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This technical note presents the FDI Markets dataset and discusses how we linked it to the
Amadeus data. The aim was to create a unique dataset to study the features of FDI projects not
only among firms, but also among groups of firms.

Data
FDi Markets
For the analysis we use the fDi Markets database. This is an online database maintained by fDi
Intelligence, which is a specialist division of the Financial Times Ltd. fDi Intelligence creates
and continuously updates the fDi Markets database using media announcements of cross-border
greenfield investments covering all sectors and countries worldwide.1 For the current paper we
use a subset of the full database: firms being originated in EU-28 countries and also investing in
EU-28 countries. All further statistics refer to this subset of the database. As of June 2015, the
database provides information on about 22,900 EU-28 to EU-28 investments, starting from 2003.
A later expansion of an already existing investment is counted as a separate observation. 2 The
yearly number of projects gradually increasing up to 2008, then decreasing in the crisis and
afterwards (Table 1).
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For more information see http://www.fdimarkets.com/.
79% of the observations is a new project, 19% is an expansion and 2% is a co-location.
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Table 1 - The yearly number of EU-28 to EU-28 projects

For each observation the database contains information on the time, location, industry and
monetary value of the investment, and on the number of jobs created (see Table 1 for the yearly
total amount of the last two). The data also contains the name and the city-level location of both
the parent company (e.g. Audi AG) and the local investing company (e.g. Audi Hungaria Motor
Kft.). There are 8,894 different parent companies and 11,751 different local investing companies.
More than 35% of the parents come from Germany and the UK, and about 35% of the local
investing companies are located in Germany, the UK and France (Table 2). Results are similar
when we look at the number of projects by source and destination country (Table 3).
Industry information is provided in a set of variables referring to the industry sector (36
categories), sub-sector (269 categories), cluster or activity (17-17 categories) of the FDI. Using
the sectoral and sub-sectoral classification we assign each FDI project to a 4-digit NACE Rev 2
category when applicable. Unfortunately, correspondence is not always clear, the available
industry categories are too broad in some cases. For these projects we use 2-digit NACE
categories. Table 4 shows the distribution of projects by 2-digit NACE categories.
The database contains further information on the market orientation of the project and on the
purpose of the FDI. 50% of the projects aims to serve the domestic market, 19% the sub-regional
markets, 18% the regional market, about 4% the global market and the remaining 9% is a
mixture of these. About 13% of the observations has any information on the purpose of the FDI.
Table 5 presents the share of the answers within these observations, many of which name
multiple locating factors.

Table 2 – The number of parent companies and local investing companies by country

Table 3 - The number of projects by source and destination country

Table 4 - The share of projects by industry categories

Table 5 - The different motives for FDI

The fDi Markets is a uniquely detailed database in many sense, suiting well for our research
question. First, it allows building measures of inward and outward multinational activity at the
sub-national level (at the regional level, but even at the level of the city) and making crosscountry comparisons at the same time. Second, it allows breaking down the overall multinational
activities into different business activities along the value chain (such as, among others,
production, sales and marketing, distribution and logistics, R&D and related activities), and

differentiating across industries. Third, by containing both source and destination locations it
allows building bilateral measures of multinational activities, which is usually not available.
Fourth, by providing names and total turnover of the investing firms, fDiMarkets can be
combined with other sources of information at the firm level, such as Bureau Van Djcks’
Amadeus, thus allowing an analysis of the relationship between ownership links and location
choice, controlling for a wide range of firm characteristics.
The database is used as one of the main data source in UNCTAD's World Investment Report, in
publications by the Economist Intelligence Unit and in a growing number of scientific papers3.
Despite its increasing popularity, it is worth mentioning some limitations of the fDiMarkets
dataset.
First, investment projects enter the dataset once they are announced and appear in the press.
Some of these projects may be never realized, and in some cases they may be postponed.
However, the dataset is constantly updated and if a project is discarded (and this information
appears in the press) this project is excluded. This suggests that earlier years of data may provide
more reliable information on projects which have actually been realized.
Second, fDi Markets does not include M&As. This selectivity raises the question if our estimates
could be biased as a result, since we neglect an important mode of entry into foreign markets.
Greenfield investments indeed represent only a portion of the total amount of FDI. The relative
importance of greenfield investments and M&As is highly volatile and hard to quantify due to
lack of official and comparable data. According to UNCTAD (2010, 2013), over the period
2005-2008, the number of greenfield projects worldwide was twice as large as the number of
M&A deals, although the relative importance of greenfield investments is lower but still nonnegligible in developed economies, such as the European Union. Furthermore, as opposed to the
location choice of greenfield investments M&A are very much affected by the availability and
characteristics of target firms.
Third, in the majority of cases values of the investment projects are estimated by the data
provider. Exact values are given only in a very limited number of cases, and the estimates might
not be reliable, putting a limit on the usefulness of project value data.
Our first results suggest that the presence of linked firms in a given location increases the
probability of locating there compared to a similar location.

3

For example, Basile et al. (2013), Burger et al. (2013), Castellani et al. (2013), Castellani and
Pieri (2013), Castellani and Pieri (2015), Castellani et al. 2015), Crescenzi et al. (2013),
D’Agostino et al. (2013), D’Agostino et al. (2015).

Investors and their projects - Spanish case
As a first exercise we look at the subsample of Spanish firms. Our aim is to assign Spanish
parent and investing companies to firm groups, so we can see ownership links between firms. As
a first approach we use the global ultimate owner information from Amadeus, and define a group
as having the same global ultimate owner.

Merging Amadeus with FDImarkets
We merge the firms in the fDiMarkets database to the Amadeus data based on firm names, so
that we can create ownership groups. Amadeus contains three types of information on ownership
links. First, it lists all the owners of a firm. Second, it defines a global ultimate owner if it is
possible to assign the firm to a single ultimate controlling unit. It also defines a domestic
ultimate owner in a similar way, where domestic ultimate owner is not owned by another
domestic firm, but might be owned by firms from another country.
In the fDiMarkets data there are 612 different Spanish parents and 2251 different investing
companies located in Spain. Amadeus contains 873,164 Spanish firms, of which 262,630 has a
domestic and a global ultimate owner. Unfortunately, company names are written in a different
way in the two database, and there are no other identifiers which would allow a simple way to
match firms in the two dataset. As a simple approach we match firms based on the first word of
their name. In several cases it is enough to identify the company or the group properly (e.g.
Citroen or Condesa). We take those matches where there was a unique firm in Amadeus with the
given first word in its name.
We add to these those multiple matches when all the matching firms in Amadeus share a
common owner. For our purpose, which is to define different ownership groups, it is enough to
have exact matches to a group of firms sharing the same owner. In this way we could match 173
Spanish parent firms and 662 investing companies located in Spain.
The next step will be to increase the number of matches by applying more complicated matching
techniques using fuzzy matches, matching to ownership groups defined more broadly than
currently (i.e. sharing any owner, not only a global ultimate owner) and also using the
information on the location and industry of the firm in case of multiple matches.

Ownership links
Now we look at the ownership links of those 834 firms which we could exactly match to a single
firm or to group of firms sharing the same global ultimate owner in Amadeus. This is about one
third of all the Spanish firms in fDiMarkets. 700 of them have a global ultimate owner in
Amadeus, and there are 614 different firms among these ultimate owners. The ultimate owners
come from 80 different countries. Table 6 shows the countries from which global ultimate
owners own at least one parent firm and Table 7 shows the countries from which global ultimate

owners own more than one investing companies. Most of the Spanish parent companies have
Spanish firms as global ultimate owners, but there are some owned by firms from other European
countries, Japan or the USA. Most of the investing companies in Spain have a global ultimate
owner from the US, from European countries (Germany, France, the Netherlands, Great Britain,
Spain and Switzerland having the most) or from Japan.
Table 6 – Number of Spanish parent companies with global ultimate owners coming from
different countries

Table 7 – Number of Spanish investing companies with global ultimate owners coming from
different countries

First, we focus on those Spanish parent firms which have Spanish global ultimate owners
according to the Amadeus data. These have 329 investments registered in fDiMarkets, in 21
different European countries. 56 of the 119 ultimate owners have at least 2 investments and 11 of
them have more than 5 investments. 46 ultimate owners have investments in at least 2 different
countries. As presented in Table 8, most of the investments are in France, Germany, the UK,
Portugal, Poland and Italy.

Table 8 – The number of investments of Spanish parents with Spanish ultimate owners by
destination country

Table 9 shows the distribution of investments by Spanish firms with Spanish ultimate owners by
1-digit NACE categories, assigned to the parent company in Amadeus. Most of the investments
is done by parents operating in manufacturing, professional, scientific and technical activities
and in electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply.
Next we look at the activity of the parent company by 4-digit NACE category. There are 23 such
4-digit NACE categories where Spanish parent companies with at least two different Spanish
global ultimate owners are investing in other European countries. We take those 12 4-digit
NACE categories when there are exactly two different ultimate owners and compare their
investment location decision. In these 78 investments we check if it is true that parents with the
same ultimate owner tend to invest in the same destination country. Patterns suggest that
different firms of the same global ultimate owner invest in different countries, but in 8 out of the
12 4-digit industries parents with different ultimate owners invest in different destination
countries. This shows that there is a variation in the investment location decisions of firms which
operate in the same industry and have owners from the same country.
Table 9 – The number of investments by Spanish firms with Spanish global ultimate owners, by
1-digit NACE category

Next, we take those investment firms in Spain to which we could assign a global ultimate owner.
Table 10 shows the number of different global ultimate owners and the number of different
source countries for investments in Spain by 1-digit NACE categories. When we look at finer
categories we find that in 93 out of 195 distinct 4-digit NACE categories there are parent firms
with at least two different global ultimate owners. In 50 4-digit NACE categories more than two
different global ultimate owners invest.
Table 10 - The number of different global ultimate owners and the number of different source
countries for investments in Spain by 1-digit NACE categories

Looking at the same patterns by the country of the global ultimate owner, we find that there are
35 different 4-digit NACE categories where at least two different global ultimate owners invest

coming from the same country. In all other 4-digit industries parent firms investing from a given
country share the same ultimate owner.
Overall, we observe that that there is variation in the location choice decision within business
groups: firms belonging to the same parent are frequently invest in different countries or
industries.

Comparing investments by firms vs business groups
Table 11 and 12 show the distribution of investments by destination country and by industry,
where the parent is one of those Spanish firms to which we could assign a global ultimate owner
from the Amadeus data. Currently the two columns are quite similar, as most of the parent
companies have different ultimate owners (there are 122 parents with 119 different global
ultimate owners). We expect, that using a less strict definition for creating the ownership groups
will make the differences larger. This will be our next step.

Table 11 - The average number of investments by destination country and parent company or
global ultimate owner

Table 12 - The average number of investments by 1-digit industry and parent company or global
ultimate owner
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