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Heterogeneity of Enterprise Resources, Host Country Factors and

China’s MNC’s OFDI Entry Modes Choice
LU Jie, XIANG Long-bin, TANG Ziyi

Abstract: The heterogeneity of enterprise resources has an important influence on the choice of OFDI
entry mode. This paper explores the determinants for choice between cross-border acquisition versus
Greenfield as two modes of OFDI from perspectives of heterogeneity and institutional theory. The empir-
ical results show that variables such as R&.D abilities and innovation abilities have positive effects on
Chinese enterprise to choose Greenfield investment mode; while variables such as management abilities
have positive effects on Chinese enterprise to choose acquisition investment mode In terms of character-
istics of host counties, scale of host countries is the only evidence-supported variable.

Key words: heterogeneity of enterprise resources; factors of host countries; OFDI entry mode; green-

field; cross-border acquisition
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