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[bookmark: Dataset_Construction][bookmark: _bookmark70][bookmark: A1][bookmark: Algorithm_Used_to_Find_Control_Districts][bookmark: _bookmark71][bookmark: A2]A.I 	Algorithm Used to Find Control Districts
Our analysis required us to find at least one control district for each treatment district. We implemented an algorithm based on information on industry and time of approval of an FDI project. Let  denote year but be normalized so that the year when the FDI project got approved (in a treatment district) is . Our algorithm consisted of the following steps.
1.	For each treatment district (characterized by a given year of approval of the project and a given industry) look for a control in the same year and with a foreign plant in same 4-digit industry (i.e. a district where an FDI plant in the same 4-digit industry and in the same year got approval but then did not open the plant during the period in which the foreign plant was operating in the treatment district)
2.	If you cannot find one, look for a control in the same year in same 3-digit industry
3.	If you cannot find one, look for a control in the same year in same 2-digit industry
4.	If you cannot find one, look for a control district where the project was approved between and  (in the same 4-digit industry)
5.	If you cannot find one, look for a control district where the project was approved between and  (in the same 3-digit industry)
6.	And so on for  and , until   and same 2-digit 	industry
7.	For the foreign plants which start operation but have a missing year of licence, assume the year of the licence .[footnoteRef:1] [1: Three years is the mean lag between licence and entry in the sample of FDI plants (a) whose labor force is at least
100 employees or constitutes at least 1 percent of total employment in local manufacturing in  or ; and (b) whose location is not assigned by the government. See Figure A.14.] 

8.	Repeat steps 1-6 using the second list of treatment districts obtained in step 7
9.	If multiple control districts are identified, keep them
10.	If in a given year there are two treatment districts and one usable control district, pick randomly one treated district and discard the other
[bookmark: Making_use_of_government_designation_of_][bookmark: _bookmark72]11.	If in a given year there are three treatment districts and two usable control districts, pick randomly two treated districts and discard the third. Assign randomly the two control districts to the two treatment districts.

[bookmark: A4]A.II	Growth Accounting Framework 
To gauge the economywide impact of a one-time increase in TFP of 11 percent, we use the growth accounting framework based on a Cobb-Douglas production function. According to this framework, growth in manufacturing value-added can be decomposed into TFP growth and factor input accumulation. To be conservative, we adjust TFP growth to reflect a one-time increase of 11 percent associated with FDI in 2013. This yields TFP growth of 2 percent without FDI and TFP growth of 2.67 percent with FDI. The TFP levels and growth rates are based on our own calculations using the LMSM data and are nearly identical to those reported in the Ethiopia Productivity Report (2020).[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  The Ethiopia Productivity Report 2020 was published by Ethiopia’s leading think tank, the Policy Studies Institute.] 

In 2013 77 percent of domestic firms are located in a district with FDI, so we end up with an increase in TFP equal to  or 2.51 percent. Holding constant the part of manufacturing value-added due to factor accumulation, this increase in TFP growth raises the average annual growth rate of manufacturing value-added from 10.34 percent to 10.86 percent or roughly half a percentage point. Finally, we translate this increased growth in manufacturing value-added into its impact on GDP growth based on manufacturing’s average contribution to GDP of 5.2 percent. 
The results of this exercise are presented in Table A.1 below and show that the increase in the growth of manufacturing value-added translates into a .03 percentage point increase in manufacturing’s share of GDP growth, bringing it from .54 percent to .57 percent. Thus, when viewed from the perspective of the wider economy, these effects are quite modest. There are three proximate reasons for this. First, the share of manufacturing value-added in the economy is still quite low. Second, the growth rates of GDP and manufacturing value-added are already quite high at 8.6 percent and 10.34 percent respectively. And third, the contribution of TFP to growth in manufacturing value-added is relatively low.


Table A.1: Economywide Impact Calculations
	Baseline
	

	TFP growth rate based on author's calculations
	2.00

	Manufacturing value-added growth rate, based on WDI data
	10.34

	Factor accumulation growth rate = VA growth rate - TFP growth rate
	8.34

	Initial share of manufacturing value-added in economywide value-added
	4.28

	End of period share of manufacturing value-added in economywide value-added
	6.15

	Average share of manufacturing value-added in economywide value-added
	5.21

	GDP growth rate, based on WDI data
	8.36

	Manufacturing's contribution to GDP growth in % point
	0.54

	
	

	After shock
	

	New TFP growth rate based on raising end of period TFP by 11% and assuming 77% of firms are affected
	2.51

	New manufacturing value-added growth rate = new TFP growth rate + old factor accumulation growth rate
	10.85

	
	

	Economywide Impact of one-time increase in TFP equal to 11%
	

	Contribution of manufacturing value-added growth to GDP growth after additional TFP growth
	0.57

	Additional contribution of manufacturing value-added growth to GDP growth, % point
	0.03

	Additional contribution of manufacturing value-added growth to GDP growth as share of GDP growth rate in %
	0.32


Notes: This table presents the results of the growth accounting exercise estimating the economywide GDP growth impact of the estimated TFP increase found in Table 3, Column 1.


A.III	Additional Tables 
Table A.2: CSA Matched Sample
	[bookmark: _Hlk15373728]Variable
	Mean
	(Std. Dev.)
	Min.
	Max.
	N

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Plant Age
	14.18
	(14.58)
	1
	91
	19,751

	Employees
	88.93
	(260.45)
	1
	7,909
	20,131

	Capital per Worker
	183.98
	(1183.48)
	0
	98,124
	19,431

	Capital
	15,205.29
	(80718.31)
	0
	3,973,484
	19,920

	Average Yearly Wage
	16.45
	(59.62)
	0
	5,518
	20,106


Note: Summary statistics from 6,321 unique plants, observed across all years (1996-2013). All monetary amounts are in 1000s of 2013 Birr. ‘Average Yearly Wage’ is the plant-level average yearly wage.



[bookmark: TableA5]Table A.3: Changes in Domestic plants’ productivity, following the start of FDI production. Dropping one treated district.
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean Shift
	0.137**
	0.131**
	0.070*
	0.108**
	0.149**
	0.138**

	
	(0.061)
	(0.063)
	(0.039)
	(0.053)
	(0.062)
	(0.054)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean Shift
	0.133**
	0.158***
	0.140***
	0.145**
	0.140**
	0.144***

	
	(0.054)
	(0.052)
	(0.053)
	(0.057)
	(0.056)
	(0.055)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: The table reports results from estimating eq. (1). In each of the 12 regressions, we drop one treated district, and the corresponding control district(s). Plant FE and region trends are always included. Standard errors clustered at district level in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 




Table A.4: Sample of FDI Opening and Districts (Research Design: Government Allocation)
	Sample FDI openings
	17

	Never-treated districts
	206

	
	

	Reported year of foreign plant opening:
	

	1999-2005
	3

	2006–2012
	14

	
	

	Foreign plant industries:
	

	Non-metallic mineral products
	8

	Wood, furniture & paper
	4

	Food & beverages
	3

	Basic metals
	1

	Chemicals & chemical products
	1

	
	

	Foreign plant characteristics:
	

	Number of Employees
	51.29

	
	(90.06)

	Share of local labor market (%)
	18.69

	
	(16.35)


Note: This table displays descriptive information on the usable openings and districts used in the second research design. The values for ‘Number of Employees’ and ‘Share of local labor market’ are the average between  and . Standard deviations are shown in parentheses.


Table A.5: Linkages to FDI by Domestic Plant Characteristics, Hired FDI Labor
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	VARIABLES
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome = hired employees who worked in FDI plant
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	FDI plant in same district (=1 if yes, 0 otherwise)
	0.0592***
	0.0449***
	0.0414***
	0.0236
	0.0282*

	
	(0.0130)
	(0.0160)
	(0.0159)
	(0.0157)
	(0.0162)

	FDI plant in same district & 4-digit ISIC sector
	
	0.0247
	0.0225
	0.0149
	-0.00323

	
	
	(0.0181)
	(0.0180)
	(0.0176)
	(0.0180)

	Firm exports production (=1 if yes, 0 otherwise)
	
	
	0.103*
	0.0321
	0.0350

	
	
	
	(0.0590)
	(0.0583)
	(0.0576)

	Value added per worker (log)
	
	
	0.0125**
	0.000705
	0.000500

	
	
	
	(0.00605)
	(0.00619)
	(0.00584)

	Plant size - 20-49 employees
	
	
	
	0.0391**
	0.0434***

	
	
	
	
	(0.0160)
	(0.0161)

	Plant size - 50-99 employees
	
	
	
	0.116***
	0.103***

	
	
	
	
	(0.0317)
	(0.0333)

	Plant size - 100-499 employees
	
	
	
	0.156***
	0.139***

	
	
	
	
	(0.0329)
	(0.0322)

	Plant size - 500+ employees
	
	
	
	0.209**
	0.218**

	
	
	
	
	(0.0947)
	(0.0935)

	Constant
	0.0249***
	0.0249***
	-0.114*
	-0.00942
	-0.0542

	
	(0.00931)
	(0.00931)
	(0.0662)
	(0.0670)
	(0.0706)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Industry dummies?
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES

	Observations
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208

	R-squared
	0.010
	0.011
	0.021
	0.069
	0.104


Note: The outcome variable is a dummy that equals 1 if the domestic plant hired employees who previously worked in FDI plant. The reference employment size is 10-19 employees. For the 2-digit ISIC dummies included in Column 5, a test for joint significance rejects the null hypothesis that the industry dummy coefficients are equal to zero at the 1% level. Robust SEs in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1



Table A.6: Linkages to FDI by Domestic Plant Characteristics, Competition in Labor Market
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	VARIABLES
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome = labor market competition from FDI
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	FDI plant in same district (=1 if yes, 0 otherwise)
	0.0441***
	0.0268*
	0.0237
	0.0127
	0.0138

	
	(0.0125)
	(0.0146)
	(0.0147)
	(0.0144)
	(0.0147)

	FDI plant in same district & 4-digit ISIC sector
	
	0.0298*
	0.0280*
	0.0221
	0.00518

	
	
	(0.0163)
	(0.0163)
	(0.0158)
	(0.0156)

	Firm exports production (=1 if yes, 0 otherwise)
	
	
	0.119**
	0.0690
	0.0681

	
	
	
	(0.0595)
	(0.0572)
	(0.0561)

	Value added per worker (log)
	
	
	0.00712
	-0.000217
	-0.000320

	
	
	
	(0.00512)
	(0.00534)
	(0.00547)

	Plant size - 20-49 employees
	
	
	
	0.0362**
	0.0368**

	
	
	
	
	(0.0154)
	(0.0157)

	Plant size - 50-99 employees
	
	
	
	0.106***
	0.0873***

	
	
	
	
	(0.0307)
	(0.0303)

	Plant size - 100-499 employees
	
	
	
	0.0725***
	0.0525**

	
	
	
	
	(0.0270)
	(0.0245)

	Plant size - 500+ employees
	
	
	
	0.251**
	0.228**

	
	
	
	
	(0.0980)
	(0.0957)

	Constant
	0.0249***
	0.0249***
	-0.0553
	0.00514
	-0.0202

	
	(0.00931)
	(0.00931)
	(0.0559)
	(0.0573)
	(0.0688)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Industry dummies?
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES

	Observations
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208

	R-squared
	0.006
	0.009
	0.020
	0.055
	0.092


Note: The outcome variable is a dummy that equals 1 if the domestic plant faced competition from FDI in the labor market, and zero otherwise. The reference employment size is 10-19 employees. For the 2-digit ISIC dummies included in Column 5, a test for joint significance rejects the null hypothesis that the industry dummy coefficients are equal to zero at the 1% level. Robust SEs in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1


Table A.7: Linkages to FDI by Domestic Plant Characteristics, Competition in Product Market
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	VARIABLES
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome = product market competition from FDI
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	FDI plant in same district (=1 if yes, 0 otherwise)
	0.112***
	0.0616***
	0.0594***
	0.0455**
	0.0448**

	
	(0.0165)
	(0.0192)
	(0.0191)
	(0.0196)
	(0.0198)

	FDI plant in same district & 4-digit ISIC sector
	
	0.0863***
	0.0847***
	0.0790***
	0.0665***

	
	
	(0.0227)
	(0.0227)
	(0.0225)
	(0.0226)

	Firm exports production (=1 if yes, 0 otherwise)
	
	
	0.0119
	-0.0290
	-0.0262

	
	
	
	(0.0560)
	(0.0615)
	(0.0655)

	Value added per worker (log)
	
	
	0.0157**
	0.00796
	0.00823

	
	
	
	(0.00733)
	(0.00742)
	(0.00781)

	Plant size - 20-49 employees
	
	
	
	0.0502**
	0.0554**

	
	
	
	
	(0.0234)
	(0.0246)

	Plant size - 50-99 employees
	
	
	
	0.0864**
	0.0648*

	
	
	
	
	(0.0369)
	(0.0365)

	Plant size - 100-499 employees
	
	
	
	0.0946***
	0.0744**

	
	
	
	
	(0.0361)
	(0.0358)

	Plant size - 500+ employees
	
	
	
	0.104
	0.0973

	
	
	
	
	(0.0877)
	(0.0882)

	Constant
	0.0391***
	0.0391***
	-0.134*
	-0.0681
	-0.160*

	
	(0.0116)
	(0.0116)
	(0.0808)
	(0.0813)
	(0.0927)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Industry dummies?
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES

	Observations
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208

	R-squared
	0.020
	0.033
	0.037
	0.048
	0.091


Note: The outcome variable is a dummy that equals 1 if the domestic plant faced competition from FDI in the local product market, and zero otherwise. The reference employment size is 10-19 employees. For the 2-digit ISIC dummies included in Column 5, a test for joint significance rejects the null hypothesis that the industry dummy coefficients are equal to zero at the 1% level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1


Table A.8: Linkages to FDI by Domestic Plant Characteristics, Supplier to FDI plant
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	VARIABLES
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome = supplies FDI plant
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	FDI plant in same district (=1 if yes, 0 otherwise)
	0.0562***
	0.0364*
	0.0310*
	0.0205
	0.0152

	
	(0.0160)
	(0.0188)
	(0.0187)
	(0.0186)
	(0.0189)

	FDI plant in same district & 4-digit ISIC sector
	
	0.0340*
	0.0304
	0.0294
	0.00530

	
	
	(0.0197)
	(0.0194)
	(0.0193)
	(0.0193)

	Firm exports production (=1 if yes, 0 otherwise)
	
	
	0.0772
	0.0547
	0.0946*

	
	
	
	(0.0564)
	(0.0555)
	(0.0567)

	Value added per worker (log)
	
	
	0.0315***
	0.0257***
	0.0272***

	
	
	
	(0.00631)
	(0.00641)
	(0.00676)

	Plant size - 20-49 employees
	
	
	
	0.0269
	0.0268

	
	
	
	
	(0.0207)
	(0.0210)

	Plant size - 50-99 employees
	
	
	
	-0.0177
	-0.0363

	
	
	
	
	(0.0264)
	(0.0287)

	Plant size - 100-499 employees
	
	
	
	0.109***
	0.0908***

	
	
	
	
	(0.0339)
	(0.0340)

	Plant size - 500+ employees
	
	
	
	-0.0425
	-0.0401

	
	
	
	
	(0.0499)
	(0.0561)

	Constant
	0.0463***
	0.0463***
	-0.300***
	-0.245***
	-0.0880

	
	(0.0125)
	(0.0125)
	(0.0690)
	(0.0691)
	(0.0920)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Industry dummies?
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES

	Observations
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208

	R-squared
	0.007
	0.010
	0.031
	0.048
	0.097


Note: The outcome variable is a dummy that equals 1 if the domestic plant sells supplies to an FDI plant, and zero otherwise. The reference employment size is 10-19 employees. For the 2-digit ISIC dummies included in Column 5, a test for joint significance rejects the null hypothesis that the industry dummy coefficients are equal to zero at the 1% level. Robust SEs in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1



Table A.9: Linkages to FDI by Domestic Plant Characteristics, Purchases from FDI plant
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	VARIABLES
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome = purchases from FDI plant
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	FDI plant in same district (=1 if yes, 0 otherwise)
	0.0638***
	0.0307***
	0.0318***
	0.0213*
	0.0205

	
	(0.0106)
	(0.0118)
	(0.0119)
	(0.0121)
	(0.0126)

	FDI plant in same district & 4-digit ISIC sector
	
	0.0568***
	0.0575***
	0.0541***
	0.0313**

	
	
	(0.0163)
	(0.0164)
	(0.0162)
	(0.0154)

	Firm exports production (=1 if yes, 0 otherwise)
	
	
	-0.0486**
	-0.0714***
	-0.0819***

	
	
	
	(0.0238)
	(0.0241)
	(0.0263)

	Value added per worker (log)
	
	
	-0.00227
	-0.00736
	-0.00169

	
	
	
	(0.00529)
	(0.00573)
	(0.00578)

	Plant size - 20-49 employees
	
	
	
	0.0523***
	0.0424**

	
	
	
	
	(0.0186)
	(0.0196)

	Plant size - 50-99 employees
	
	
	
	0.0469*
	0.0270

	
	
	
	
	(0.0261)
	(0.0265)

	Plant size - 100-499 employees
	
	
	
	0.0569**
	0.0362

	
	
	
	
	(0.0260)
	(0.0262)

	Plant size - 500+ employees
	
	
	
	0.0773
	0.0716

	
	
	
	
	(0.0628)
	(0.0637)

	Constant
	0.0107*
	0.0107*
	0.0364
	0.0770
	0.149*

	
	(0.00614)
	(0.00614)
	(0.0587)
	(0.0624)
	(0.0839)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Industry dummies?
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES

	Observations
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208
	1,208

	R-squared
	0.013
	0.024
	0.025
	0.037
	0.083


Note: The outcome variable is a dummy that equals 1 if the domestic plant purchases inputs from an FDI plant, and zero otherwise. The reference employment size is 10-19 employees. For the 2-digit ISIC dummies included in Column 5, a test for joint significance rejects the null hypothesis that the industry dummy coefficients are equal to zero at the 1% level. Robust SEs in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1




[bookmark: FigureA2][bookmark: FigureA3][bookmark: FigureA1]A.IV	Additional Figures
Figure A.1: Geographic Distribution of Domestic and Foreign Manufacturing Firms in 2013 
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Figure A.2 CSA Matched Sample
[image: ]
Note: The figure shows the count of plants and the total employment by year in the matched CSA sample. 



























Figure A.3: Difference in Domestic Plants’ Productivity in Treated vs. Control Districts, Relative to the Year of Start of FDI Production. Balanced Panel.
[image: ]
Note: The figure plots point estimates for leading and lagging indicators for the large foreign plant opening on a balanced panel. The omitted category is one period prior to the large foreign plant opening. Vertical bars correspond to 95 percent confidence intervals with district-clustered standard errors.
















Figure A.4: Difference in Domestic Plants’ Productivity in Treated vs. Control Districts, Relative to the Year of Start of FDI Production. Matching algorithm looking for a control only in the same year

[image: ]

Note: The figure shows estimates when in the matching algorithm we look for a control only in the same year. In other words, if we cannot find a district where an FDI plant in the same year got approval, we stop the algorithm, i.e. do not move to the next step in which we look for a control district where the project was approved between =-1 and =1. The figure plots point estimates for leading and lagging indicators for the large foreign plant opening. The omitted category is one period prior to the large foreign plant opening. Vertical bars correspond to 95 percent confidence intervals with district-clustered standard errors. Sample includes plants in 9 districts, 5 of which are controls.







Figure A.5: Domestic Plants’ Productivity, Relative to the Year of a Foreign Plant Opening
[image: ]
Note: The figure plots point estimates for leading and lagging indicators for the large foreign plant opening. The omitted category is one period prior to the large foreign plant opening.




Figure A.6: Domestic Plants’ Productivity, Relative to the Year of a Foreign Plant Opening (Research Design: Government Allocation). Treated Districts Only.
[image: ]
Note: The figure plots point estimates for leading and lagging indicators for the large foreign plant opening. Event time indicator "-4" set to 1 for periods up to and including 4 periods prior to the event and 0 otherwise. Event time indicator "+3" set to 1 for all periods 3 periods after the event and 0 otherwise. The omitted category is one period prior to the large foreign plant opening. Vertical bars correspond to 95 percent confidence intervals with district-clustered standard errors.












Figure A.7: Difference in Domestic Plants’ Productivity in Treated vs. Control Districts, Relative to the Year of Start of FDI Production. Interaction weighted estimator.


[image: ]

Note: The figure implements the interaction weighted estimator for an event study (Sun and Abraham, 2021). It plots point estimates for leading and lagging indicators for the large foreign plant opening. The omitted category is one period prior to the large foreign plant opening. Vertical bars correspond to 95 percent confidence intervals with district-clustered standard errors.


Figure A.8: Difference in Domestic Plants’ Total Number of Employees (L) in Treated vs. Control Districts, Relative to the Year of Start of FDI Production.

[image: ]
Note: The figure plots point estimates for leading and lagging indicators for the large foreign plant opening. Dependent variables is in logs. The y-axis shows the difference in the outcome relative to the year of plant opening. The x-axis reports the years since opening. The omitted category is one period prior to the large foreign plant opening. Vertical bars correspond to 95 percent confidence intervals with district-clustered standard errors. 


Figure A.9: Difference in Domestic Plants’ Total Number of Employees (L) in Treated vs. Control Districts, Relative to the Year of Start of FDI Production. Balanced Panel

[image: ]
Note: The figure plots point estimates for leading and lagging indicators for the large foreign plant opening on a balanced panel. Dependent variables is in logs. The y-axis shows the difference in the outcome relative to the year of plant opening. The x-axis reports the years since opening. The omitted category is one period prior to the large foreign plant opening. Vertical bars correspond to 95 percent confidence intervals with district-clustered standard errors. 



Figure A.10: Difference in Domestic Plants’ Value Added per Worker (VA/L) in Treated vs. Control Districts, Relative to the Year of Start of FDI Production.
[image: ]

Note: See notes to Figure A.8




Figure A.11: Difference in Domestic Plants’ Value of Total Plant Production per Worker (Y/L) in Treated vs. Control Districts, Relative to the Year of Start of FDI Production.
[image: ]

Note: See notes to Figure A.8




Figure A.12: Difference in Domestic Plants’ Total Capital Inputs (K) in Treated vs. Control Districts, Relative to the Year of Start of FDI Production.

[image: ]
Note: See notes to Figure A.8 




Figure A.13: Difference in Domestic Plants’ Material Inputs (M) in Treated vs. Control Districts, Relative to the Year of Start of FDI Production.

[image: ]
Note: See notes to Figure A.8





Figure A.14: Difference between Year of Entry and Year of Permit
[image: ]
Note: Distribution of lag between licence and entry in the sample of FDI plants (a) whose labor force is at least 100 employees or constitutes at least 1 percent of total employment in local manufacturing in τ=0 or τ=1; and (b) whose location is not assigned by the government.
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