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Abstract: With the tremendous increases in Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) in the last four 

decades arose the problem of a possible relationship between FDI and carbon dioxide (CO2) 

emissions. Scholars have hypothesized that international companies invest in countries with lax 

environmental regulations to escape high production cost, we call this the pollution haven 

hypothesis. The ASEAN-5, i.e. Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand, and Vietnam, 

as well as India are of particular interest as FDI is known for playing an important role in their 

economic development. However, a lack of studies using recent data in Southeast Asia became 

apparent. Hence, this study aimed at filling this gap. To achieve this goal, a structural break 

analysis and a Toda and Yamamoto causality test were conducted for the six countries. The 

findings were as follow: a relationship going from FDI to CO2 emissions for India, the reverse 

for Vietnam and the Philippines, a bidirectional relationship for Thailand, and finally, no 

relationship for Indonesia and Malaysia. As the relationship is very country-specific, any policy 

regarding FDI must be implemented with care and special attention should be paid to the 

transfer of technology as it is key for a positive impact of FDI. 

Keywords: FDI, CO2 emissions, pollution haven hypothesis, Southeast Asia, Toda and 

Yamamoto causality, structural breaks 
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1 Introduction 

Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) flows have tremendously increased in the developing world 

over the last 50 years. FDI to emerging economies has risen from 28.4% in 1970 to 46.9% in 

2017 as a share of world FDI (UNCTAD, 2019a). This phenomenon is especially striking in 

Southeast Asian countries where FDI is known to have been a major driver of economic growth 

(Anwar & Nguyen, 2011; Quazi, 2007; Quibria, 2002). However, concerns have been raised 

that FDI inflows might not only have positive effects. A potentially negative impact is air 

pollution and thus increasing human health risks. These concerns are not fully unfounded 

knowing that carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions have been multiplied by a factor of approximately 

7 between 1970 and 2014 in East Asia and Pacific (The World Bank, 2019a).  

Accordingly, scholars have theorized that industrialized countries might outsource their heavy 

industries to emerging economies, where environmental regulations are more permissive 

(Copeland & Taylor, 1994). This phenomenon is called the pollution haven hypothesis. Many 

scholars have been trying to shed light on this hypothesis and mainly three different strategies 

have been implemented. The first type of research was to test whether environmental regulation 

stringency is a predictor of FDI flows (Cole & Elliott, 2005; Mani & Wheeler, 1998; Wagner 

& Timmins, 2009). However, other authors maintain that showing that lax environmental 

regulation attracts FDI does not directly relate to increased air pollution. As a result, the second 

set of research tested the relationship between FDI inflows and carbon dioxide emissions 

instead (Blanco, Gonzalez & Ruiz, 2013; Hoffmann et al., 2005; Zhang & Zhou, 2016). Finally, 

the third approach consisted of testing the CO2-GDP-Energy Consumption-FDI nexus (Omri, 

Nguyen & Rault, 2014; Pao & Tsai, 2011; Zhu et al., 2016). The results of these have been 

inconclusive. Indeed, the evidence ranges from no relationship, a positive or negative 

relationship running from FDI to CO2, a positive relationship running from CO2 to FDI, to a 

bidirectional relationship.  

Looking specifically at Southeast Asia, the conclusion is identical, the results of the multi-

country and one-country analyses of the FDI-CO2 relationship are pointing to all directions. 

However, to our knowledge, the data used in studies focusing on Southeast Asia dates back to 

2011 at the latest. Therefore, this study aims at taking a fresh look at the FDI-CO2 relationship 

in Southeast Asia using new data sets covering all years until 2016. This thesis will endeavor 

to answer the following research question: What causal relationship exists between FDI inflows 

and CO2 emissions in the ASEAN-5 countries and India between 1970 and 2016? In order to 

answer this question, a structural break analysis and a Granger causality test using the Toda and 

Yamamoto (1995) procedure were conducted. The sample consisted of India, Indonesia, 

Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand, and Vietnam from 1970 to 2016. India was also included 

due to its similar level of development and its comparable relative share of FDI and CO2 
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emissions in GDP to the ASEAN-5. These countries are interesting cases as FDI has been a 

major driver of economic growth in these countries. Moreover, due to their exceptional growth, 

the East Asian countries are a model for the developing world and this feature might get 

replicated in lower-developed countries. Hence, the sustainability of the model is of great 

interest as it could affect a large amount of countries and jeopardize climate change mitigation 

programs.  

In section 2 of this thesis, a review of the related literature is presented. The following section 

includes a background of the countries under scrutiny as to their development of FDI and CO2 

emissions. Section 4 and 5 respectively include the description of the data and the method. 

Finally, the results are presented and discussed in chapter 6. The concluding remarks are 

presented in section 7. 
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2 Literature Review 

In this section, we start by describing the pollution hypothesis and its counterpart, the pollution 

halo hypothesis. Previous research is then explored. As highlighted in the introduction, the 

literature is separated into three approaches. The first looks at the impact of environmental 

regulations on FDI. Part of this discourse is the relationship from CO2 to FDI. The second 

approach investigates the other side of the relationship, namely the influence of FDI on carbon 

dioxide emissions. Finally, the third approach investigates the causal relationship between the 

two variables within a broader context and includes GDP and energy consumption. The results 

of these studies are very diverse and reveal evidence for different signs and directions of the 

relationship (FDI to CO2, CO2 to FDI or bidirectional). Similar conclusions can be applied to 

studies focusing on the ASEAN-5 and India. 

2.1 Pollution Haven Hypothesis 

Before diving into the theory of the pollution haven hypothesis, it is important to define exactly 

what inward FDI entails. Based on the methodological note from the World Investment Report 

by the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) (2018) FDI includes 

investments made by foreign nationals that “involve a long-term relationship and reflect a 

lasting interest” (p.3). In other words, FDI signifies investments made by foreign investors that 

entail a degree of control over the management of the host company (UNCTAD, 2018). 

The most prominent hypothesis that supports a relationship between FDI and pollution is called 

the pollution haven hypothesis (Copeland & Taylor, 1994). According to this hypothesis, 

international firms will relocate their “dirty” industries to countries with laxer environmental 

regulations to avoid high regulatory compliance costs in their country of origin (Zhang & Zhou, 

2016). As a result of this, developing economies would become “pollution havens” and bear 

the cost of foreign pollution-intensive enterprises1 (Zhang & Zhou, 2016). In addition, 

opponents to international trade postulate that one of the potential scenarios is that developing 

                                                                                                                                                         

1 A similar phenomenon was observed in Britain and Germany. As early industrializers, they bore the 

environmental burden, namely pollution and health issues, of producing the goods to satisfy the demand of the rest 

of Europe (Kander et al., 2017). It is often perceived that Asia is experiencing a similar situation and is often called 

“the workshop of the world” (Kander et al., 2017, p.33). 
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countries would try to undercut each other in terms of environmental regulation stringency to 

attract foreign capital (Copeland & Taylor, 1994).  

Grossman and Krueger (1991) defined three channels through which FDI might impact on 

pollution: the scale effect, the composition effect and the technique effect. The scale effect 

refers to FDI being a potential engine of growth, and as a result, an increase in FDI inflows 

might result in increased economic activity (Grossman & Krueger, 1991). The scale effect has 

negative environmental impacts. The composition effect describes the phenomenon through 

which FDI influences the composition of industries and might either increase the polluting 

sectors or less-polluting ones. According to Grossman and Krueger (1991), this channel can 

have either positive or negative environmental impacts. Finally, the technique effect regards 

the technology improvements that can enhance energy efficiency and reduce emissions. Its 

environmental impact is positive (Grossman & Krueger, 1991). If the scale effect and the 

composition effect, when the shift is towards more polluting sectors, are stronger than the 

technique effect, we speak of a pollution haven effect. 

However, in the reverse case where the technique effect and the composition effect (in case of 

a shift towards less polluting sectors) surpass the scale effect, we say that we have a pollution 

halo effect. The pollution halo hypothesis is the opposite of the pollution haven hypothesis. It 

predicts that FDI reduces pollution in the developing host country. This hypothesis proposes 

that multinational companies export their greener technologies to developing countries through 

FDI and will thus diffuse their more efficient technologies in the host country (Asghari, 2013; 

Eskeland & Harrison, 2003; Zhang & Zhou, 2016; Zhu et al., 2016). Dasgupta, Laplante and 

Mamingi (1997) explain that multinational enterprises decide to use their more expensive and 

greener technologies because highly emitting production might be an indicator of inefficient 

production techniques to investors, which would hurt their reputation and business in the long-

run. Yet, the diffusion of technology is not the only channel through which FDI could reduce 

pollution. According to He (2006), FDI would also enhance competition in the developing host 

country, which would prompt local companies to invest in research and development and 

improve their production efficiency.  

2.2 Previous Research 

2.2.1 Environmental Regulation and FDI 

Scholars have adopted three different methods to test the pollution haven hypothesis and define 

whether industrialized countries outsource their “dirty” industries to developing countries with 

laxer environmental regulations. The first approach tests this hypothesis by looking at whether 

environmental stringency is a predictor of FDI. Cole and Elliot (2005) investigated whether 

abatement cost in the USA led to outward FDI flows to Mexico and Brazil. The results of their 

research supported the hypothesis that high abatement costs in the country of origin push firms 

to outsource their dirty industries. However, their paper highlighted the importance of 
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controlling for the capital endowment as pollution havens are formed in countries with a high 

capital endowment and lax environmental regulations according to their research. In response 

to this paper, Wagner and Timmins (2009) adopted an approach where environmental 

stringency was measured in the host country instead of the home country. They state that this 

is of high importance as FDI outflows might also be directed to countries with equally strict 

environmental regulations. In addition, Wagner and Timmins (2009) used the agglomeration of 

FDI as a control as they believe that capital tends to be concentrated in the same locations. 

Hence, Wagner and Timmins (2009) show that an agglomeration effect could be mistaken for 

a pollution haven effect. The authors found support for the pollution haven hypothesis, but only 

with reservations. Out of the six industries under scrutiny, only the chemical industry illustrated 

the features of a pollution haven, i.e. environmental stringency predicted the FDI inflows.  

While these papers expressed general support to the theory that FDI flocks to emerging 

economies with lax environmental stringency, other scholars have found no correlation between 

the two variables. For example, Eskeland and Harrison (2003) state that their evidence of 

pollution havens is very weak. In a similar fashion to Cole and Elliot (2005), Eskeland and 

Harrison (2003) tested whether pollution abatement cost in the home country, the USA and 

France in their study, predicted foreign direct investment in Morocco, Côte d’Ivoire, Venezuela 

and Mexico. However, the results did not indicate a robust association between the two 

variables. Mani and Wheeler (1998) also belong to the scholars that believe the evidence in 

favor of the pollution haven hypothesis is weak. Through a cross-country comparison, they 

showed that the tendency towards the creation of such havens is limited by the pressures that 

economic growth brings to developing countries. Such developments include increasingly 

stringent regulations, higher professional expertise and cleaner production (Mani & Wheeler, 

1998). In other words, Mani and Wheeler (1998) unveil that the pollution haven effects are only 

transient. Finally, Smarzynska and Wei (2003) reveal comparable results. Their study of 

investment decisions in 24 Eastern European countries revealed that FDI flows are not more 

likely to move to countries with lax environmental regulations (Smarzynska & Wei, 2003).  

The authors cited above have taken multiple approaches to measure environmental regulation 

stringency. For example, Wagner and Timmins (2009) used data from a survey in which 

participants were asked to rate the environmental regulation stringency of the country. 

Smarzynska and Wei (2003) created their own index based on the number of environmental 

NGOs in the host country and the number of international treaties ratified. However, other 

scholars, such as MacDermott (2009) used carbon dioxide emissions as a proxy of 

environmental stringency. The assumption in this method is that raised CO2 emissions are a 

consequence of lax environmental regulations (Gökmenoğlu & Taspinar, 2016; MacDermott, 

2009; Pao & Tsai, 2011). Based on this reasoning, the pollution haven hypothesis would then 

predict that countries with high levels of carbon dioxide emissions would appeal to foreign 

investors. Confirming this hypothesis, MacDermott (2009) showed that firms invest in 

countries with high pollution emissions. Some scholars that investigate the CO2-GDP-Energy 

Consumption-FDI nexus, which is further elaborated below, also found evidence of a 

relationship running from CO2 to FDI. For example, Gökmenoğlu & Taspinar (2016), Pao and 

Tsai (2011) as well as Omri, Nguyen and Rault (2014) found a bidirectional relationship 
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between FDI and CO2 emissions. They explain the causality link going from CO2 to FDI 

through the fact that foreign firms are attracted to the low environmental regulations that come 

with high emissions. This section explained one side of the relationship between CO2 and FDI, 

the dynamics of the second direction are explained in the coming subchapter. 

2.2.2 FDI and CO2 Emissions 

Authors from the first set of literature take for granted the link between FDI and CO2 emissions. 

In their interpretation, if the evidence shows that FDI flocks to countries with lax environmental 

regulations it must imply an increase in CO2 emissions in the host country. However, FDI 

enterprises might employ technologies that are more environmentally friendly than domestic 

firms and would eventually lead to a reduction in pollution as local firms learn and copy their 

foreign counterparts (Zarsky, 1999). This is the pollution halo effect. In addition, as Grossman 

and Krueger (1991) highlighted with the three possible channels through which FDI might 

impact CO2 emissions, the link between the two variables is far from straight-forward. This 

highlights that the assumption that FDI leads to more pollution cannot be made. As stated by 

He (2006), even if the causality link between environmental regulations and FDI flows can be 

proven, it does not necessarily mean that emissions in the host country will increase as a result 

of FDI inflows. Therefore, the second set of literature investigated the pollution haven 

hypothesis by testing the relationship between pollution and FDI inflows. In this approach, the 

pollution haven hypothesis is accepted when an upsurge in FDI leads to a rise in pollution. 

As in the research investigating the impact of environmental regulation stringency on FDI, the 

results of the studies regarding FDI and CO2 are very contrasted. Some scholars came to the 

conclusion that FDI has a positive impact on pollution. For example, Blanco, Gonzalez, and 

Ruiz (2013) found that FDI inflows to dirty industries led to a rise in per capita CO2 emissions 

based on a study in 18 Latin American countries. Their study supports the pollution haven 

hypothesis but with restrictions. Solely FDI in pollution-intensive sectors had a significant 

relationship with CO2 emissions (Blanco, Gonzalez & Ruiz, 2013). Similarly, Hoffmann, Lee, 

Ramasamy, and Yeung’s (2005) study validated the pollution haven hypothesis with 

limitations. Using panel date from 112 countries over 15-28 years, they concluded that a rise in 

FDI resulted in an upsurge of CO2 emissions in low-income countries but not high-income 

countries (Hoffmann et al., 2005). In other words, the researcher observed that the causality 

relationship depended on the level of development of the countries. He’s (2006) research of 

China’s 29 provinces indicated a small positive impact of FDI on SO2 emissions, another air 

pollutant. A 1% increase in FDI results in 0.098% increase in industrial SO2 emissions based 

on their model. In addition, through a simultaneous model, He (2006) was also able to identify 

that the composition effect was an important driver of FDI increasing SO2 emissions. In fact, 

the study showed that the pollution-intensive industries gained importance through FDI 

inflows. Another study that supports the pollution haven hypothesis came from Sapkota and 

Bastola (2017). Through an investigation of 14 Latin American countries, the authors showed 
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that more FDI inflows led to a rise in CO2 emissions. Interestingly, the results did not 

significantly vary across low-income and high-income countries. 

Yet, Zhang and Zhou (2016) had contradictory results. Indeed, their research revealed that FDI 

inflows led to CO2 reductions in China, supporting the fact that foreign firms bring with them 

their greener technologies. However, their study indicated that the region mattered as the effect 

was attenuated in the central and eastern regions. Finally, Asghari’s (2013) research also 

indicated the presence of a pollution halo in six selected countries from the Middle East and 

North Africa, where increases in FDI led to a reduction in pollution.  

Another set of literature that looked into the relationship between FDI and pollution are studies 

that investigated the CO2-GDP-Energy Consumption-FDI nexus. Most of these studies aim at 

identifying the causality link between these variables. For example, Pao and Tsai (2011) who 

did a Granger causality test on the Brazil-Russia-India-China (BRIC ) countries, state that the 

evidence indicated a bidirectional relationship between FDI and CO2 emissions. Similarly, 

Omri, Nguyen, and Rault (2014) showed evidence through dynamic simultaneous panel data 

models of a bidirectional causality link between FDI and CO2 emissions for all the panels 

observed except for the panel of Europe and North Asia. Gökmenoğlu & Taspinar (2016) 

undertook similar research for Turkey, albeit with a different design. The evidence suggested 

similar results to the research done by Pao and Tsai (2011) as well as Omri, Neguyen, and Rault 

(2014), i.e. a bidirectional relationship between pollution and FDI inflows. Lee (2013) 

narrowed down the nexus and focused specifically on the contribution of FDI to clean energy 

use, CO2 emissions and GDP growth. Through panel cointegration tests, the author showed that 

no relationship could be found between FDI and CO2 emissions. Moving on to Sarkodie and 

Strezov (2019), the authors made an interesting finding in their study of the five biggest carbon 

emitters of the developing world, i.e. China, India, Iran, Indonesia and South Africa. They 

found evidence of a pollution haven hypothesis for China, India, Iran and South Africa but only 

until a certain level of FDI. In fact, CO2 emissions rise until a certain threshold of FDI and then 

start decreasing. As a result, this shows that there is room for improvement in terms of pollution 

once a sustained level of FDI is achieved (Sarkodie & Strezov, 2019). For Indonesia, the authors 

showed that the effect of FDI on CO2 remains positive, i.e. an increase in FDI results in an 

upsurge of CO2 for all levels of FDI.  

2.2.3 Research on FDI-CO2 in the ASEAN-5 and India 

If we look at the research specific to the countries of interest, multi-countries and single-country 

analyses can be encountered. The multi-countries analyses that contain some of the countries 

under scrutiny are either of Asia as a whole or focused on the ASEAN countries. For example, 

Linh and Lin’s (2015) study of the twelve most populous Asian countries, which included India 

and all ASEAN countries except Malaysia, indicated a long-run unidirectional relationship 

from CO2 emissions to FDI. This is interesting as most of the studies tend to indicate a causality 

link running either from FDI to pollution or a bidirectional relationship. However, it must be 

said that another article by Linh and Lin (2014) that focused solely on Vietnam revealed similar 
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results. The scholars used a cointegration and a Granger causality approach (Linh & Lin, 2014). 

It revealed that the causality link between the two variables was unidirectional from CO2 

emissions to FDI. Zhu, Duan, Guo & Yu (2016) investigated the CO2-GDP-Energy 

Consumption-FDI nexus in the ASEAN-5 countries, which included Indonesia, Malaysia, the 

Philippines, Singapore and Thailand in their definition. They implemented a panel quantile 

regression model, which revealed that FDI had a negative impact on CO2 emissions in high-

emitting nations. Their article supported the pollution halo hypothesis. Yet, Baek (2016), who 

applied a pool mean estimator to the same panel of five countries, drew the inverse conclusion. 

Their study showed that FDI had a detrimental effect on the environment and supported the 

pollution haven hypothesis. Another attempt at studying the CO2-GDP-Energy Consumption-

FDI nexus in the ASEAN-5 countries was made by Chandran and Tang (2013). Using 

cointegration and Granger causality methods on each country, they determined that in Thailand 

and Malaysia FDI inflows Granger caused CO2 emissions in the long run. By contrast, 

Indonesia had a bidirectional causality link between the two variables while Singapore and the 

Philippines only had a short-run relationship running from FDI to CO2 emissions. Chandran 

and Tang’s (2013) results for Malaysia were substantiated by Lau, Choong, and Eng’s (2014) 

single country analysis. Indeed, their article also reveals a Granger causality link going from 

FDI to CO2 emissions (Lau, Choong & Eng, 2014). Yet, an article written by Lee (2009) is 

partially contradicting these results. The scholar’s study indicated only a short-run causal 

relationship from FDI to environmental degradation while the long-run relationship between 

the two variables does not appear to be significant. Looking at India specifically, a study done 

by Acharyya (2009) on the FDI, growth and environmental degradation nexus indicated a large 

long-run relationship between FDI flows and pollution. These results are to a large extent in 

line with Sarkodie and Strezov (2019) who highlighted that India showed evidence of a 

pollution haven, albeit, as mentioned above, their article stated that FDI had a positive impact 

on carbon emissions only until a threshold of FDI. 
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3 Background 

The general background is provided, followed by a description of the development of FDI and 

CO2 emissions in the six countries of interest. It shows that the countries are similar in relative 

terms be it in development level, FDI inflows or CO2 emissions. Moreover, the countries have 

comparable temporal dynamics in FDI, with the end of the 80s playing a central role.  

3.1 General Context 

The sample of countries presents similar levels of development. In fact, they currently all belong 

to middle-income countries based on the definition of the Organization for Economic 

Cooperation and Development (OECD) (2018). Malaysia and Thailand belong to the upper 

middle-income countries with a GDP per capita in 2017 of 11,528.34 2010 USD and 6126.24 

2010 USD respectively. The rest of the nations, i.e. India, Indonesia, the Philippines and 

Vietnam, are part of the lower middle-income group (OECD, 2018). Figure 1 reveals that their 

GDP per capita in 2017 ranges from approximately 2,000 2010 USD in India and Vietnam to 

approximately 4,000 2010 USD in Indonesia. Comparing these countries internationally, India 

and Vietnam have similar development levels to Bolivia, Thailand to Peru and Malaysia to 

Argentina (UNCTAD, 2019b). The countries of interest are very well known for their incredible 

growth rates. According to Hanushek and Woessmann (2016), East Asia had an average growth 

rate of 4.5% between 1960 and 2016. East Asians are nine times better off as two generations 

ago while Latin Americans are only 2.5 times as prosperous (Hanushek & Woessmann, 2016).  

 

Figure 1: GDP per Capita (UNCTAD, 2019b) 



 

10 

 

 

Figure 2: Value Added of the Industrial Sector as a percentage of GDP (The World Bank, 2019b) 

In terms of the size of the industrial sector, the countries are on all shades of the spectrum. For 

example, Malaysia and Indonesia had a share almost reaching 50% of GDP at the beginning of 

the 2000s as reveals figure 2. By contrast, India has remained below 30% most of the last 50 

years. The Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam remained in the middle of these two extremes. 

Overall, we can observe an upward trend in all of the countries, except the Philippines, until the 

beginning of the 2000s. This would indicate a structural transformation from an agrarian 

economy towards an industrial one. Since then the trend has been decreasing. This could be an 

early sign of a transition to a service economy.  

3.2 Foreign Direct Investment 

Foreign capital played an important role in this economic success. FDI was a key feature of the 

East Asian growth model but was particularly exploited by Southeast Asian economies 

(Quibria, 2002, pp.19–20). Indeed, Southeast Asian countries are known for their special open 

door policies with regards to foreign capital (Quazi, 2007). FDI inflows allowed the ASEAN 

countries to acquire mature foreign technologies, which ultimately fostered growth (Quibria, 

2002, p.26; Weiss, 2005). This phenomenon started gaining momentum, especially in the late 

80s, following the 1985 Plaza Accord (Quibria, 2002, pp.19–20). This agreement led to a broad 

currency revaluation in Asian countries, which resulted in new capital inflows in Southeast Asia 

coming from Japan, Taiwan and South Korea (Quibria, 2002, p.20). The graph below illustrates 

that FDI inflows in the ASEAN countries started taking off between 1985 and 1990, with 

Vietnam and Indonesia being the latecomers. 
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Figure 3: FDI in Million USD, Current Prices (UNCTAD, 2019a) 

Focusing on Malaysia, the country stands out in the sense that it is the only one that benefitted 

from some FDI inflows already starting from the 70s. Like its peers, the Malaysian government 

used to implement an import substitution policy (Athukorala & Menon, 1996). However, a 

decisive shift away from a closed trade policy could be observed in the sixties. Already in 1968, 

the Malaysian government put incentives in place to attract FDI and eventually promote 

exports, a necessary action due to the internal market saturation for manufactured goods 

(Athukorala & Menon, 1996). In addition to the appealing incentives, the Malaysian stable 

macro environment and the industrial policies oriented towards the export of manufactured 

goods, especially electronics, were extremely appealing for foreign industrial firms (Athukorala 

& Menon, 1996). The result is that Malaysia is the second ASEAN country with the highest 

FDI stock per GDP ratio after Vietnam (UNCTAD, 2019a). However, in the last ten years, the 

ratio of FDI flow to GDP has been stabilizing around 2 and 3% except for a dip in 2009 as can 

be observed in figure 4. In addition, the industrial policy led to a concentration of FDI in the 

manufacturing sector (Choong & Lam, 2010).  

On the other side of the spectrum lies Indonesia and the Philippines. Compared to Malaysia, 

Thailand and Vietnam, the Indonesian ratio of FDI to GDP remains comparatively small. This 

FDI in Million USD, current prices 
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can be explained by the restrictive policies concerning foreign capital that were in place until 

the end of the 80s (Sjöholm, 2017). If we compare this to Malaysia who started openings its 

border to foreign capital in 1968, Indonesia is 20 years late on the agenda. Nonetheless, after 

the Plaza Accord, Indonesia started implementing industrial policies similar to Malaysia in 

order to attract FDI destined to boost exports of manufactured goods (Wie, 2005). Following 

the new industrial policy, Indonesia experienced an upsurge in FDI inflows at the beginning of 

the 90s. These flows were mainly coming from Northeast Asian states such as Taiwan and 

South Korea and were, as a rule, export-oriented (Wie, 2005). As for Malaysia, this resulted in 

the expansion of the export of manufactured products. Indonesia, however, was heavily 

impacted by the Asian financial crisis and the political turmoil that followed (Sjöholm, 2017). 

As a matter of fact, the country saw extremely large divestments by foreign firms between 1998 

and 2003, with negative FDI inflows every year except for 2002 (figure 3). Nevertheless, the 

country recovered fairly quickly. By 2005 FDI surpassed the pre-crisis levels. Since then, the 

country saw dramatic growth in FDI, especially between 2009 and 2011 when the flows were 

multiplied by a factor of five. Sjöholm (2017) attributes this development to a form of catch-up 

from previously low flows due to restrictive policies and to a global increase of FDI flows. 

The Philippines for its part also saw a slight rise at the end of the 80s. In 1980, the country 

attempted an economic liberalization and endeavored to adopt industrial policies meant to foster 

investments and exports, similar to the ones Indonesia and Malaysia put in place (Aldaba, 

1994). However, the outcome was not as successful, mainly due to political and economic 

turmoil as stated by Aldaba (1994). Consequently, in contrast to other countries, the FDI flows  

 

Figure 4: FDI as a Percentage of GDP (UNCTAD, 2019a) 
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fluctuated without following a precise pattern until 2013. However, between 2013 and 2017, 

the Philippines’s FDI almost quadrupled. Overall, the Philippines have relatively low FDI 

inflows compared to its peers, especially Malaysia, Vietnam and Thailand (Aldaba, 1994). 

Looking at the destined sector of the flows, according to Aldaba (1994), 53% were directed to 

the manufacturing sector in 1993. Based on the preliminary values from the Philippine central 

bank for 2018, the share of FDI going to manufacturing was 47.72%. It is safe to say that the 

manufacturing sector played an important role in Philippine FDI. 

Due to its conflictual history, Vietnam was naturally a latecomer like Indonesia. Vietnam only 

started opening its economy in 1986 with the reform policy called Doi Moi (Anwar & Nguyen, 

2011). In 1987, the Vietnamese government implemented a new policy regarding foreign 

capital that was once again similar to Malaysia and Indonesia. It aimed not only at increasing 

the FDI inflows but also at acquiring foreign technology and promoting exports (Anwar & 

Nguyen, 2011). It resulted in the first surge in 1990, then the flows stabilized until 2006, 

suddenly almost tripled between 2006 and 2007, stabilized again for a few years to rise steadily 

again between 2015 and 2017. For the last ten years, Vietnam has been the biggest beneficiary 

of FDI in relative terms out of the five ASEAN countries. As a matter of fact, its ratio of FDI 

per GDP has remained between approximately 5 and 10% since 2007 while the other countries 

have had a ratio of 1 to 4% approximately as can be appreciated in figure 4. The main sector 

that benefitted from foreign investments was the industrial sector (Vu, Gangnes & Noy, 2008). 

Moving on to Thailand, the Thai government started very early to promote FDI. Already in 

1954, it implemented an Investment Promotion Act (Ngo, 1992). However, the act was hardly 

effective due to its complexity and lack of clarity (Ngo, 1992). Therefore, FDI was fairly modest 

until the mid-80s. Nonetheless, between modifications of the act and an evolving national plan 

that aimed at boosting FDI inflows destined to the export of manufactured products, the Thai 

government was able to attract very large flows from abroad (Ngo, 1992). Indeed, in the second 

half of the 80s Thailand started experiencing rapid FDI growth as can be seen in figure 3. The 

Plaza Agreement also played in their favor and brought funds from Korea, Taiwan, Singapore 

and Hong Kong (Jansen, 1995). Unfortunately, Thailand lost momentum with the Asian 

financial crisis. Yet, by 2005 the inflows of foreign capital were back to its pre-crisis levels. 

However, between 2005 and 2017, the inflows were extremely volatile with extreme plunges 

in 2012 and 2016 when flows decreased by a factor of 10 and 7 respectively compared to the 

previous year as can been observed in figure 3. In terms of relative numbers, Thailand has 

generally been in the upper part of the group together with Vietnam and Malaysia since the end 

of the 20th century. However, as mentioned the inflows have been very volatile in the last ten 

years, which was reflected in the relative numbers. Regarding the sectors of destination, until 

the end of the 70s, FDI went mostly to domains under import substitution industries, such as 

textiles and automobile (Kohpaiboon, 2003). In the 80s, there was a shift towards light 

manufacturing industries (Kohpaiboon, 2003). In 2017 and 2018, the biggest sector benefitting 

from FDI was still the industrial sector with 43% of the flows (Bank of Thailand, 2019). More 

specifically, within the industry, the automobile and the electronic manufacturers were the ones 

receiving most of the capital (Bank of Thailand, 2019). 
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India is a bit of a different story. Nevertheless, in terms of development, it is very close to the 

Philippines, the lowest ASEAN country of the cluster in GDP per capita as indicates figure 1. 

Compared to its Asian counterparts, India has been historically very closed off to foreign 

capital. It is only in 1991 that the Indian government started liberalizing trade and investment 

(Acharyya, 2009). From then on until 2005, India experienced moderate growth in its FDI 

flows, the annual amount slowly catching up to Vietnam, Malaysia and Thailand in absolute 

terms (figure 3). Yet, figure 2 shows that in between 2005 and 2008 FDI inflows exploded 

going from 7.6 billion USD to 47.1 billion USD. With this, India largely overtook the ASEAN 

countries in absolute values. Nevertheless, if we inspect the relative amounts in figure 4, its FDI 

per GDP ratio is similar to Indonesia and the Philippines. An important difference to ASEAN 

countries is the goal of opening up to FDI has not been centered on exports of manufactured 

products (Venkatesan, 2018). The objective has been more general, such as help farmers, create 

employment opportunities and reduce inflation (Venkatesan, 2018). In addition, the sector 

profiting the most from the capital flows was the service sector, with the IT companies playing 

an important role (Venkatesan, 2018).  

In a nutshell, the countries have fairly similar temporal dynamics, with the end of the 80s being 

key in terms of liberalization of foreign capital. In terms of the magnitude, we have 

discrepancies among the countries under observation, with India being far above the five other 

countries in absolute terms, followed by Indonesia and Vietnam in 2017. Nonetheless, in 

relative terms, the countries have been fairly similar in the last 20 years, except for Vietnam 

which has an FDI inflow to GDP ratio more elevated. If we look at the per capita values, a 

similar conclusion can be drawn although FDI is relatively more intense in Malaysia. FDI was 

generally used for similar purposes: acquiring mature technologies and boost exports of 

manufactured goods except for India that had more general goals. Finally, the sector that 

received most of the flows was the industrial sector in all ASEAN countries, excluding India 

where the service sector has been the biggest beneficiary of foreign capital. 

3.3 CO2 Emissions 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) is one of the most relevant forms of greenhouse gases. Carbon dioxide 

creates a layer in the atmosphere which traps heat and ultimately leads to global warming and 

climate change (Rockström et al., 2009). CO2 emissions are commonly used to define goals in 

international agreements, for example in the Paris Agreement in which most countries set 

themselves objectives in terms of CO2 emissions (United Nations, 2016). Furthermore, other 

greenhouse gases, such as ozone, methane, and nitrous oxide, are commonly converted to 

carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e or CO2-eq) according to their relative global warming impact. 

This illustrates how widespread the concept of carbon dioxide emissions has become. 

Looking at the absolute carbon emissions in the ASEAN countries and India in figure 5, India 

is the biggest emitter due to its much larger population and industry. As a matter of fact, India  
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Figure 5: Natural Logarithm of Carbon Dioxide Emissions in Tons 1970-2016 (Muntean et al., 2018)  

is the fourth largest emitter in the world (Muntean et al., 2018). If the values are taken in per 

capita terms the picture is much different as illustrates figure 6. In fact, India has then similar 

levels of CO2 emissions to Indonesia and Vietnam. By contrast, Malaysia has much higher per 

capita CO2 emissions, effectively around four times the amount of its peers as highlights figure 

6. Internationally, Malaysia has similar levels of carbon dioxide emissions to the average of 

EU-28 and China (Muntean et al., 2018). This shows that the sample of countries is composed 

of relatively low emitters except for Malaysia. 

However, the fact that the sample of countries consists of relatively low emitters must not be 

taken lightly. Figure 5 reveals that the emissions have been constantly rising in the last four 

decades. The most important sources of CO2 emissions in Southeast Asia has been electricity 

and heat production as well as transportation (Lee et al., 2013). These three elements heavily 

rely on coal production, natural gas and oil powered systems (Kumar, 2016). Electricity and 

heat production, as well as transportation, are the domains that have seen the most significant 

growth across all countries including India (Muntean et al., 2018, pp.117, 118, 143, 173, 212, 

231). The sharp growth in these domains can be explained by four major phenomena: economic 

growth, industrialization, population growth and the Information Communication Technology 

(ICT) revolution (Lee & Brahmasrene, 2014; Lee et al., 2013). In India, primary energy supply 

is the major contributor to the growing CO2 emissions, out of which the coal consumption was 

the most important driver (Muntean et al., 2018, p.11). Oil consumption also played an 

important role, however, its contribution was not as extensive as its share of the total primary 

supply is 24.3% compared to a 42.6% for coal (Muntean et al., 2018, p.11). 
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Figure 6: Carbon Dioxide Emissions per Capita, 1970-2016 (Muntean et al., 2018) 
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4 Data 

This section defends the choice of variables and data sources. In addition, the summary statistics 

for the two variables of interest are provided for each country. 

4.1 Source Material 

The data employed in this study are time series starting in 1970 and ending in 2016 for India, 

Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam. The two variables of interest are 

inward FDI per capita and CO2 emissions per capita. Inflows of FDI per capita were taken from 

UNCTADstat (UNCTAD, 2019a), a database developed by the United Nations Conference on 

Trade and Development (UNCTAD). This department of the United Nations collects the data 

mostly from the national banks of the countries and the IMF. In most countries, data is 

unavailable before the 90s. As a result, UNCTAD makes its own predictions by accumulating 

flows since 1970. However, it was defined as the best source in terms of quality, completeness 

and comparability. Another possible source would have been the World Development 

Indicators by the World Bank (2019c). However, the data is partly taken from UNCTADstat 

itself. The data represents the net inflows of foreign direct investments that can occur in three 

forms: 1) equity capital, 2) reinvested earnings or 3) intercompany loans (UNCTAD, 2018).  

CO2 emissions were chosen as a proxy for pollution. While there are multiple other air 

pollutants such as SO2 and NOx, CO2 is commonly used in the literature due to its role in global 

warming and its use as target in international agreements (Acharyya, 2009; Blanco, Gonzalez 

& Ruiz, 2013; Chandran & Tang, 2013; Hoffmann et al., 2005; Zhang & Zhou, 2016). 

Moreover, Hoffmann et al. (2005) state that CO2 has a correlation coefficient above 0.95 with 

both SO2 and NOx, which confirms that taking CO2 as a proxy for pollution is valid. Finally, 

the data for CO2 emissions is readily available and of reliable quality (Hoffmann et al., 2005).  

This study used time series of CO2 emissions from the Emissions Database for Global 

Atmospheric Research (EDGAR), a joint research center under the directorate of the European 

Commission. The chosen dataset was called EDGARv4.3.2_FT2016, which was published by 

Muntean et al. (2018). Regarding the measurement of CO2 emissions, EDGAR computes CO2 

emissions based on fossil fuel combustion of coal, oil and gas coming from fossil fuel use, 

industrial processes or product use (Muntean et al., 2018). For this, it uses mainly energy 

balance statistics supplied by the International Energy Agency (IEA). The OECD also provides 

statistics regarding carbon dioxide emissions. However, the time span offered only went as 

early as 1990. In addition, it did not contain the countries that are under scrutiny in this study. 
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By contrast, the Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center contained all nations necessary. 

However, as the organization ceased its activity in September 2017, the data only goes until 

2014, while EDGAR offered data until 2016. As offering a fresh eye on the topic in Southeast 

Asia was a central part of the motivation of this study, the data gathered by EDGAR seemed 

more legitimate.  

4.2 Descriptive Statistics 

In this study, both linear and logged values were used. The linear variables, i.e. FDIperCapita 

and EmisperCapita, were used only in the first part of the analysis, while the logged values were 

present in both parts. The variables were logged because the models used assume normality of 

the residuals and logging values are known to help with this potential issue. However, the FDI 

series of India, Indonesia, the Philippines, and Vietnam contained negative values in their linear 

form. Hence, before the variables were transformed into logarithms, a constant was added (0.1 

for India, the Philippines and Vietnam, 22 for Indonesia). This was considered as a valid 

procedure as the method used in the subsequent part of the study is based on trends and does 

not require the interpretation of coefficients. Therefore, the addition of a constant should not 

impact the results negatively.  

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 

  

Country Variable
Nbr of 

observation
Mean Median Minimum Maximum

Standard 

deviation

5% 

percentile

95% 

percentile

India FDIperCapita 46 7.2521 0.57572 -0.055436 39.346 11.478 0.0146 33.633

l_FDIperCapita 46 0.25793 -0.39197 -3.1108 3.6749 2.0983 -2.1691 3.5185

EmisperCapita 46 0.90266 0.82752 0.40591 1.9194 0.4364 0.41314 1.8301

l_EmisperCapita 46 -0.55256 -0.92904 -1.355 0.78811 0.7161 -1.2841 0.7476

Indonesia FDIperCapita 46 15.652 4.6518 -21.422 85.487 25.172 -11.803 77.744

l_FDIperCapita 46 3.4042 3.2829 -0.54883 4.6774 0.79999 2.2937 4.6026

EmisperCapita 46 1.0765 1.0366 0.25678 2.0308 0.55437 0.27451 1.9245

l_EmisperCapita 46 -0.089155 0.03596 -1.3595 0.70842 0.61577 -1.2947 0.65468

Malaysia FDIperCapita 46 157.97 122.73 8.7005 425.97 128.55 9.4506 390.09

l_FDIperCapita 46 4.5847 4.81 2.1634 6.0544 1.1232 2.2447 5.9648

EmisperCapita 46 4.2335 3.8232 1.2325 8.5337 2.4302 1.2505 8.1148

l_EmisperCapita 46 1.2567 1.3411 0.20903 2.144 0.64139 0.22353 2.0937

Philippines FDIperCapita 46 14.53 9.4052 -0.029046 66.929 14.344 0.12558 49.163

l_FDIperCapita 46 2.0188 2.2518 -2.6457 4.2051 1.4626 -1.4935 3.893

EmisperCapita 46 0.8233 0.82895 0.51733 1.2323 0.15113 0.58453 1.0864

l_EmisperCapita 46 -0.21109 -0.1876 -0.65908 0.20885 0.18551 -0.53753 0.082619

Thailand FDIperCapita 46 50.431 32.924 1.0237 227.36 56.485 1.1722 185.5

l_FDIperCapita 46 2.9619 3.4942 0.023441 5.4265 1.677 0.15877 5.2002

EmisperCapita 46 2.0921 2.1724 0.4732 3.9366 1.2707 0.49949 3.9143

l_EmisperCapita 46 0.49765 0.77583 -0.74824 1.3703 0.7514 -0.69476 1.3646

Vietnam FDIperCapita 46 28.012 12.766 -0.019539 133.24 39.879 -0.0046199 119.85

l_FDIperCapita 46 1.1367 2.5546 -2.52 4.8929 2.8378 -2.3503 4.785

EmisperCapita 46 0.75623 0.39493 0.25796 2.1992 0.60876 0.27691 2.1134

l_EmisperCapita 46 -0.55256 -0.92904 -1.355 0.78811 0.7161 -1.2841 0.7476
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5 Methods 

In this chapter, the methodology employed is described. Two analyses are utilized. The first is 

a structural break analysis, which is a primary exploration of the direction and sign of the 

relationship between FDI and CO2 emissions. The second analysis is done through the Toda 

and Yamamoto (1995) procedure for Granger causality. 

5.1 Structural Break Analysis 

This study contains two stages. In the first stage, an analysis of the structural breaks of the time 

series of FDI per capita and CO2 emissions per capita was done for each country. This analysis 

was inspired by Ben-David and Papell (2000), which aimed at analyzing common periods of 

slowdowns or growth among the G7 countries. In their paper, Ben-David and Papell (2000) 

determined structural breaks in the time series of per capita real GDP, and subsequently, 

computed the trends between each of the breaks. This dissertation implemented the same 

method but with a different goal. This approach was used to determine whether a change in the 

trend of one of the variables was consistently followed by a change in the trend of the other 

variable. Indeed, if the breaks in FDI precedes the breaks in CO2 emissions, it would support 

the hypothesis that FDI is a predictor of CO2 emissions. Overall, the structural analysis would 

give valuable information regarding the direction and the sign of the relationship.  

To determine the structural breaks in each series, the Kapetanios (2005) test was implemented. 

Kapetanios (2005) established a test of the null hypothesis that a series contains a unit root 

against the alternative hypothesis that the series contains an undetermined number of breaks. 

According to Kapetanios (2005), this test is more computationally efficient than other tests 

accounting for structural breaks such as Lumsdaine and Papell (1997). Although this test is 

generally used as a stationarity test, it also returns the number of structural breaks within the 

series and provides the year of the breaks. A major advantage of this test is that only the 

maximum number of breaks must be specified, in contrast to other tests where the exact number 

of breaks must be stated such as the Zivot and Andrews (2002) test (Kapetanios, 2005).  

The trends between each break were calculated by a simple ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regression based on the following model: 

 log𝑦𝑡 = 𝜇0 + 𝛼1𝑡 +휀𝑡 (1) 
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𝜇0 is a constant and 휀𝑡 is the error term. Finally, 𝛼1 represents the trend. Due to the log-lin 

transformation a coefficient of 𝛼1 will represent a yearly growth rate of 𝑒𝛼1 − 1. Establishing 

the growth rates enabled the author to determine whether the break led to a higher or lower 

growth rate in the first variable and whether it resulted in a lower or higher growth rate in the 

other variable. In other words, it gave an indication of the sign (positive or negative) of the 

relationship. 

5.2 Toda and Yamamoto Causality Test 

In a subsequent step, a Granger (1969) causality test was conducted. Granger causality is based 

on the concept that cause cannot come after the outcome. We say that X Granger causes Y if Y 

can be explained better when X is taken into account than when X is disregarded. This method 

was picked for two reasons. Firstly, it is a proven and widely recognized way to test causality 

(Alimi & Ofonyelu, 2013). In addition, it was chosen due to its prevalence among previous 

studies researching the pollution haven hypothesis, including in most recent research (Blanco, 

Gonzalez & Ruiz, 2013; Hoffmann et al., 2005; Linh & Lin, 2015; Pao & Tsai, 2011).  

It was decided to apply the Toda and Yamamoto procedure (1995) to test for Granger causality. 

The advantage of the Toda and Yamamoto test is that it can be applied on the levels regardless 

of the order of integration of the series (Toda & Yamamoto, 1995). Therefore, it enables 

statisticians to run causality tests even in the case where the series are integrated of different 

orders, which standard Granger causality tests would not permit (Wolde-Rufael, 2005). In 

addition, this feature minimizes issues related to the wrong identification of the order of 

integration through the unit root tests (Amiri & Ventelou, 2012). Finally, it eliminates the need 

for cointegration tests as the Toda and Yamamoto test can be applied irrespective of 

cointegration (Guru-Gharana, 2012).  

The Toda and Yamamoto test (1995) is based on the estimation of an artificially augmented 

vector autoregression (VAR) model. It supplements the optimal order of the VAR, k, by the 

maximum order of integration, dmax, which guarantees that the test statistics have the correct 

asymptotic distribution (Wolde-Rufael, 2005). The Toda and Yamamoto VAR model is defined 

as follows: 

𝑦𝑡 = 𝜇0 +(∑𝛼1𝑡

𝑘

𝑖=1

𝑦𝑡−𝑖 + ∑ 𝛼2𝑡
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𝑖=𝑘+1

𝑦𝑡−𝑖)+ (∑𝛽1𝑡

𝑘

𝑖=1

𝑥𝑡−𝑖 + ∑ 𝛽2𝑡

𝑑𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝑖=𝑘+1
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Where yt is logged CO2 emissions per capita and xt is logged FDI per capita. 𝜇0 and 𝜙0 are 

constants while 휀1 and 휀2 are error terms. The test is conducted as follows. The first step is to 

define the order of integration of each series, and thereby, determine the maximal order of 

integration denoted by dmax. In this study, the order of integration was primarily defined using 

the Kapetanios unit root test due to its higher robustness to structural breaks. An Augmented 

Dickey-Fuller (ADF) test was also conducted as a robustness check. The second step of the 

Toda and Yamamoto test consists of determining the true lag length of the system k. The 

primary criterion for the lag selection was the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC). According 

to Liew (2004), the AIC is best suited for small samples bellow 60 observations, which 

corresponds to this study as each series includes 47 observations. Subsequently, the unrestricted 

model as described in equation (1) and (2) is estimated. The last stage is to test the Granger 

causality by running the standard Wald tests. However, the Wald tests are only applied on the 

k coefficients matrix, the last dmax lags being disregarded for this step as these are only in the 

model to assure the asymptotic chi-square distribution (Guru-Gharana, 2012). The Wald tests 

will verify the following two sets of hypotheses: 

FDI→CO2: H0: FDI per capita does not Granger cause CO2 per capita  

 Ha: FDI per capita Granger causes CO2 per capita  

CO2→FDI: H0: CO2 per capita does not Granger cause FDI per capita inflows 

 Ha: CO2 per capita Granger causes FDI per capita inflows 

To conclude this section, as the Granger causality does not allow to determine whether the 

relationship is positive or negative, the structural break analysis is what provided insights into 

the sign of the relationship. 
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6 Empirical Analysis 

The empirical analysis contains first of all the results of the structural break analysis and the 

Toda and Yamamoto causality test. The robustness of the results is then discussed in a 

sensitivity analysis. This is followed by a discussion and analysis of the results obtained. 

Finally, the limitations of this study are examined. 

6.1 Results 

6.1.1 Structural Break Analysis 

For the Kapetanios test, a maximum of three breaks was selected, together with a maximum 

number of lags of four and a trimming factor of 25%. A maximum of three breaks was decided 

based on the sample size and graphical evidence. More than one break every 15 years was 

assumed to be unlikely when screening the data. This was confirmed by the subsequent tests as 

all countries have less than 3 breaks for both variables. The maximum number of lags was 

decided based on the cubic root criterion which states that a good approximation of the 

appropriate maximum number of lags is the cubic root of the number of observations. The 

trimming factor was decided following Bai and Perron’s (2006, p.226) findings that small 

trimming factor such as 5% leads to substantial size distortion, which disappears when the 

trimming parameter reaches beyond 15%. Therefore, a larger trimming factor is more 

recommendable. Finally, only structural breaks in trends were taken into account. The results 

of the structural break analysis indicate that as a rule structural breaks in CO2 emissions took 

place before or at the same time as the FDI breaks. 

India 

Looking at India, the structural break occurred first in CO2 emissions with an increase in the 

growth rate in 1982 as indicates figure 9. It was followed seven years later by FDI, which also 

experienced an upsurge in its growth rate, albeit a much more important one than for CO2 

emissions. However, the second break in 2002 was simultaneous and the effects were 

contradictory to the first break, while the CO2 emissions growth rate went up, the FDI growth 

rate declined. This evidence would not support a relationship between the two variables as the 

first breaks imply a positive relationship while the second one a negative one.  
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Figure 9: Annual Growth Rate of per Capita FDI and CO2 Emissions (Own Calculations) 

Indonesia 

Like India, Indonesia’s break in CO2 emissions precedes the first structural break of the FDI 

data. While the growth rate of CO2 emissions declined substantially in 1982, the FDI growth 

rate nose-dived to a highly negative rate a few years later in 1990 (figure 12). In 2002, Indonesia 

saw another break in its carbon dioxide trend and its growth once again declined considerably, 

although this time it was followed by a major jump in the FDI growth rate a year later. As in 

the Indian case, these contradictory reactions of FDI to CO2 emissions do not support the 

existence of a causal relationship between the two. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11: Indonesian FDI per capita with 

structural breaks (UNCTAD, 2019a) 

Figure 8: Indian CO2 Emissions per Capita with 

structural breaks (Muntean et al., 2018) 
Figure 7: Indian FDI per capita with structural 

breaks (UNCTAD, 2019a) 

Figure 10: Indonesian CO2 Emissions per Capita 

with structural breaks (Muntean et al., 2018) 
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Figure 12: Indonesian Annual Growth Rate of per Capita FDI and CO2 Emissions (Own Calculations) 

Malaysia 

For Malaysia, the first structural break in CO2 emissions took place in 1986 and preceded the 

first break of the FDI series. As reveals figure 15, the break consisted of a rise in the growth 

rate of carbon dioxide emissions. The trend in FDI broke in 1990, but in contrast to the CO2 

emissions growth rate that surged, the FDI growth rate vastly declined. In fact, FDI experienced 

a negative growth rate after the first structural break. As in the Indian case, the second break 

happened in the same year for both variables. FDI growth increased significantly and CO2 

emissions growth shrank by two thirds.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13: Malaysian FDI per capita with 

structural breaks (UNCTAD, 2019a) 

Figure 14: Malaysian CO2 Emissions per Capita 

with structural breaks (Muntean et al., 2018) 
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Figure 15: Malaysian Annual Growth Rate of per Capita FDI and CO2 Emissions (Own Calculations) 

Philippines 

The Philippines first experienced a break in its CO2 emissions trend in 1984. It entailed a 

significant rise in the annual growth rate to 5% as can be observed in figure 18. With a delay of 

six years, FDI saw its growth decline largely. In 1997 the CO2 emissions had a second structural 

break where the growth rate declined to approximately 0.6%. FDI answered once again six 

years later, this time with an increase in its annual growth rate. The data of the Philippines 

would support a negative relationship running from CO2 to FDI. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16: Philippine FDI per capita with 

structural breaks (UNCTAD, 2019a) 

Figure 17:Philippine CO2 Emissions per Capita 

with structural breaks (Muntean et al., 2018) 
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Figure 18: Philippine Annual Growth Rate of per Capita FDI and CO2 Emissions (Own Calculations) 

Thailand 

The CO2 emissions growth rate is once again the series with the earliest break. Comparing the 

growth rate pre and post 1982, it has more than doubled (figure 21). The structural break in FDI 

followed in 1985 with a rise in the growth rate of approximately three points. The second break 

in CO2 emissions happened in 1995 with a very large drop in the CO2 emissions growth rate. It 

was followed by a massive second structural break in the FDI yearly growth rate. The second 

FDI structural break was delayed by eight years compared to only a three years lag in the first. 

Looking at the sign and direction of the relationship, the Thai data would indicate a relationship 

running from CO2 and FDI, with a positive sign. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 19: Thai FDI per capita with structural 

breaks (UNCTAD, 2019a) 

Figure 20: Thai CO2 Emissions per Capita with 

structural breaks (Muntean et al., 2018) 
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Figure 21: Thai Annual Growth Rate of per Capita FDI and CO2 Emissions (Own Calculations) 

Vietnam 

A special feature of Vietnam, as figures 22 and 23 highlight, is that the series of CO2 emissions 

only has one structural break according to the Kapetanios test while the FDI series has two. 

This would potentially indicate that the two variables do not have a relationship. Indeed, while 

the first break in FDI is followed 8 years later by CO2 emissions, the second quite important 

break in the FDI trend does not have a corresponding reaction in CO2 emissions. An important 

factor to note is that Vietnam is the only country where the first series to break was FDI. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 22: Vietnamese FDI per capita with 

structural breaks (UNCTAD, 2019a) 

Figure 23: Vietnamese CO2 Emissions per Capita 

with structural breaks (Muntean et al., 2018) 
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Figure 24: Vietnamese Annual Growth Rate of per Capita FDI and CO2 Emissions (Own 

Calculations) 

6.1.2 Toda and Yamamoto Causality Test 

As mentioned in the methodology, the first step taken in this part of the study was to verify the 

maximum order of integration for the pair of FDI and CO2 emissions for each country. The 

outcome of the tests can be found in Appendix A. The test was run including a constant and a 

trend. The Kapetanios test revealed that all CO2 emissions series had unit roots in the levels, 

which the ADF test confirmed, using both BIC or AIC as a criterion for the lag length. The 

same could not be said for the levels of the logged FDI per capita series. The Vietnamese 

l_FDIperCapita variable was stationary at a 1% significance level according to the Kapetanios 

test. The Philippines has a similar situation, however, with a 5% significance level. In these two 

cases, the maximum order of integration dmax depended on the integration level of the per capita 

CO2 emissions series. Dmax for Vietnam and Philippines turned out to be 1 as the first difference 

of the carbon dioxide series were stationary at a 1% significance level. In the case of Malaysia, 

both FDI and CO2 emissions per capita were of integration order one as the hypothesis of a unit 

root in the differenced series was rejected at the 1% significance level. Therefore, dmax was 

equal to 1 for Malaysia. While CO2 emissions in Thailand was also of integration order one, 

the Thai series of FDI per capita was revealed to be non-stationary also in its first difference 

based on the Kapetanios test. Indeed, the null hypothesis of a unit root could not be rejected 

even with a 10% significance level. However, when the data was differentiated once again, the 

tests were passed with a 1% significance level. These results implied that dmax for Thailand was 

equal to two. The Indian case was a bit less straight forward in terms of FDI per capita. Indeed, 

while CO2 emissions were I(1) like in the other countries, some judgment had to be exercised 

regarding the order of integration of FDI per capita. The levels were clearly not stationary with 

the t-statistics well above the critical values but the Kapetanios test of the differentiated values 

had a p-value between the 5% and 10% significance levels. In order to make a decision, the 

results of the ADF test were taken into account. Both the results based on the AIC or the 
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Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) indicated stationarity of the differentiated FDI per capita 

series. As a result, it was considered that FDI per capita was integrated of order one and 

therefore, dmax was defined as one.  

Once dmax was defined, the lag length k had to be determined for all VAR models. Using a 

maximum of four lags, the optimal lag length was tested down and selected based on AIC. The 

tests were conducted with a constant as well as with a constant and a trend. The lag length 

selection tests can be found in Appendix B. The results of the lag selection are summarized in 

table 2 together with dmax. 

We proceeded with the estimation of all the VAR models, which each contained (k+dmax) lags. 

To make sure that the software did not take the last dmax-th lags in the Granger causality tests 

into account, these last dmax-th lags were entered as exogenous in the model. The results of the 

Granger causality tests can be found in Table 3. 

Based on the Wald tests for India, it appears that per capita FDI and CO2 emissions have a 

unidirectional relationship running from FDI to CO2 emissions. In fact, the p-value regarding 

the hypothesis that l_FDIperCapita does not Granger causes l_EmisperCapita is rejected at the 

1% significance level. The reverse hypothesis cannot be rejected as the p-value is insignificant 

at approximately 0.55. Overall, we can say that FDI per capita Granger causes CO2 emissions 

but the reverse cannot be stated. 

In Malaysia, both hypotheses that FDI does not Granger cause CO2 emissions and CO2 

emissions do not Granger cause FDI are rejected. Accordingly, both p-values are highly 

insignificant at respectively 0.82 and 0.70 and the null hypotheses cannot be rejected. Based on 

these results, FDI does not affect CO2 and CO2 does not affect FDI, the relationship is non-

directional. 

The evidence of the Philippines shows similar results. The hypothesis that FDI does not Granger 

cause CO2 emissions had a p-value of 0.49 which does not allow us to reject the null hypothesis. 

Similarly, the reverse hypothesis faced a 0.33 p-value, which led to similar conclusions. The 

relationship is thus non-directional in the Philippines. 

In Thailand, we cannot reject the null hypothesis that CO2 emissions do not Granger cause FDI 

as the p-value is highly insignificant at 0.51. However, the contrary hypothesis passes the  1% 

Table 2: Summary of results from lag length selection and unit root tests for the maximal order of 

integration 

Summary Lag Length k dmax 

India 1 1 

Indonesia 1 1 

Malaysia 1 1 

Philippines 1 1 

Thailand 4 2 

Vietnam 2 1 
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Table 3: Toda and Yamamoto Procedure for Granger Causality Test 

 

significance level. As a result, it can be said that Thailand has a unidirectional relationship 

between the two variables, indeed, FDI Granger causes CO2 emissions in Thailand 

Finally, Vietnam has an insignificant p-value (0.60) and we, therefore, cannot reject the null 

hypothesis about FDI not Granger causing CO2 emissions. However, the other sense of the 

relationship shows a significant p-value inferior to 1%. Consequently, we reject the null 

hypothesis and can state that the two variables have a unidirectional relationship and CO2 

emissions Granger cause FDI in Vietnam. 

6.2 Sensitivity Analysis 

6.2.1 Structural Break Analysis 

In order to test the robustness of the structural break analysis, the Kapetanios was conducted by 

changing the lag lengths. These were implemented by deducting one lag, as well as adding one 

and two lags. The aim was to analyze whether the years of the structural break varied 

Toda-Yamamoto Granger causality test Nbr of 

lags k P-value Decision

Granger 

causality

India

H0: FDI does not Granger cause CO2 1 [0.0058] Reject

H0: CO2 does not Granger cause FDI 1 [0.5516] Do not reject

Indonesia

H0: FDI does not Granger cause CO2 1 [0.8211] Do not reject

H0: CO2 does not Granger cause FDI 1 [0.9841] Do not reject

Malaysia

H0: FDI does not Granger cause CO2 1 [0.8187] Do not reject

H0: CO2 does not Granger cause FDI 1 [0.7043] Do not reject

Philippines

H0: FDI does not Granger cause CO2 1 [0.3272] Do not reject

H0: CO2 does not Granger cause FDI 1 [0.4906] Do not reject

Thailand

H0: FDI does not Granger cause CO2 4 [0.0033] Reject

H0: CO2 does not Granger cause FDI 4 [0.5113] Do not reject

Vietnam

H0: FDI does not Granger cause CO2 2 [0.6075] Do not reject

H0: CO2 does not Granger cause FDI 2 [0.0388] Reject

FDI --> CO2

0

0

FDI --> CO2

0

CO2 --> FDI
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significantly if the lag parameter was modified. The outcome of the tests can be found in 

Appendix C.  

The structural breaks defined for India by the Kapetanios test were not found to be very robust. 

On the contrary, by adding lags we find a relationship going from FDI to CO2 emissions, while 

the initial test indicated no relationship. In addition, by removing one lag, we found support for 

the direction FDI-CO2 in the first break while for the second break the evidence reveals a CO2-

FDI relationship. 

In the Malaysian case, especially the CO2 emissions series is volatile. Indeed, when a lag is 

added or removed a break disappears. This indicates that the results are sensitive and not very 

robust. Hence, the evidence of the structural break analysis for Malaysia must be considered 

with care. 

Vietnam faces the opposite situation. When adding lags to the Kapetanios test, a second 

structural break, which had not been present with four lags, appears in the CO2 emissions per 

capita series. Thus, the results from the Vietnamese structural break analysis must be treated 

with caution. 

However, for Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand, the years of structural breaks remain 

fairly stable. By removing or adding lags the break years either remain the same or only increase 

by a year, which does not impact the order of the breaks. Therefore, the results of the structural 

break analysis can be considered as robust for these three countries. 

6.2.2 Toda and Yamamoto Causality Test 

According to Kónya (2006), the definition of the lag length is crucial to the Granger causality. 

Both underfitting and overfitting may create problems. For example, including too many lags 

usually increases the standard errors of the coefficients (Kónya, 2006). On the other hand, 

underfitting would mean the omission of variables, which would lead to bias in the coefficients 

and therefore, it would lead to incorrect conclusions (Kónya, 2006). Thus, the sensitivity 

analysis for the Granger causality was undertaken through a modification of the lags. For 

countries that had a selected lag length k equal to one, one, two and three lags were added for 

the sensitivity analysis. For Vietnam, which had a lag length of two, the effect of removing a 

lag and adding one or two lags was tested. For Thailand, one and two lags were added and 

removed as it had a selected lag length k = 4. 

The analysis reveals that the results are quite robust for India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, 

and Vietnam. For India, by adding lags the p-value gradually augmented. Nevertheless, with 

three lags added (k = 4) the p-value regarding whether FDI does not Granger cause CO2 

emissions was still equal to 0.06, easily passing the 10% significance level. As a result, we 

could conclude that the Indian Granger causality results were quite robust. 



 

32 

 

The Malaysian and Indonesian Toda and Yamamoto test remained insignificant for both 

direction of the causality link, be it supplemented with one, two or three lags. The p-values 

remained far from any possibilities of rejecting the null hypotheses. Consequently, we were 

quite confident in our finding that CO2 and FDI do not have a Granger causality link. 

By adding lags to the Thai model, it becomes apparent that the model is not very sensitive to 

the number of lags. As a matter of fact, the causality link running from FDI to CO2 emissions 

remain significant at 1% level for k = 5 and at the 5% level for k = 6. While it is true that 

removing a lag raises the p-value to 0.102, the p-value almost reaches the 10% significance 

level. The other side of the relationship was insignificant with any number of lags, except for k 

= 2, i.e. when two lags are deducted from the model. Therefore, it appears that the Toda and 

Yamamoto test for Thailand is not very sensitive to the lag selection. 

Vietnam for its part, showed a fairly steady behavior when adding or suppressing a lag. When 

a lag was removed, the results showed once again that CO2 emissions Granger caused FDI, 

passing the 5% significance level. When a lag was added, the same could be said but based on 

a 10% significance level. The p-value of the FDI-CO2 relationship remained consistently 

insignificant along the different tests. As a result, we can conclude that the results are robust. 

In contrast, the Philippines had more volatile results. When adding a lag, the Granger causality 

link running from FDI to CO2 emissions suddenly became significant at a 5% significance level 

and at 10% significance when adding two lags. As a consequence, the findings of the Toda and 

Yamamoto test were not considered very robust for the Philippines. 

6.3 Discussion 

At first sight, the results from the two analyses are not compatible for some of the countries as 

can be observed in table 4. For example, the structural break analysis supports a unidirectional 

relationship running from CO2 to FDI for Thailand. These results support the pollution haven 

hypothesis in the sense that it indicates that FDI funds go to countries that have lax 

environmental regulations. Nevertheless, the Granger causality test done on the Thai series 

points towards a relationship running in the opposite direction, i.e. from FDI to CO2 emissions, 

findings that are corroborated by Chandran and Tang (2013). The Granger causality test would 

support that FDI impacts on carbon dioxide emissions. However, the Thai results could also be 

an indicator of a feedback mechanism and a vicious cycle. Namely high per capita carbon 

dioxide emissions are an indicator of lax environmental regulations and of a higher level of 

development which would attract FDI inflows. FDI inflows would then enhance CO2 emissions 

through the scale effect and/or through an intensification of the industrial sector. The 

implications of this are not favorable for the development of Thailand as it has been a key tool 

in their recent growth spells as discussed in the background section. This implies that their 

current development model is unstainable and even self-reinforcing.  
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Table 4: Summary of Structural Break Analysis and the Granger Causality Test 

Country 
Granger 

causality 
Structural break analysis 

    

India FDI --> CO2 
1st Break CO2 --> FDI + 

2nd Break Simultaneous 

   
 

Indonesia 0 
1st Break CO2 --> FDI + 

2nd Break CO2 --> FDI - 

   
 

Malaysia 0 
1st Break CO2 --> FDI - 

2nd Break Simultaneous 

   
 

Philippines 0 
1st Break CO2 --> FDI - 

2nd Break CO2 --> FDI - 

   
 

Thailand FDI --> CO2 
1st Break CO2 --> FDI + 

2nd Break CO2 --> FDI + 

   
 

Vietnam CO2 --> FDI 
1st Break FDI --> CO2 + 

2nd Break 0 

Looking at the Philippines, the two analyses support different directions of the relationship. The 

structural break analysis consistently and robustly supported the existence of a relationship 

running from CO2 to FDI. Yet, the Toda and Yamamoto analysis revealed no relationship 

between the variables but with results that were not robust. Accordingly, we can say that the 

results coming from the structural break analysis might be more reliable. As mentioned in the 

description of the results, the structural break analysis shows an unconventional relationship 

where a rise in CO2 emissions has a deterrent effect on FDI. This would entail a strong rejection 

of the pollution haven hypothesis. These findings would sustain to some extent the paper by 

Dasgupta, Laplante, and Mamingi (1997) who state that the environmental impact of a firm 

matters to investors. Although they use this argument to explain why foreign investors decide 

to use cleaner technologies than required in the host country, it might also explain why some 

countries decide not to invest at all in such countries. Indeed, they might not want to be 

associated with non-environmentally friendly countries, which might hurt their image. 

The Vietnamese results from the structural break were not conclusive with a first break 

supporting a relationship from FDI to CO2 emissions and a second break in FDI that was not 

followed by a trend break in carbon dioxide emissions. Moreover, the results were not robust 

and very sensitive to the lag selection. However, the findings from the Granger causality 

indicated a relationship in the reverse direction and they proved to be insensitive to lag 

selection. In addition, the relationship finds support in the literature. As a matter of fact, Linh 

and Lin (2014) provided evidence of the same direction in the relationship and confirmed that 
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foreign capital is attracted to laxer environmental regulations. Their study also confirmed that 

the reverse relationship does not hold (Linh & Lin, 2014). Tang and Tan (2015) for their part 

also found the causality link from CO2 to FDI to be significant. As the structural break analysis 

does not provide a definite sign of the relationship, we cannot say whether this finding reveals 

a pollution haven effect. Investor’s approach to climate change and clean investment will be 

decisive in the sign of the relationship. Indeed, the host country has little control over the 

outcome. Interestingly, augmentations in FDI does not appear to be linked to increases in CO2 

emissions. This means that Vietnam can enjoy the benefits of FDI in terms of technology and 

know-how without facing negative environmental consequences. A hypothesis for this is that 

the new technology brought by foreign investors compensate for the scale effect of the added 

economic activity. 

India has a similar situation to Vietnam, with a structural break analysis having results that were 

very sensitive to lag selection in the Kapetanios test and a Granger causality test that was robust. 

Indeed, out of all the countries, India is the only country with a significant relationship where 

the results remained the same through all the robustness checks of the Granger causality. In 

addition, two studies done by Acharyya (2009) and Sarkodie and Strezov (2019) reveal the 

same findings. Consequently, confidence is high in the evidence that FDI Granger causes CO2 

emissions. These findings can have positive or negative implications. On the one hand, if the 

relationship is negative, FDI is an opportunity to reduce CO2 emissions through technology 

transfers. This would bring hope regarding the sustainable development of India. Especially 

considering the size of the country and how the emissions have been rising, the positive 

environmental impact could be extensive. However, if the relationship is positive the 

implications could be unfavorable to the current growth model. In this case, the impact could 

be disastrous, due to the size of the country even small increases in per capita carbon dioxide 

emissions would translate in very large absolute amounts. Acharyya’s (2009) as well as 

Sarkodie and Strezov’s (2019) findings would support the second scenario with a positive 

relationship, unfortunately.  

For Malaysia and Indonesia, the results of no relationship from the Granger causality test are 

consistent with the structural break analysis. Indeed, the second structural break happened 

simultaneously in both variables for Malaysia, which would imply no relationship. The same 

conclusion can be drawn for Indonesia where the second break has a different sign of the 

relationship than the first break. The evidence for both countries seems also robust considering 

that the outcome of the Toda and Yamamoto was not sensitive to the addition of one, two, or 

three lags. Same conclusions were drawn from the sensitivity analysis conducted for the 

structural breaks. Looking at studies on Malaysia, it is apparent that the evidence is very diverse. 

The present study finds support in Lee’s (2009) paper which maintains that the two have no 

long-run relationship. As in the Vietnamese case, the implications for Malaysia are quite 

encouraging in the sense that FDI can be exploited as a tool for sustainable development without 

the fear of negative environmental consequences. 
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6.4 Limitations 

An important limitation of this study is that another variable could be driving the relationship, 

namely GDP per capita. In other words, this study might suffer from omitted variable bias. 

However, the two variables seem to have their own patterns as indicated the structural break 

analysis. As a result, the possible omitted variable should not impact too negatively this study.  

In addition, the effect of FDI might have changed over time, for example, the technology 

transfer could have been weak in the past due to different policies by the host country or the 

foreign investors did not utilize their higher technologies as a result of the general disregard for 

environmental impact. Conversely, nowadays governments might have realized the importance 

of technology transfer, both in terms of development and environment, and implemented 

policies accordingly. This could disturb the results. In the structural break analysis, a changing 

relationship would have been interpreted as no relationship. In addition, it weakens the 

predictable power of the Granger causality test.  

Finally, it was decided to use CO2 emissions as an estimator of pollution in this study. However, 

there are other pollutants such as methane and nitrous oxide that play also an important role 

(1990). As these are not air pollutants, they might not be correlated to CO2 emissions. As a 

consequence, the empirical results might be very different if a different greenhouse gas was 

used. However, it remains that CO2 emissions are the largest contributor to greenhouse gas 

emissions at 77% in 2005 (Herzog, 2009).  
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7 Conclusion 

7.1 Research Aims 

Due to the large increases in FDI flows particularly to East Asia and its role in their 

development, the potential consequences of foreign flows have become of great importance. 

The relation between CO2 emissions and FDI is one of the main problems arisen. The topic has 

been thoroughly investigated by scholars in the last 30 years, however, the lack of fresh 

evidence on the topic in Southeast Asia and India became soon evident. Accordingly, this 

dissertation aimed at filling this gap by investigating the FDI-CO2 emissions causal relationship 

in the ASEAN-5 and India for the period of 1970 to 2016. To achieve this goal, a structural 

break analysis and a Toda and Yamamoto procedure for Granger causality test were conducted. 

The empirical results indicated that the causal relationship varied very much from one country 

to the next. No causal relationship was found in Indonesia and Malaysia, a relationship running 

from carbon dioxide to FDI was observed in the Philippines and Vietnam while the reverse was 

found for India, and finally, Thailand showed a possible bi-directional relationship. Regarding 

the pollution haven hypothesis, only Thailand seemed to indicate such an effect. Vietnam could 

possibly also have a similar phenomenon. However, as the structural break analysis was 

inconclusive, the sign of the relationship could not be determined. This means that CO2 

emissions could have either a positive or negative effect on foreign capital inflows. Indeed, the 

Philippines confirmed the existence of the negative relationship where CO2 emissions repel FDI 

inflows. India, a country in which FDI Granger causes CO2 emissions, could also have a 

pollution haven in the sense that FDI could increase air pollution either through an 

intensification of the dirty sector or the scale effect. However, it is also possible that they have 

a pollution halo as the sign of the relationship was not defined due to the lack of indication from 

the structural break analysis. 

7.2 Practical Implications 

The practical implications for India are that FDI can have adverse effects on air pollution due 

to the causal link going from FDI to CO2 emissions. However, this relationship also means that 

FDI can be a tool for the opposite as the pollution halo predicts. Indeed, foreign capital can be 

a way of boosting technology advancements in the host country through competition and 

technology transfers. Therefore, this gives the opportunity to policymakers to make 

advancements on their climate change mitigation plans. This shows that the policy on 



 

37 

 

technology transfers plays a central role. China might provide a very good example in this 

regard. The Chinese government implemented tough restrictions on foreign investors, e.g. 

companies could have only a maximum of 50% of foreign ownership, which allowed them to 

acquire the more evolved foreign technologies (Rodrik, 2006). 

The implications of the potential vicious cycle in Thailand are negative for the environment. 

Indeed, it predicts a perpetual worsening of air pollution. They would need to break this cycle, 

and similarly to India, technology transfer plays a key role. Comparable recommendations to 

India can be made. Another important point for Thailand comes from the positive CO2-FDI 

relationship which implies that low environmental regulations attract foreign investors. This 

signifies that a tightening of international agreements on air pollution, such as the Paris 

Agreement, represent a threat to the inflows of FDI and indirectly to the development of the 

country. There are little possibilities for the host country to counteract this adverse effect. 

Instead, it calls for a change in paradigm in investors’ strategies towards more environmental 

engagement. 

The Philippines face the contrary situation where CO2 emissions displace FDI to other 

countries. This might imply that a change of approach to investment might have already taken 

place. Contrary to Thailand, these results mean that international environmental agreements 

would have a positive impact on foreign capital inflows in the Philippines. The implications 

would be very promising for the development of the country. Moreover, as the reverse 

relationship is not significant, it shows that they do not need to fear harmful repercussions from 

the additional flows. 

Vietnam also shows a CO2-FDI causal relationship as Thailand and the Philippines. However, 

the sign of the relationship was not determined as the structural break analysis was not 

conclusive. Therefore, the same implications as described both for Thailand and the Philippines 

on the CO2-FDI relationship are applicable. A tightening of environmental regulations could 

have both a negative or a positive influence. In addition, it implies that FDI can be used without 

a negative environmental impact. 

Malaysia and Indonesia have no relationship between FDI and air pollution based on the two 

analyses. Similar to the Philippines and Vietnam, this signifies that they enjoy from the lack of 

negative consequences of FDI. However, it also means that they do not benefit from the 

possibility of using FDI to reduce carbon dioxide emissions.  

Overall, this shows that the technology transfer is key. Special attention should be paid to it by 

policymakers as its outcome could never be detrimental. In addition, while the nefarious effects 

of environmental regulations on FDI have been widely documented, it is interesting to note that 

it can also be positive as the evidence from the Philippines indicates. This shows the importance 

of changing the mindset of investors and sensitizing economic actors to climate change.  
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7.3 Future Research 

An important domain that would necessitate further research is the type of FDI. In fact, it would 

be worth investigating whether FDI inflows to agriculture, industries or services have different 

impacts on pollution. Blanco et al. (2013) have done such a study but focused on Latin America, 

a similar study applied to Southeast Asia would be valuable. It would give these countries an 

indication of where to focus its resources in mitigating potential nefarious effects. Another 

question with important practical implications is why high environmental stringency repels FDI 

in some countries while it attracts FDI in others and how we can spread this phenomenon across 

the world. Indeed, if a competition to high environmental stringency could be implemented the 

world would only benefit from it. 



 

39 

 

References 

Acharyya, J. (2009). FDI, Growth and the Environment: Evidence from India on CO2 

Emission during the Last Two Decades, Journal of economic development, [e-journal] 

vol. 34, no. 1, p.43, Available Online: http://jed.or.kr/full-text/34-1/3.pdf [Accessed 13 

April 2019]. 

Aldaba, R. M. (1994). Foreign Direct Investment in the Philippines: A Reassessment, 

Research Paper, No. 94-10, Philippine Institute for Development Studies, Available 

Online: https://pidswebs.pids.gov.ph/CDN/PUBLICATIONS/pidsrp9410.pdf 

[Accessed 28 April 2019]. 

Alimi, S. R. & Ofonyelu, C. C. (2013). Toda-Yamamoto Causality Test between Money 

Market Interest Rate and Expected Inflation: The Fisher Hypothesis Revisited, 

European Scientific Journal, ESJ, [e-journal] vol. 9, no. 7, Available Online: 

http://eujournal.org/index.php/esj/article/download/859/902 [Accessed 19 May 2019]. 

Amiri, A. & Ventelou, B. (2012). Granger Causality between Total Expenditure on Health 

and GDP in OECD: Evidence from the Toda–Yamamoto Approach, Economics 

Letters, [e-journal] vol. 116, no. 3, pp.541–544, Available Online: 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0165176512001814 [Accessed 22 

April 2019]. 

Anwar, S. & Nguyen, L. P. (2011). Foreign Direct Investment and Export Spillovers: 

Evidence from Vietnam, International Business Review, [e-journal] vol. 20, no. 2, 

pp.177–193, Available Online: 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0969593110001253 [Accessed 28 

April 2019]. 

Asghari, M. (2013). Does FDI Promote MENA Region’s Environment Quality? Pollution 

Halo or Pollution Haven Hypothesis, International Journal of Scientific Research in 

Environmental Sciences, [e-journal] vol. 1, no. 6, pp.92–100, Available Online: 

http://d.researchbib.com/f/1nq3q3Yzydp3WjqJVhL29gY3IjoT9uMUZipTSjMKWmY

0yXH1WSHl9WFyAFEIZgFaIhMGVjZGZiFHcGHxIGYGRmYGN1YaOxMt.pdf 

[Accessed 5 January 2019]. 

Athukorala, P. & Menon, J. (1996). Foreign Investment and Industrialization in Malaysia: 

Exports, Employment and Spillovers*, Asian Economic Journal, [e-journal] vol. 10, 

no. 1, pp.29–44, Available Online: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

8381.1996.tb00156.x [Accessed 19 April 2019]. 

Baek, J. (2016). A New Look at the FDI–Income–Energy–Environment Nexus: Dynamic 

Panel Data Analysis of ASEAN, Energy Policy, [e-journal] vol. 91, pp.22–27, 

Available Online: 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301421515302585 [Accessed 28 

April 2019]. 

Bai, J. & Perron, P. (2006). Multiple Structural Change Models: A Simulation Analysis, 

Econometric theory and practice: Frontiers of analysis and applied research, [e-



 

40 

 

journal] pp.212–237, Available Online: 

https://books.google.ch/books?hl=en&lr=&id=mXitlEaAy8AC&oi=fnd&pg=PA212&

dq=Multiple+structural+change+models:+a+simulation+analysis&ots=dDQtfTbVgv&

sig=lHBasXpNmrPC01d8YXDpongFXi4#v=onepage&q=Multiple%20structural%20

change%20models%3A%20a%20simulation%20analysis&f=false [Accessed 2 May 

2019]. 

Bank of Thailand. (2019). Foreign Direct Investment Position Classified by Business Sector 

of Thai Enterprises (US$), Available Online: 

http://www2.bot.or.th/statistics/ReportPage.aspx?reportID=820&language=eng 

[Accessed 22 April 2019]. 

Ben-David, D. & Papell, D. (2000). Some Evidence on the Continuity of the Growth Process 

among the G7 Countries, Economic Inquiry, [e-journal] vol. 38, no. 2, pp.320–330, 

Available Online: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1465-7295.2000.tb00020.x [Accessed 21 

April 2019]. 

Blanco, L., Gonzalez, F. & Ruiz, I. (2013). The Impact of FDI on CO2 Emissions in Latin 

America, Oxford Development Studies, [e-journal] vol. 41, no. 1, pp.104–121, 

Available Online: 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13600818.2012.732055?casa_token=2

KR6WYYeX-

oAAAAA:svwzCNYnq7yJ8gdjDSN37Pp8Bpyo8FtLe7nb4v6ZHkFpS5pjBSQCsLS0

UXiPpaa5866eIRwIX7g8zg [Accessed 22 March 2019]. 

Chandran, V. & Tang, C. F. (2013). The Impacts of Transport Energy Consumption, Foreign 

Direct Investment and Income on CO2 Emissions in ASEAN-5 Economies, 

Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, [e-journal] vol. 24, pp.445–453, 

Available Online: 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S136403211300213X. 

Choong, C.-K. & Lam, S.-Y. (2010). The Determinants of Foreign Direct Investment in 

Malaysia: A Revisit, Global Economic Review, [e-journal] vol. 39, no. 2, pp.175–195, 

Available Online: https://doi.org/10.1080/1226508X.2010.483837 [Accessed 28 April 

2019]. 

Cole, M. A. & Elliott, R. J. R. (2005). FDI and the Capital Intensity of “Dirty” Sectors: A 

Missing Piece of the Pollution Haven Puzzle, Review of Development Economics, [e-

journal] vol. 9, no. 4, pp.530–548, Available Online: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

9361.2005.00292.x [Accessed 26 December 2018]. 

Copeland, B. R. & Taylor, M. S. (1994). North-South Trade and the Environment*, The 

Quarterly Journal of Economics, [e-journal] vol. 109, no. 3, pp.755–787, Available 

Online: https://doi.org/10.2307/2118421 [Accessed 27 April 2019]. 

Dasgupta, S., Laplante, B. & Mamingi, N. (1997). Capital Market Responses to 

Environmental Performance in Developing Countries, No. 1909, Washington, D.C: 

The World Bank, Available Online: 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Nlandu_Mamingi/publication/228238553_Capita

l_Market_Responses_to_Environmental_Performance_in_Developing_Countries/links



 

41 

 

/02e7e5178b00494c00000000/Capital-Market-Responses-to-Environmental-

Performance-in-Developing-Countries.pdf [Accessed 22 March 2019]. 

Eskeland, G. S. & Harrison, A. E. (2003). Moving to Greener Pastures? Multinationals and 

the Pollution Haven Hypothesis, Journal of Development Economics, [e-journal] vol. 

70, no. 1, p.1, Available Online: https://repository.upenn.edu/mgmt_papers/158/ 

[Accessed 3 February 2018]. 

Gökmenoğlu, K. & Taspinar, N. (2016). The Relationship between Co2 Emissions, Energy 

Consumption, Economic Growth and FDI: The Case of Turkey, The Journal of 

International Trade & Economic Development, [e-journal] vol. 25, no. 5, pp.706–723, 

Available Online: https://doi.org/10.1080/09638199.2015.1119876 [Accessed 22 

March 2019]. 

Granger, C. W. (1969). Investigating Causal Relations by Econometric Models and Cross-

Spectral Methods, Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society, [e-journal] 

pp.424–438, Available Online: 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/1912791?seq=1#metadata_info_tab_contents [Accessed 

21 April 2019]. 

Grossman, G. M. & Krueger, A. B. (1991). Environmental Impacts of a North American Free 

Trade Agreement, No. 3914, Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic 

Research, Available Online: https://www.nber.org/papers/w3914 [Accessed 21 April 

2019]. 

Guru-Gharana, K. K. (2012). ECONOMETRIC INVESTIGATION OF RELATIONSHIPS 

AMONG EXPORT, FDI AND GROWTH IN INDIA: AN APPLICATION OF 

TODA-YAMAMOTO-DOLADO-LUTKEPHOL GRANGER CAUSALITY TEST, 

The Journal of Developing Areas, [e-journal] vol. 46, no. 2, pp.231–247, Available 

Through: JSTOR http://www.jstor.org/stable/23215372 [Accessed 21 April 2019]. 

Hanushek, E. A. & Woessmann, L. (2016). Knowledge Capital, Growth, and the East Asian 

Miracle, Science, [e-journal] vol. 351, no. 6271, p.344, Available Online: 

http://science.sciencemag.org/content/351/6271/344.abstract [Accessed 3 February 

2018]. 

He, J. (2006). Pollution Haven Hypothesis and Environmental Impacts of Foreign Direct 

Investment: The Case of Industrial Emission of Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) in Chinese 

Provinces, Ecological economics, [e-journal] vol. 60, no. 1, pp.228–245, Available 

Online: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0921800905005793 

[Accessed 1 February 2018]. 

Herzog, T. (2009). World Greenhouse Gas Emissions in 2005, WRI Working Paper, 

Washington, D.C: World Resources Insitute, Available Online: 

http://pdf.wri.org/working_papers/world_greenhouse_gas_emissions_2005.pdf 

[Accessed 25 May 2019]. 

Hoffmann, R., Lee, C., Ramasamy, B. & Yeung, M. (2005). FDI and Pollution: A Granger 

Causality Test Using Panel Data, Journal of International Development: The Journal 

of the Development Studies Association, [e-journal] vol. 17, no. 3, pp.311–317, 



 

42 

 

Available Online: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/jid.1196 [Accessed 

1 February 2018]. 

Jansen, K. (1995). The Macroeconomic Effects of Direct Foreign Investment: The Case of 

Thailand, World Development, [e-journal] vol. 23, no. 2, pp.193–210, Available 

Online: http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0305750X9400125I 

[Accessed 28 April 2019]. 

Kander, A., Warde, P., Teives Henriques, S., Nielsen, H., Kulionis, V. & Hagen, S. (2017). 

International Trade and Energy Intensity During European Industrialization, 1870–

1935, Ecological Economics, [e-journal] vol. 139, pp.33–44, Available Online: 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0921800916307765 [Accessed 27 

May 2019]. 

Kapetanios, G. (2005). Unit-Root Testing against the Alternative Hypothesis of up to m 

Structural Breaks, Journal of Time Series Analysis, [e-journal] vol. 26, no. 1, pp.123–

133, Available Online: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9892.2005.00393.x [Accessed 6 

May 2019]. 

Kohpaiboon, A. (2003). Foreign Trade Regimes and the FDI–Growth Nexus: A Case Study of 

Thailand, The Journal of Development Studies, [e-journal] vol. 40, no. 2, pp.55–69, 

Available Online: https://doi.org/10.1080/00220380412331293767 [Accessed 28 

April 2019]. 

Kónya, L. (2006). Exports and Growth: Granger Causality Analysis on OECD Countries with 

a Panel Data Approach, Economic Modelling, [e-journal] vol. 23, no. 6, pp.978–992, 

Available Online: 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264999306000496 [Accessed 22 

May 2019]. 

Kumar, S. (2016). Assessment of Renewables for Energy Security and Carbon Mitigation in 

Southeast Asia: The Case of Indonesia and Thailand, Applied Energy, [e-journal] vol. 

163, pp.63–70, Available Online: 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0306261915014609 [Accessed 28 

April 2019]. 

Lau, L.-S., Choong, C.-K. & Eng, Y.-K. (2014). Investigation of the Environmental Kuznets 

Curve for Carbon Emissions in Malaysia: Do Foreign Direct Investment and Trade 

Matter?, Energy Policy, [e-journal] vol. 68, pp.490–497, Available Online: 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030142151400007X [Accessed 28 

April 2019]. 

Lee, C. G. (2009). Foreign Direct Investment, Pollution and Economic Growth: Evidence 

from Malaysia, Applied Economics, [e-journal] vol. 41, no. 13, pp.1709–1716, 

Available Online: https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00036840701564376 

[Accessed 3 February 2018]. 

Lee, J. W. (2013). The Contribution of Foreign Direct Investment to Clean Energy Use, 

Carbon Emissions and Economic Growth, Special section: Long Run Transitions to 

Sustainable Economic Structures in the European Union and Beyond, [e-journal] vol. 

55, pp.483–489, Available Online: 



 

43 

 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301421512010920 [Accessed 3 

February 2018]. 

Lee, J. W. & Brahmasrene, T. (2014). ICT, CO2 Emissions and Economic Growth: Evidence 

from a Panel of ASEAN, Global Economic Review, [e-journal] vol. 43, no. 2, pp.93–

109, Available Online: https://doi.org/10.1080/1226508X.2014.917803 [Accessed 28 

April 2019]. 

Lee, Z. H., Sethupathi, S., Lee, K. T., Bhatia, S. & Mohamed, A. R. (2013). An Overview on 

Global Warming in Southeast Asia: CO2 Emission Status, Efforts Done, and Barriers, 

Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, [e-journal] vol. 28, pp.71–81, Available 

Online: http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1364032113005005 

[Accessed 3 February 2018]. 

Liew, V. K.-S. (2004). Which Lag Length Selection Criteria Should We Employ?, Economics 

Bulletin, [e-journal] vol. 3, no. 33, pp.1–9, Available Online: 

https://econpapers.repec.org/article/eblecbull/eb-04c20021.htm [Accessed 28 April 

2019]. 

Linh, D. H. & Lin, S. (2014). CO2 Emissions, Energy Consumption, Economic Growth and 

FDI in Vietnam, Managing Global Transitions, [e-journal] vol. 12, no. 3, pp.219–232, 

Available Online: http://www.fm-kp.si/zalozba/ISSN/1581-6311/12-3.pdf#page=23 

[Accessed 3 February 2018]. 

Linh, D. H. & Lin, S.-M. (2015). Dynamic Causal Relationships among CO2 Emissions, 

Energy Consumption, Economic Growth and FDI in the Most Populous Asian 

Countries, Advances in Management and Applied Economics, [e-journal] vol. 5, no. 1, 

pp.69–88, Available Online: 

http://www.scienpress.com/Upload/AMAE/Vol%205_1_6.pdf [Accessed 3 February 

2018]. 

Lumsdaine, R. L. & Papell, D. H. (1997). Multiple Trend Breaks and the Unit-Root 

Hypothesis, The Review of Economics and Statistics, [e-journal] vol. 79, no. 2, 

pp.212–218, Available Online: https://doi.org/10.1162/003465397556791 [Accessed 

27 May 2019]. 

MacDermott, R. (2009). A Panel Study of the Pollution-Haven Hypothesis, Global economy 

journal, [e-journal] vol. 9, no. 1, Available Online: 

https://www.degruyter.com/view/j/gej.2009.9.1/gej.2009.9.1.1372/gej.2009.9.1.1372.x

ml?format=INT&intcmp=trendmd [Accessed 3 February 2018]. 

Mani, M. & Wheeler, D. (1998). In Search of Pollution Havens? Dirty Industry in the World 

Economy, 1960 to 1995, The Journal of Environment & Development, [e-journal] vol. 

7, no. 3, pp.215–247, Available Online: https://doi.org/10.1177/107049659800700302 

[Accessed 26 December 2018]. 

Muntean, M., Guizzardi, D., Schaaf, E., Crippa, M., Solazzo, E., Olivier, J. G. J. & Vignati, 

E. (2018). Fossil CO2 Emissions of All World Countries - 2018 Report, EUR 29433 

EN, Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union, Available Online: 

https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/41811494-f131-

11e8-9982-01aa75ed71a1/language-en [Accessed 28 April 2019]. 



 

44 

 

Ngo, C. (1992). Foreign Investment Promotion: Thailand as a Model for Economic 

Development in Vietnam, Hastings Int’l & Comp. L. Rev., [e-journal] vol. 16, p.67, 

Available Online: 

https://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/hasint16&div=10&g_sent=1&

casa_token=t5aiWMo2VXgAAAAA:-

8cGRwnmSySeqpVm3vj2E6UZIkd4y7hnu_qtKDIwqL0JU2wX9yaGVGiCnqyVoRk

K3nY6oNjU&collection=journals [Accessed 28 April 2019]. 

OECD. (2018). DAC List of ODA Recipients, Available Online: 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-

standards/DAC_List_ODA_Recipients2018to2020_flows_En.pdf [Accessed 19 June 

2019]. 

Omri, A., Nguyen, D. K. & Rault, C. (2014). Causal Interactions between CO2 Emissions, 

FDI, and Economic Growth: Evidence from Dynamic Simultaneous-Equation Models, 

Economic Modelling, [e-journal] vol. 42, pp.382–389, Available Online: 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264999314002818 [Accessed 3 

May 2018]. 

Pao, H.-T. & Tsai, C.-M. (2011). Multivariate Granger Causality between CO2 Emissions, 

Energy Consumption, FDI (Foreign Direct Investment) and GDP (Gross Domestic 

Product): Evidence from a Panel of BRIC (Brazil, Russian Federation, India, and 

China) Countries, Energy, [e-journal] vol. 36, no. 1, pp.685–693, Available Online: 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0360544210005207 [Accessed 

28 December 2018]. 

Quazi, R. (2007). Economic Freedom and Foreign Direct Investment in East Asia, Journal of 

the Asia Pacific Economy, [e-journal] vol. 12, no. 3, pp.329–344, Available Online: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13547860701405755 [Accessed 28 April 2019]. 

Quibria, M. G. (2002). Growth and Poverty: Lessons from the East Asian Miracle Revisited, 

No. 33, Tokyo: Asian Development Bank Institute (ADBI), Available Online: 

https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/111125/1/adbi-rp33.pdf [Accessed 2 

February 2019]. 

Rockström, J., Steffen, W., Noone, K., Persson, Å., Chapin III, F. S., Lambin, E. F., Lenton, 

T. M., Scheffer, M., Folke, C. & Schellnhuber, H. J. (2009). A Safe Operating Space 

for Humanity, nature, [e-journal] vol. 461, no. 7263, p.472, Available Online: 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/academia.edu.documents/36531028/7_ROCKSTROM_A_s

afe_operating_space_for_humanity1.pdf?AWSAccessKeyId=AKIAIWOWYYGZ2Y5

3UL3A&Expires=1558452934&Signature=1YQdSV0y3tP7VBClnVZTs%2BPv1gU

%3D&response-content-

disposition=inline%3B%20filename%3DFEATURE_A_safe_operating_space_for_hu

man.pdf [Accessed 21 May 2019]. 

Rodhe, H. (1990). A Comparison of the Contribution of Various Gases to the Greenhouse 

Effect, Science, [e-journal] vol. 248, no. 4960, p.1217, Available Online: 

http://science.sciencemag.org/content/248/4960/1217.abstract. 



 

45 

 

Rodrik, D. (2006). What’s so Special about China’s Exports?, Working Paper, No. 11947, 

Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research, Available Online: 

https://www.nber.org/papers/w11947.pdf [Accessed 28 May 2019]. 

Sapkota, P. & Bastola, U. (2017). Foreign Direct Investment, Income, and Environmental 

Pollution in Developing Countries: Panel Data Analysis of Latin America, Energy 

Economics, [e-journal] vol. 64, pp.206–212, Available Online: 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0140988317301007 [Accessed 28 

December 2018]. 

Sarkodie, S. A. & Strezov, V. (2019). Effect of Foreign Direct Investments, Economic 

Development and Energy Consumption on Greenhouse Gas Emissions in Developing 

Countries, Science of The Total Environment, [e-journal] vol. 646, pp.862–871, 

Available Online: 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969718328602 [Accessed 28 

December 2018]. 

Sjöholm, F. (2017). Foreign Direct Investment and Value Added in Indonesia, IFN Working 

Paper, No. 1141, Stockholm: Research Institute of Industrial Economics (IFN), 

pp.238–260, Available Online: 

https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/183370/1/wp1141.pdf [Accessed 28 April 

2019]. 

Smarzynska, B. K. & Wei, S.-J. (2003). Pollution Havens and Foreign Direct Investment: 

Dirty Secret or Popular Myth?, Contributions in Economic Analysis & Policy, [e-

journal] vol. 3, no. 2, Available Online: https://doi.org/10.2202/1538-0645.1244 

[Accessed 9 April 2019]. 

Tang, C. F. & Tan, B. W. (2015). The Impact of Energy Consumption, Income and Foreign 

Direct Investment on Carbon Dioxide Emissions in Vietnam, Energy, [e-journal] vol. 

79, pp.447–454, Available Online: 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0360544214012882 [Accessed 24 

May 2019]. 

The World Bank. (2019a). CO2 Emissions (Kt), Available Online: 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.ATM.CO2E.KT?locations=Z4 [Accessed 9 

December 2018]. 

The World Bank. (2019b). Industry (Including Construction), Value Added (% of GDP), 

Available Online: 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.IND.TOTL.ZS?locations=IN-ID-MY-PH-

TH-VN [Accessed 25 May 2019]. 

The World Bank. (2019c). Foreign Direct Investment, Net Inflows (BoP, Current US$), 

Available Online: https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/BX.KLT.DINV.CD.WD 

[Accessed 9 December 2018]. 

Toda, H. Y. & Yamamoto, T. (1995). Statistical Inference in Vector Autoregressions with 

Possibly Integrated Processes, Journal of Econometrics, [e-journal] vol. 66, no. 1, 

pp.225–250, Available Online: 



 

46 

 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0304407694016168 [Accessed 28 

April 2019]. 

UNCTAD. (2018). Methodological Note - World Investment Report 2018, Available Online: 

https://unctad.org/en/PublicationChapters/wir2018chMethodNote_en.pdf [Accessed 

22 April 2019]. 

UNCTAD. (2019a). Foreign Direct Investment: Inward and Outward Flows and Stock, 

Annual, United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, Available Online: 

https://unctadstat.unctad.org/wds/TableViewer/tableView.aspx?ReportId=96740 

[Accessed 13 April 2019]. 

UNCTAD. (2019b). Gross Domestic Product: Total and per Capita, Current and Constant 

(2010) Prices, Annual, United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, 

Available Online: 

https://unctadstat.unctad.org/wds/TableViewer/tableView.aspx?ReportId=96 

[Accessed 13 April 2019]. 

United Nations. (2016). Aggregate Effect of the Intended Nationally Determined 

Contributions: An Update, FCCC/CP/2016/2, Marrakech, Available Online: 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/docs/2016/cop22/eng/02.pdf [Accessed 

21 May 2019]. 

Venkatesan, R. (2018). Role of Foreign Direct Investment in India, International Journal of 

Advanced Scientific Research & Development (IJASRD), [e-journal] vol. 5, no. 3, 

pp.411–415, Available Online: https://www.ijasrd.org/journals/article/view/s50361 

[Accessed 22 April 2019]. 

Vu, T. B., Gangnes, B. & Noy, I. (2008). Is Foreign Direct Investment Good for Growth? 

Evidence from Sectoral Analysis of China and Vietnam, Journal of the Asia Pacific 

Economy, [e-journal] vol. 13, no. 4, pp.542–562, Available Online: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13547860802364976 [Accessed 22 April 2019]. 

Wagner, U. J. & Timmins, C. D. (2009). Agglomeration Effects in Foreign Direct Investment 

and the Pollution Haven Hypothesis, Environmental and Resource Economics, [e-

journal] vol. 43, no. 2, pp.231–256, Available Online: 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10640-008-9236-6 [Accessed 28 December 

2018]. 

Weiss, J. (2005). Export Growth and Industrial Policy: Lessons from the East Asian Miracle 

Experience, Discussion Paper, No. 26, Asian Development Bank, Available Online: 

https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/53543/1/507594452.pdf [Accessed 1 

February 2019]. 

Wie, T. K. (2005). The Major Channels of International Technology Transfer to Indonesia: 

An Assessment, Journal of the Asia Pacific Economy, [e-journal] vol. 10, no. 2, 

pp.214–236, Available Online: https://doi.org/10.1080/13547860500071493 

[Accessed 28 April 2019]. 

Wolde-Rufael, Y. (2005). Energy Demand and Economic Growth: The African Experience, 

Journal of Policy Modeling, [e-journal] vol. 27, no. 8, pp.891–903, Available Online: 



 

47 

 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0161893805000840 [Accessed 22 

April 2019]. 

Zarsky, L. (1999). Havens, Halos and Spaghetti: Untangling the Evidence about Foreign 

Direct Investment and the Environment, Foreign direct Investment and the 

Environment, [e-journal] vol. 13, no. 8, pp.47–74, Available Online: 

https://books.google.ch/books?hl=en&lr=&id=HmOeAwAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA4

7&ots=k2_NucZGZe&sig=v_ySX-mCq6GfgAWiXGX-obe4Dzw [Accessed 2 

February 2019]. 

Zhang, C. & Zhou, X. (2016). Does Foreign Direct Investment Lead to Lower CO2 

Emissions? Evidence from a Regional Analysis in China, Renewable and Sustainable 

Energy Reviews, [e-journal] vol. 58, pp.943–951, Available Online: 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1364032115016093 [Accessed 28 

December 2018]. 

Zhu, H., Duan, L., Guo, Y. & Yu, K. (2016). The Effects of FDI, Economic Growth and 

Energy Consumption on Carbon Emissions in ASEAN-5: Evidence from Panel 

Quantile Regression, Economic Modelling, [e-journal] vol. 58, pp.237–248, Available 

Online: http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264999316301262 

[Accessed 28 December 2018]. 

Zivot, E. & Andrews, D. W. K. (2002). Further Evidence on the Great Crash, the Oil-Price 

Shock, and the Unit-Root Hypothesis, Journal of business & economic statistics, [e-

journal] vol. 20, no. 1, pp.25–44, Available Online: 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1198/073500102753410372?casa_token=gY

Xmo-1e-

XAAAAAA:z4D7NKnI01hIbTdFW376P2p8T6PP9B7GyG5BKylKNuFaEMcNvslnS

fHXU2bl4EB3tocBpidl19zj [Accessed 25 May 2019]. 

 

  



 

48 

 

Appendix A 

Unit root tests to define dmax for the Toda and Yamamoto procedure 

 

AIC BIC

India Test Statistic P-Value Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length

l_FDIperCapita -4.20532 >10% -2.8375 0.192 0 -2.8375 0.192 0 with a trend and a constant

1 break -0.194542 0.932 0 -0.194542 0.932 0 with a constant

l_EmisPerCapita -3.9399 >10% -2.37466 0.387 0 -2.37466 0.387 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks 1.50397 0.999 0 1.50397 0.999 0 with a constant

d_l_FDIperCapita -5.67483 5%-10% -7.06875 0.000 0 -7.06875 0.000 0 with a trend and a constant

1 break -7.06459 0.000 0 -7.06459 0.000 0 with a constant

d_l_EmisPerCapita -9.59976 <1% -6.23868 0.000 0 -6.23868 0.000 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -1.89791 0.334 4 -6.0756 0.000 0 with a constant

Dmax 1 1 1

Indonesia Test Statistic P-Value Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length

l_FDIperCapita -7.48919 <1% -3.34613 0.072 0 -3.34613 0.072 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -3.11331 0.032 0 -3.11331 0.032 0 with a constant

l_EmisPerCapita -3.94031 >10% -1.51909 0.809 0 -1.51909 0.809 0 with a trend and a constant

1 break -2.52376 0.117 0 -2.52376 0.117 0 with a constant

d_l_FDIperCapita -10.3511 <1% -7.70171 0.000 0 -7.70171 0.000 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -7.79864 0.000 0 -7.79864 0.000 0 with a constant

d_l_EmisPerCapita -7.10714 <1% -6.08479 0.000 0 -6.08479 0.000 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -5.40688 0.000 0 -5.40688 0.000 0 with a constant

Dmax 1 1 1

Malaysia Test Statistic P-Value Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length

l_FDIperCapita -5.30973 >10% -3.69168 0.033 0 -3.69168 0.033 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -2.25763 0.186 1 -2.4905 0.124 0 with a constant

l_EmisPerCapita -3.88009 >10% -1.27561 0.882 0 -1.27561 0.882 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -0.908311 0.777 0 -0.908311 0.777 0 with a constant

d_l_FDIperCapita -9.99082 <1% -8.90638 0.000 0 -8.90638 0.000 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -8.94432 0.000 0 -8.94432 0.000 0 with a constant

d_l_EmisPerCapita -6.86193 <1% -5.9366 0.000 0 -5.9366 0.000 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -5.88713 0.000 0 -5.88713 0.000 0 with a constant

Dmax 1 1 1

Philippines Test Statistic P-Value Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length

l_FDIperCapita -6.65329 <1% -5.53857 0.000 0 -5.53857 0.000 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -2.19995 0.206 1 -3.51054 0.012 0 with a constant

l_EmisPerCapita -3.61695 >10% -2.07584 0.559 2 -1.37039 0.857 0 with a trend and a constant

1 break -1.0413 0.741 2 -0.374445 0.905 0 with a constant

-10.4273 <1% -10.4571 0.000 0 -10.4571 0.000 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -10.5692 0.000 0 -10.5692 0.000 0 with a constant

d_l_EmisPerCapita -8.52518 <1% -5.79649 0.000 0 -5.79649 0.000 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -5.74904 0.000 0 -5.74904 0.000 0 with a constant

Dmax 1 1 1

Thailand Test Statistic P-Value Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length

l_FDIperCapita -5.36095 >10% -2.91526 0.167 0 -2.91526 0.167 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -1.80178 0.380 1 -1.80178 0.380 1 with a constant

l_EmisPerCapita -3.50147 >10% -0.938883 0.950 1 -0.938883 0.950 1 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -1.6638 0.450 1 -1.6638 0.450 1 with a constant

d_l_FDIperCapita -5.67632 >10% -4.50044 0.001 4 -9.52188 0.000 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -9.39415 0.000 0 -9.39415 0.000 0 with a constant

d_l_EmisPerCapita -6.57459 5%-1% -4.59596 0.003 0 -4.59596 0.003 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -4.32683 0.001 0 -4.32683 0.001 0 with a constant

d_d_l_FDIperCapita -10.2958 <1% -10.3613 0.000 1 -10.3613 0.000 1 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -10.4538 0.000 1 -10.4538 0.000 1 with a constant

Dmax 2 1 1

ADF
Kapetanios
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Vietnam Test Statistic P-Value Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length Test Statistic P-Value Lag Length

l_FDIperCapita -6.86948 <1% -2.6749 0.247 3 -2.05077 0.559 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks -0.577249 0.866 0 -0.577249 0.866 0 with a constant

l_EmisPerCapita -4.76111 >10% -2.2156 0.480 2 -2.15872 0.500 0 with a trend and a constant

2 breaks 0.395124 0.983 2 1.41693 0.999 0 with a constant

-6.78925 <1% -2.92812 0.153 2 -6.22342 0.000 0 with a trend and a constant

1 break -2.96824 0.038 2 -6.28981 0.000 0 with a constant

d_l_EmisPerCapita -9.59976 <1% -3.44387 0.046 1 -3.44387 0.046 1 with a trend and a constant

1 break -3.01497 0.034 1 -3.01497 0.034 1 with a constant

Dmax 1 1 1

Note on Kapetanios:

For two breaks

Significance level:   10%       5%       1% 

Critical values:    -5.847   -6.113   -6.587 

For one break:

Significance level:   10%       5%       1% 

Critical values:    -4.820   -5.081   -5.704
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Appendix B 

Selection of lag length k of VAR models for the Toda and Yamamoto procedure 

 

With a trend Without a trend

Selected Lag 

Length k

India

lags AIC BIC HQC lags AIC BIC HQC 1

1 -3.008152* -2.680487* -2.887319* 1 -2.944366* -2.698617* -2.853741*

2 -2.958349 -2.466851 -2.7771 2 -2.906011 -2.496429 -2.75497

3 -2.897618 -2.242288 -2.655953 3 -2.847157 -2.273743 -2.6357

4 -2.770013 -1.95085 -2.467931 4 -2.724528 -1.987281 -2.452654

Indonesia

lags AIC BIC HQC lags AIC BIC HQC 1

1 -0.933769* -0.606104* -0.812936* 1 -0.923361* -0.677612* -0.832736*

2 -0.805457 -0.313959 -0.624208 2 -0.768024 -0.358442 -0.616983

3 -0.688139 -0.032808 -0.446473 3 -0.613915 -0.040501 -0.402458

4 -0.591913 0.22725 -0.289831 4 -0.565186 0.17206 -0.293312

Malaysia

lags AIC BIC HQC lags AIC BIC HQC 1

1 -1.778243* -1.450577* -1.657410* 1 -1.827119* -1.581370* -1.736495*

2 -1.688865 -1.197367 -1.507616 2 -1.744485 -1.334904 -1.593444

3 -1.536823 -0.881493 -1.295158 3 -1.599694 -1.02628 -1.388236

4 -1.547148 -0.727985 -1.245066 4 -1.559139 -0.821893 -1.287265

Philippines

lags AIC BIC HQC lags AIC BIC HQC 1

1 -0.315079* 0.012586* -0.194246* 1 -0.122546* 0.123202* -0.031922*

2 -0.25985 0.231647 -0.078601 2 -0.035597 0.373984 0.115444

3 -0.194054 0.461276 0.047611 3 0.049823 0.623237 0.261281

4 -0.072639 0.746524 0.229443 4 0.205555 0.942802 0.477429

Thailand

lags AIC BIC HQC lags AIC BIC HQC 4

1 -0.769895 -0.442230* -0.649063 1 -0.837953 -0.592204* -0.747328*

2 -0.836393 -0.344896 -0.655144* 2 -0.887095 -0.477514 -0.736054

3 -0.817228 -0.161897 -0.575562 3 -0.886292 -0.312879 -0.674835

4 -0.846495* -0.027332 -0.544413 4 -0.892728* -0.155482 -0.620854

Vietnam

lags AIC BIC HQC lags AIC BIC HQC 2

1 -0.354525 -0.026859* -0.233692* 1 -0.188538 0.057211* -0.097913*

2 -0.395655* 0.095843 -0.214406 2 -0.244201* 0.165381 -0.09316

3 -0.370736 0.284595 -0.12907 3 -0.206056 0.367358 0.005402

4 -0.361444 0.457719 -0.059362 4 -0.189606 0.547641 0.082268
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Appendix C 

Sensitivity Analysis for the Kapetanios test used to define the year of structural breaks. 

 

India # of lags Structural Break 1 Structural Break 2

4 1970 - 1982 - 2002 - 2016

3 1970 1982 2002 2016

5 1970 1990 2003 2016

6 1970 1990 2003 2016

4 1970 - 1989 - 2002 - 2016

3 1970 1986 1999 2016

5 1970 1986 1999 2016

6 1970 1986 1999 2016

Indonesia # of lags Structural Break 1 Structural Break 2

4 1970 - 1982 - 2002 - 2016

3 1970 1983 2001 2016

5 1970 1982 2002 2016

6 1970 1982 2002 2016

4 1970 - 1990 - 2003 - 2016

3 1970 1991 2004 2016

5 1970 1991 2004 2016

6 1970 1991 2004 2016

Malaysia # of lags Structural Break 1 Structural Break 2

4 1970 - 1986 - 2003 - 2016

3 1970 1992 2016

5 1970 1992 2016

6 1970 1992 2016

4 1970 - 1989 - 2003 - 2016

3 1970 1989 2003 2016

5 1970 1989 2003 2016

6 1970 1989 2003 2016

Philippines # of lags Structural Break 1 Structural Break 2

4 1970 - 1984 - 1997 - 2016

3 1970 1984 1997 2016

5 1970 1984 1997 2016

6 1970 1984 1998 2016

4 1970 - 1990 - 2003 - 2016

3 1970 1991 2004 2016

5 1970 1991 2004 2016

6 1970 1991 2004 2016

Thailand # of lags Structural Break 1 Structural Break 2

4 1970 - 1982 - 1995 - 2016

3 1970 1982 1995 2016

5 1970 1982 1995 2016

6 1970 1982 1995 2016

4 1970 - 1985 - 2003 - 2016

3 1970 1985 2004 2016

5 1970 1985 2004 2016

6 1970 1990 2004 2016

Vietnam # of lags Structural Break 1 Structural Break 2

4 1970 - 1993 - 2016

3 1970 1993 2016

5 1970 1985 1998 2016

6 1970 1985 1998 2016

4 1970 - 1985 - 2003 - 2016

3 1970 1985 2003 2016

5 1970 1986 2004 2016

6 1970 1986 2004 2016

FDI per capita 

CO2 emis./cap. 

FDI per capita 

CO2 emis./cap. 

FDI per capita 

CO2 emis./cap. 

FDI per capita 

CO2 emis./cap. 

FDI per capita 

CO2 emis./cap. 

FDI per capita 

CO2 emis./cap. 


	1 Introduction
	2 Literature Review
	2.1 Pollution Haven Hypothesis
	2.2 Previous Research
	2.2.1 Environmental Regulation and FDI
	2.2.2 FDI and CO2 Emissions
	2.2.3 Research on FDI-CO2 in the ASEAN-5 and India


	3 Background
	3.1 General Context
	3.2 Foreign Direct Investment
	3.3 CO2 Emissions

	4 Data
	4.1 Source Material
	4.2 Descriptive Statistics

	5 Methods
	5.1 Structural Break Analysis
	5.2 Toda and Yamamoto Causality Test

	6 Empirical Analysis
	6.1 Results
	6.1.1 Structural Break Analysis
	India
	Indonesia
	Malaysia
	Philippines
	Thailand
	Vietnam

	6.1.2 Toda and Yamamoto Causality Test

	6.2 Sensitivity Analysis
	6.2.1 Structural Break Analysis
	6.2.2 Toda and Yamamoto Causality Test

	6.3 Discussion
	6.4 Limitations

	7 Conclusion
	7.1 Research Aims
	7.2 Practical Implications
	7.3 Future Research


