4511

1.0723

.9682






(1.72)

(0.24)

(0.22)

(0.48)

(1.48)

(1.24)

GDP, host country



.0017

.0579

-.0493

.1438

.1012**

.2606*






(0.05)

(0.45)

(-1.34)

(0.97)

(2.72)

(2.13)

Exchange rate, Russia


-1.0663

-1.6266

-.7913

-.7496

-1.1357

-1.1773






(-1.09)

(-1.30)

(-0.81)

(-0.57)

(-1.18)

(-1.10)

Interest rate, Russia


.1461

.0831

.0461

.1137

.1132

.0681





(1.43)

(0.63)

(0.45)

(0.80)

(1.11)

(0.59)
Host country – CIS member


omitted

.8569**

.8922*

1.4555**

omitted

-.0098







(1.97)

(1.97)

(2.48)



(-0.02)
Host country – Developed country

omitted

-.7590

.6690

-1.0025

4.7059***
-.4010







(-1.20)

(0.94)

(-1.31)

(3.50)

(-0.72)
_cons




-2.9426

-4.9755

-1.7151

-5.9935

-8.2172

-8.6307





(-0.34)

(-0.47)

(-0.22)

(-0.55)

(-1.10)

(-0.97)
Log likelihood



-204.3756
-248.18948
-236.35691
-227.80824
-187.46189
-254.3142
Wald Chi-square



79.34

53.14

67.75

39.05

54.98

83.35
Prob>chi




0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0004

0.0000

0.0000
Sample size



146

176

153

169

147

175
8* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
