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INTRODUCTION
1. Rationale of the topic:
In previous studies, many authors emphasized the importance of institutions and foreign direct investment in affecting the economy, focusing primarily on their direct impact on economic growth (Azman et al (2010), Pegkas (2015), Djankov and Hoekman (2000), Aguirre (2017), Meyer (2004)). Some studies also concerned about the mixed influences of institutions and FDI on the entrepreneurship on a global scale or in the contexts of regions, developed markets, developing countries and emerging countries (De Backer and Sleuwaegen, 2003, Albulescu et al., 2015, Herrera-Echeverri et al., 2014, Rusu et al, 2017). However, they have not fully and thoroughly considered the impact of institutional quality on the effects of FDI. In terms of entrepreneurship research, the assessment has not been based on the difference in the level of interaction between inward and outward FDI and in entrepreneurship motivations (including opportunity entrepreneurship and necessity entrepreneurship), as well as the formal and governance institutions.
This study aims to extend the current literature on entrepreneurship research, by examining the relations between institutions, FDI and entrepreneurship in emerging economies based on the level of interaction between classified components, including: formal institutions and governance institutions, inward and outward FDI, opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship. On that basis, it is clear that the difference in the level of influence among these classified components, especially considering the moderating effect of institutions affecting the association of FDI with entrepreneurial activities in each specific type. This approach is particularly essential because the expected institutional effect on the entrepreneurship impact of FDI may vary, depending on entrepreneurial motivation and the inflows of FDI. Therefore, the study will provide a new theoretical framework and empirical evidence for the relationship between institutions, FDI and entrepreneurship in emerging markets that previous studies have not completely considered.
2. Research objectives and research questions:

+ Research objectives:
From the above analysis, the research objective of the thesis is to consider the relationship between institutional factors, FDI and entrepreneurship in emerging economies.
+ Research questions:
- What is the effect of FDI (inward and outward FDI) on opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship in emerging economies?

- What is the impact of institutions (formal and governance) on the entrepreneurship (opportunity and necessity) in emerging economies?

- What is the impact of institutional quality on the relationship between FDI and entrepreneurship? Specifically:

• The interaction between governance institutions and the inward FDI to the necessity entrepreneurship;

• The interaction between governance institutions and the inward FDI to the opportunity entrepreneurship;

• The interaction between governance institutions and the outward FDI to the necessity entrepreneurship;

•The interaction between governance institutions and the outward FDI to the opportunity entrepreneurship
3. Subject and Scope:

This study examines the impact of foreign direct investment (FDI) and institutional factors on entrepreneurship in 39 emerging markets during 2004-2015.
4. Research methodology:
The study used regression panel data techniques for a set of emerging countries. The panel data models of fixed effects (FEM) and random effects (REM) are used to identify the impacting factors of entrepreneurship since this approach implies differences between countries. However, unobservable effects can be fixed (fixed) or random (random). Therefore, the study uses the Hausman test to determine which model is appropriate, FEM or REM.
5. New contributions:
Compared to previous studies on the same topic, this study has made new contributions in some aspects:

Firstly, assessing the impact of FDI on the different types of entrepreneurship, including necessary entrepreneurship and opportunity entrepreneurship in emerging economies. Specifically, this study examines whether FDI stimulates or hinders the entrepreneurial development and whether a difference exists between the two types of entrepreneurship in emerging economies.

Secondly, analyzing the impact of both attracting inward and outward FDI on entrepreneurship in emerging economies.

Thirdly, analyzing the relationship between institutional quality and entrepreneurship in the context of emerging countries. That is, clarifying the impact of institutional quality on the entrepreneurship based on the detailed classification of institutional components, including formal institutions and governance institutions, as well as the detailed types of entrepreneurship, including necessary entrepreneurship and opportunity entrepreneurship in emerging economies

Finaly, the most important contribution to the literature is to examine the potential roles of the governance environment on the impacts of FDI, including inward FDI and outward FDI, on entrepreneurship, including necessary entrepreneurship and opportunity entrepreneurship, in emerging markets.
6. Structure: 

The thesis includes four chapters: Chapter 1 surveys an intensive literature review; Chapter 2 describes theoretical frameworks and research methodology; Chapter 3 presents research results and discussion; Chapter 5 is about conclusions and implications.

CHAPTER 1: LITERATURE REVIEW
1.1. Foreign direct investment and entrepreneurship:
1.1.1. Entrepreneurship:
1.1.1.1. The definition of entrepreneurship:
The definition of entrepreneurship used in this study is the degree to which a new enterprise is formed, defined as the process by which an individual or a group of individuals act independently, without any contact with an existing organization, in order to create new organizations (Sharma and Chrisman, 2007). This definition is outside the context of previously established organizations and is appropriate for Schumpeter's early approach (1934), as well as for opportunity and high-value entrepreneurship.
1.1.1.2. Necessary entrepreneurship and opportunity entrepreneurship:
Reynolds et al. (2003) suggest that entrepreneurs can be motivated by different, proactive and passive entrepreneurial motives. He distinguished into two types of motivational entrepreneurship. The first is opportunity-driven entrepreneurs, who can find opportunities in the market or want to increase the independence of their jobs or improve their incomes. These people find good opportunities in the market with their knowledge, skills and experience to develop those opportunities, and are willing to invest. The second type is necessity-driven entrepreneurs, as opposed to opportunistic businesses, which include people who have no job choices (people who lose their jobs or can't find job in the market) and need to have a source of income, and they are trying to secure their income by setting up a business.
The above theoretical review of the the type of motivational entrepreneurship has implications for this study. Specifically, when comparing the differences in the level of entrepreneurship across geographic regions, it is important to split two types of motivational entrepreneurship (opportunistic and necessary entrepreneurship), as this will give see the nature of these activities, especially opportunity entrepreneurship that are of more interest to researchers.

1.1.2. Theory of FDI spillover and entrepreneurship:
1.1.2.1. Positive spillover effects:

The positive spillover effects of FDI on entrepreneurship in the host country are reflected in the spread of new technologies and knowledge (executive skills) on the creation of new markets, established ancillary activities, access to important resources or even the financial support provided by foreign companies. These effects can occur horizontally or vertically (Bowen and De Clercq, 2008, De Maeseneire et al., 2012, Javorcik, 2004, Pitelis, 2010).
Many empirical evidence confirms the presence of positive spillover effects at the national specific level (Barbosa and Eiriz (2009), Ayyagari and Kosová (2010), Görg and Strobl, (2002)). At the collective level of countries, Doytch (2012) found that FDI has a positive impact on entrepreneurship among middle-income countries only. Kim and Li (2014) looked at data in 104 countries and showed a positive relationship between FDI and the degree of firm creation in regions with weak institutional support, FDI plays a role positively toward entrepreneurship, especially in underdeveloped countries without institutional support, political stability and quality of human resources. Albulescu et al. (2014) find that inward FDI to European countries have a positive impact on the opportunity entrepreneurship here.
From the above analysis of the relationship between foreign direct investment (FDI) and entrepreneurship, the author proposes the following research hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Foreign direct investment will positively impact entrepreneurship in emerging economies.

The broader hypothesis will include distinguishing inward and outward FDI, necessary and opportunity entrepreneurship.

1.1.2.2. Negative spillover effects:

Negative spillover effects can occur when foreign companies join to compete with the same customers and cause domestic companies to be pushed back (De Backer and Sleuwaegen, 2003). The presence of foreign companies in a certain industry can have a negative impact on the ability of domestic companies to join because of increasing technological barriers to entry (Ayyagari and Kosová, 2010). In addition, the presence of foreign investment will increase the volatility in supply chain demand, including input and output links (Kim and Li, 2014).
The negative impact of FDI on entrepreneurship has been confirmed by empirical studies. For transition economies, this effect has either been found or not found as studied by Djankov and Hoekman (2000), Konings (2001). The negative spillover effect was also recorded in Portugal as a marginal effect on the basis of increased FDI (Barbosa and Eiriz, 2009). The negative correlation was also found by De Backer and Sleuwaegen (2003) when studying the relationship between FDI and entrepreneurship between manufacturing industries in Belgium. Approach from a multinational perspective, Danakol et al. (2016) found a negative relationship between FDI and entrepreneurship in 70 developing countries during 2000–2009.
From the above analysis of the relationship between foreign direct investment (FDI) and the entrepreneurship, the author proposes the following research hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Foreign direct investment will positively negatively entrepreneurship in emerging economies.

The broader hypothesis will include distinguishing inward and outward FDI, necessary and opportunity entrepreneurship.

1.2. Institutional role for entrepreneurship:
Studying the relationship between institutions and entrepreneurship, the researchers think that institutions can directly or indirectly influence entrepreneurship in the country. Acs et al. (2008) show that institutions affecting entrepreneurship may vary depending on the level of economic development of the country and the policy of entrepreneurship. The degree to which new enterprise development in a society is directly related to the society's regulations and policies on income distribution (Baumol, 1990). Some countries have standards, rules that facilitate and promote entrepreneurship, while in others it can make entrepreneurship more difficult (Baumol, 1990).

Simón-Moya et al. (2014) studied a collection of 68 countries to assess the impact of the institutional environment on entrepreneurship motives. The authors show that entrepreneurship is often stronger in countries with lower levels of development, higher income inequalities and high unemployment rates. In contrast, in more developed countries, the unemployment rate is significantly lower. Necessary entrepreneurship is less common and the results of innovation are significantly improved. They believe that improving the institutional environment will create favorable conditions for entrepreneurship. The role of national institutional quality with earlier entrepreneurship was also mentioned by some authors (Bowen and De Clercq, 2008, Yeung, 2002).

From the above analysis of the relationship between institution and entrepreneurship, the author stated the next research hypothesis as follows:

Hypothesis 3: National institutions affect entrepreneurship in emerging economies.

The broader hypothesis considers each institution type (formal and governance) as well as opportunity and necessary entrepreneurship.

1.3. Foreign direct investment, institution and entrepreneurship:
In previous studies, many authors emphasized the importance of institutions, foreign direct investment affecting entrepreneurship, covering the globe, developing markets. and developing countries and emerging countries, as well as specialized research for national scope. Some authors extend further research into examining the role of institutions affecting the contribution of FDI to entrepreneurship in receiving countries.
Acs et al. (2008) show that institutions that influence entrepreneurship may vary depending on the nation's entrepreneurship policy. Therefore, the authors believe that policy making can positively impact entrepreneurship through stimulating FDI inflows abroad and international trade to facilitate the spread of exports. wide. At the same time, countries should seek to focus on achieving a stable institutional and macroeconomic environment by increasing the likelihood of entrepreneurship, allowing individuals and businesses to absorb the spillover effects with knowledge from FDI. Further analyzes were published in more recent studies (Albulescu et al., 2015, Angulo et al., 2017, Fuentelsaz et al., 2015, Herrera-Echeverri et al., 2014, Kim and Li, 2014., Konings, 2001). However, a comprehensive analysis of such relationships is still a theoretical and empirical flaw, namely from the perspective of the relationship between FDI, institutions and entrepreneurship.
The above analysis brings the author to the final hypothesis in this thesis:

Hypothesis 4: The relationship between foreign direct investment and entrepreneurial will be dominated by institutional quality in emerging economies. The broad hypothesis will consider each type of FDI inflows and each type of entrepreneurship.
CHAPTER 2: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DATA
2.1. Methods and data:
2.1.1. Methods:
The author used quantitative methods to assess the impact of institutions, FDI on entrepreneurship based on the fixed effect model (FEM) and the random impact model (REM)). The study used table data regression techniques to estimate the existence of related effects.

2.1.2. Variables and data description:
The study used a sample of 39 emerging countries (according to the FTSE classification - The Financial Times and The London Stock Exchange) with entrepreneurship data based on the GEM (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor) database from 2004 to 2015. The final sample data is an unbalanced table data with 240 observations on TEA sample. For the data sample for opportunity and necessary entrepreneurship, GEM only has data from 2007 to 2015. These samples are also unbalanced with 152 observations.
An important objective of the GEM project is to assess the role of entrepreneurship in economic growth. The GEM project is targeted at both policy makers and academics. The GEM project approaches entrepreneurship in a country through the overall entrepreneurship index (TEA). This indicator measures the percentage of individuals aged between 18–64 years who are in the process of starting or are already running new businesses. GEM entrepreneurship data distinguishes people engaged in entrepreneurship because they recognize opportunities in the market (opportunity entrepreneurship) with those engaged in entrepreneurship because they have no choice anything else to work (necessary entrepreneurship). With opportunity entrepreneurship (OEA), people choose to start a business to be independent and increase their income; for the type of necessary entrepreneurship (NEA), those who choose to start a business may be because they don't find a better job choice and are forced to start entrepreneurship in search of their own income.
For formal institutional (NS), the authors use the Index of Economic Freedom (IEF) of the Heritage Foundation, including business freedom, fiscal freedom and international trade freedom. According to the IEF approach, business freedom measures the level of the regulatory environment and infrastructure binding the effectiveness of business operations. The IEF measures business freedom with many components affecting the ease of establishment, maintenance and closure of a business. The larger the index indicates the stronger the institution. Business transactions are then supported by mechanisms that ensure business transparency and predictability. Business freedom is one of the 12 dimensions of the Heritage Foundation's economic freedom, with each dimension being measured on a scale of 0 to 100 points.
The other dimensions of the IEF used in this study are fiscal and trade freedom. Fiscal freedom, more specifically the "tax burden", is an aggregate measure that reflects the marginal tax rates levied on both personal and corporate income as well as the total binding of tax system (including direct and indirect taxes). Free trade is an integrated measure reflecting the extent to which imposition of tariff and non-tariff barriers affects the international trade process of imported and exported goods and services. In general, for all IEF indicators, the scale will show freedom if the score is 80–100, almost free (70–79.9), medium free (60–69.9), almost non-free (50–59.9) and loss of freedom (0–49.9).
Governance institutions (GOV) are determined based on the latest version of the World Bank's Global Governance Indicators (WGI). The WGI data recorded 6 dimensions reflecting institutional quality including control of corruption, rule of law, regulatory quality, government effectiveness, political stability and absence of violence / terrorism and voice and accountability. The scale of these dimensions is from –2.5 to 2.5. The higher the value of this scale, the higher the institutional quality. Data for the two components of FDI (percentage of GDP), including inward FDI and outward FDI, came from United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, UNCTAD.
Control variables are included in the research model to ensure that the relationship between the dependent variable and explanatory variables is not dominated by other factors. The model in this study uses two groups of control variables, the macroeconomic control group and the entrepreneurial characteristics control group (measured on a national scale). The macroeconomic control variables have 5 variables including domestic credit as a percentage of GDP. The second control variable is the trade rate of goods and services as a percentage of GDP. The third variable is national economic growth as measured by GDP growth. The fourth variable is GDP per capita. The final macro control variable is the unemployment rate in the total labor force. All of these macro control variables were collected from the World Development Indicators (WDI) from World Bank. The group of variables controlling the characteristics of the entrepreneur includes two variables: the fear of failure and entrepreneurial intentions collected from GEM.
Table 2.1: Variables’ description and data source
	Variables
	Components
	Source
	Exp. sign

	E –Entrepreneurship
	TEA: Total early-stage entrepreneurial activity 

OEA: Opportunity-driven entrepreneurs

NEA: Necessity-driven entrepreneurs
	GEM (2004-2015)
GEM (2007-2015)

GEM (2007-2015)
	

	NS –Formal Institutions
	Business freedom
Fiscal freedom
Trade freedom
	IEF

IEF

IEF
	+/-

+/-

+/-

	GOV –Institutions of Governance
	Control of Corruption
Rule of Law 

Regulatory Quality
Government Effectiveness

Political Stability and Absence of Violence

Voice and Accountability
	WGI
	+/-



	FDI –Foreign Direct Investment
	Inward FDI 
Outward FDI
	UNCTAD

UNCTAD
	+/-

+/-

	Controls 
	Financial Development 
Trade 
GDP growth 

GDP per capita 

Unemployment 

Fear of failure 

Entrepreneurial intentions
	WDI

WDI

WDI

WDI

WDI

GEM (2007-2015)

GEM (2007-2015)
	+/-

+/-

+/-

+/-

+/-

-

+


2.2. Research models:
2.2.1. Basic model: 

This study uses table data estimation techniques to select the appropriate model, the results after testing the selected suitable model is FEM (presented in detail in section 2.2.1). The results of this model selection are similar to previous studies of the same topic, such as Albulescu et al (2014), Herrera-Echeverri et al, (2014), Fuentelsaz et al (2015), Kim and Li (2014), Ayyagari and Kosová (2010), Danakol et al. (2016), etc. In fact, this approach has not considered other endogenous sources. From the perspective of previous studies, the author has not considered these sources.

Specifically, the research approach model in this thesis is based on a combination of considering two approaches in Albulescu et al (2014) and Herrera - Echeverri et al (2014). The author tried to include factors that were thought to play an explanatory role in the two studies. With an emphasis on institutional and FDI, the model was established as follows:
FEM: Eit = ui + β1INSit + β2GOVit + β3FDIit + β4Controlsit + εit (1)
REM: Eit = ui + vit + β1INSit + β2GOVit + β3FDIit + β4Controlsit + εit (2)
Where i is the national index and t is the year index. E is a measure of entrepreneurship; INS are formal institutions; GOV is institutions of Governance; FDI is foreign direct investment (including inward and outward FDI of a country); Controls are variables that control national characteristics, including: credit supply, trade size, growth rate, GDP per capita, unemployment rate; and variables that control entrepreneurship characteristics, including fear of failure and entrepreneurial intentions. These are control variables that are taken into consideration in the study of Herrera-Echeverri et al. (2014) and Albulescu et al (2014). Other components include ui - fixed effects, vit - random effects (radom effects).

2.2.2. Interactive model: 
To examine the role of institutional quality (governance institutions) on the channel of FDI's impact on entrepreneurship (including inward/outward FDI, opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship), the author uses an interactive approach of Herrera-Echeverri et al. (2014). Specifically, FDI (inward and outward) will interact with different levels of governance.
FEM: Eit = ui + β1INSit + β2GOVit + β3FDIit + β4FDIit*GDi + β5Controlsit + εit    (3)
REM: Eit = ui + vit + β1INSit + β2GOVit + β3FDIit + β4FDIit*GDi + β5Controlsit + εit (4)
Where GDi is a dummy variable reflecting institutional quality (institutional of governance). Specifically, two approaches to institutional governance division are used here. First, the institutional governance area will be divided into two parts: GD_upper half = 1 if the GOV value is in the top half of the institutional quality, otherwise zero; GD_lower half = 1 if the GOV value is in the lowest lower half of institutional quality, otherwise zero. The second approach divides the institutional quality into 3 regions according to the quartile: GD_ < 1st quartile = 1 if a country's institutional quality lies in the lowest quartile, otherwise zero; GD_> 3th quartile = 1 if an institution's institutional quality lies in the highest quartile, otherwise zero; GD_1th-3th quartile = 1 if a country's institutional quality lies in the middle two quartiles, otherwise zero. For each approach, certain institutional regions will interact with inward FDI and outward FDI. This is an extension compared to Herrera-Echeverri et al. (2014), thereby considering the nature of FDI and entrepreneurial relationships at the level of FDI flows under the influence of governance institutions.
CHAPTER 3: SUM UP THE RESEARCH RESULT AND DISCUSSCION 
3.1. Sum up the research results:

3.1.1. Descriptive statistics:

Table 3.1: Descriptive statistics

	 
	Observations
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Min
	Pecentile 25%
	Median
	Pecentile 75%
	Max

	Entrepreneurship

	TEA
	240
	12.84
	7.83
	1.88
	6.78
	10.71
	17.20
	40.27

	OEA
	152
	8.52
	5.46
	1.61
	4.17
	6.97
	11.38
	26.83

	NEA
	152
	5.16
	3.07
	0.50
	3.08
	4.63
	6.28
	17.50

	Formal institutions

	Business freedom
	240
	67.36
	10.66
	37.30
	60.60
	69.15
	73.60
	93.50

	Fiscal freedom
	240
	77.01
	8.34
	54.40
	70.10
	77.95
	82.05
	99.90

	Trade freedom
	240
	76.43
	9.99
	24.00
	69.65
	77.50
	86.00
	88.00

	Governance Institutions

	Control of Corruption
	240
	-0.01
	0.61
	-1.21
	-0.41
	-0.11
	0.29
	1.57

	Rule of Law
	240
	0.28
	0.53
	-1.08
	-0.10
	0.21
	0.71
	1.29

	Regulatory Quality
	240
	-0.16
	0.84
	-2.81
	-0.81
	-0.07
	0.59
	1.12

	Government Effectiveness
	240
	0.33
	0.59
	-1.08
	-0.11
	0.39
	0.65
	1.67

	Political Stability and Absence of Violence
	240
	0.05
	0.62
	-1.22
	-0.45
	0.00
	0.52
	1.42

	Voice and Accountability
	240
	0.13
	0.74
	-1.69
	-0.24
	0.31
	0.63
	1.24

	Governance Institutions (rescaled)
	240
	52.13
	11.43
	26.40
	44.21
	49.48
	60.44
	74.82

	Foreign Direct Investment (FDI)

	Inward FDI
	240
	36.73
	19.32
	4.99
	22.39
	32.99
	47.27
	92.19

	Outward FDI
	240
	10.53
	10.21
	0.09
	2.97
	7.25
	15.05
	49.17

	Control variables

	Financial Development
	240
	59.58
	36.77
	0.19
	33.96
	49.50
	75.11
	156.98

	Trade (Ln)
	240
	4.14
	0.59
	2.84
	3.71
	4.10
	4.69
	5.19

	GDP growth
	240
	3.85
	3.51
	-7.82
	2.09
	4.02
	5.87
	14.20

	GDP per capita (Ln)
	240
	8.93
	0.79
	6.67
	8.48
	9.05
	9.50
	11.46

	Unemployment
	240
	8.99
	5.95
	0.21
	5.18
	7.38
	10.94
	33.80

	Fear of failure
	240
	33.73
	8.82
	10.43
	28.04
	33.11
	38.62
	72.01

	Entrepreneurial intentions
	240
	24.10
	15.68
	1.55
	12.86
	20.73
	31.87
	90.95


Table 3.2 presents the correlation matrix between variables. It can be observed that there is no serious correlation between the independent variables. This shows that the problem of multi-collinearity is not a concern in the research figure. One thing that can be observed is that entrepreneurship measures are strongly correlated with each other. The correlation between OEA and TEA is 0.96 and the correlation between NEA and TEA is 0.86. The two measures of OEA and NEA are correlated at 0.67.
Table 3.2: Correlation matrix
	 Variables
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TEA
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	OEA
	0,96***
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	NEA
	0,86***
	0,67***
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Business freedom
	-0,18***
	-0,13
	-0,38***
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Fiscal freedom
	0,07
	-0,01
	-0,04
	0,03
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Trade freedom
	-0,16**
	-0,19**
	-0,34***
	0,38***
	0,12*
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Governance Institutions
	-0,26***
	-0,09
	-0,29***
	0,36***
	-0,12*
	0,58***
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Inward FDI
	-0,11*
	-0,01
	-0,27***
	0,42***
	0,10
	0,42***
	0,55***
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Outward FDI
	-0,2***
	-0,07
	-0,34***
	0,28***
	-0,02
	0,17***
	0,40***
	0,34***
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Financial Development
	-0,16**
	-0,12
	-0,29***
	0,06
	-0,19***
	0,10
	0,21***
	0,22***
	0,53***
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Trade (Ln)
	-0,29***
	-0,23***
	-0,42***
	0,43***
	0,16**
	0,50***
	0,58***
	0,50***
	0,25***
	0,27***
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	GDP growth
	0,22***
	0,22***
	0,30***
	-0,25***
	0,03
	-0,34***
	-0,24***
	-0,28***
	-0,18***
	-0,01
	-0,12*
	1,00
	 
	 
	 
	 

	GDP per capita (Ln)
	-0,34***
	-0,18***
	-0,41***
	0,31***
	-0,06
	0,58***
	0,64***
	0,25***
	0,38***
	0,06
	0,34***
	-0,38***
	1,00
	 
	 
	 

	Unemployment
	-0,18***
	-0,31***
	-0,02
	0,19***
	-0,05
	0,11*
	0,15**
	0,22***
	0,01
	0,10
	0,01
	-0,19***
	0,00
	1,00
	 
	 

	Fear of failure
	-0,27***
	-0,26***
	-0,36***
	-0,05
	0,16**
	0,03
	-0,11*
	-0,01
	0,03
	0,15**
	0,17***
	-0,11*
	-0,06
	-0,20**
	1,00
	 

	Entrepreneurial intentions
	0,78***
	0,73***
	0,78***
	-0,08
	0,15**
	-0,20***
	-0,24***
	-0,10
	-0,27***
	-0,23***
	-0,30***
	0,21***
	-0,39***
	0,00
	-0,33***
	1,00


3.1.2. Basic model:
Business freedom, as one of the variables reflecting official institutional quality, shows the role affecting the entrepreneurship at the overall level, but the significance level is only at 10%. The higher the freedom of business, the lower entrepreneurship in emerging markets. This result is similar to the results of Djankov et al. (2003), Glaeser and Shleifer (2003), and is consistent with the fact that the higher free business conditions enable larger enterprises to continue investment, develop production chains, dominate the market; Therefore, it is very difficult for entrepreneurs (usually small businesses) to access and enter new markets.
Governance institutions play a role in influencing TEA. Inward FDI continues to promote OEA. Notably, the statistical significance of FDI is at 1%. Clearly, inward FDI in emerging countries have motivated individuals to seek business development opportunities. Specifically, with a 10% increase in inward FDI, the percentage of people (18–64 years old) participating in the entrepreneurship will increase by 1%. This result is consistent with the theory and similar to the results of Albulescu et al. (2014), ie attracting inward FDI will create favorable conditions to promote OEA. The presence of inward FDI creates the spread of new technologies and knowledge, creates new markets and forms ancillary activities, increase access to important resources as well as financial support to create the basis for development entrepreneurship (Javorcik, 2004).
With the control variables, while the signal of GDP per capita reduces the necessary entrepreneurship to only 10%, unemployment plays an important role in reducing OEA, 5%. In addition, OEA increases as the GDP per capita increases - as opposed to the case of NEA. The effect from the increase in average income is quite large: GDP per capita increase by 1% leads to OEA increasing by 4.56%. OEA take place when individuals are aware of the opportunities and use their available resources to establish new businesses to increase income, while NEA should take place when individuals, may be unemployed, forced to join a career because there is no other better option. With this logic, the impact of GDP per on the two types of entrepreneurship presented in Table 3.4 is appropriate. Another noteworthy point is that although entrepreneurial intentions variable does not have strong significance in the OEA and NEA models, this variable is still important in the TEA model (Table 3.4).
Table 3.4: Empirical results in the basic model 
	Dependent variable: Entrepreneurship
	 
	          TEA                                       OEA                                         NEA

	Explanatory variables:
	 
	            (1)
	 
	           (2)
	 
	      (3) 

	Business freedom
	
	-0,1235
	(-1,71)*
	
	-0,0250
	(-0,48)
	
	-0,0042
	(-0,11)

	Fiscal freedom
	
	0,0099
	(0,1)
	
	-0,1705
	(-1,48)
	
	0,0278
	(0,47)

	Trade freedom
	
	-0,0510
	(-0,7)
	
	0,0406
	(0,47)
	
	0,0301
	(0,37)

	Governance Institutions
	
	-0,3422
	(-2,33)**
	
	-0,2147
	(-1,63)
	
	-0,0859
	(-0,68)

	Inward FDI
	
	0,0445
	(0,82)
	
	0,1010
	(2,76)***
	
	-0,0084
	(-0,35)

	Outward FDI
	
	0,0426
	(0,63)
	
	0,0715
	(1,95)*
	
	-0,0108
	(-0,35)

	Financial Development
	
	0,0393
	(1,13)
	
	-0,0105
	(-0,36)
	
	-0,0460
	(-2,35)**

	Trade (Ln)
	
	1,0637
	(0,38)
	
	1,7003
	(0,59)
	
	-0,6684
	(-0,39)

	GDP growth
	
	-0,0603
	(-0,85)
	
	-0,1163
	(-1,05)
	
	-0,0777
	(-0,89)

	GDP per capita (Ln)
	
	0,7216
	(0,63)
	
	4,5624
	(2,48)**
	
	-3,3250
	(-1,73)*

	Unemployment
	
	-0,0424
	(-0,31)
	
	-0,4065
	(-2,53)**
	
	0,1459
	(1,66)

	Fear of failure
	
	-0,0534
	(-1,32)
	
	0,0286
	(0,57)
	
	-0,0455
	(-1,68)

	Entrepreneurial intentions
	
	0,1769
	(4,)***
	
	0,0659
	(1,37)
	
	0,0649
	(2,)*

	Intercept
	
	25,0219
	(1,07)
	
	-19,2203
	(-0,92)
	
	40,2138
	(1,71)*

	No. of countries
	
	39
	
	37
	
	37

	No. of observations
	
	240
	
	152
	
	152

	F test of joint significance
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000

	R-squared
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	
	0,2792
	
	0,2367
	
	0,2292

	Between
	
	0,3469
	
	0,0119
	
	0,3790

	Overall
	
	0,3548
	
	0,0269
	
	0,3710

	F test
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000

	Breusch-Pagan LM test
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0386

	Hausman test
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0001
	
	0,0013

	(indicated model)
	 
	(Fixed)


(*, ** and ***, mean statistic relationship significant at 10%, 5%, respectively 1%)
The role of financial development is only meaningful with NEA. Specifically, NEA will decrease as the nation develops more financially. This is appropriate when financial conditions are better: increased jobs make individuals more likely to participate in the job market, thereby reducing NEA. Credit provided to the private sector also encourages formal business operations on a larger scale and reduces informal business activities in the economy - which is an important component of necessary entrepreneurship.
It is worth noting that the outward FDI inflow also makes significant (even at only 10%) in OEA. The relationship is positive and partly shows that the outward FDI inflows still increase OEA. This is not even surprising, since it can promote export-oriented entrepreneurship. In some emerging markets where capital flows seek investment opportunities abroad, opportunity entrepreneurship can form as a consequence of taking advantage of new business opportunities - the formation of new businesses. Export-oriented industries to markets are the target of outward FDI in the country. Outward FDI also mean entry in targeted markets, and entrepreneurship that develops in those target markets also promotes export-oriented entrepreneurship in the markets where FDI exits. It makes more sense that these export-oriented businesses are opportunity entrepreneurship.
3.1.3. Interactive model:
The difference between Table 3.5 and Table 3.4 lies in separating groups of countries with different institutional quality (governance institutions) and interacting with inward and outward FDI. The main concern is in the interaction variables of FDI - governance institutions. In TEA model, the interactions did not show a statistically significant. At this point, however, the relationship between inward/outward FDI and OEA (as found in Table 3.4) has been revealed. Specifically, inward FDI always have a positive impact with OEA in all countries, but the level of impact is different in market groups with different institutional quality. The results of the OEA model in Table 3.5 confirm that the impact of inward FDI on OEA is the greatest in emerging markets with lower institutional quality.
The second point in the relationship of FDI with OEA lies in the role of outward FDI. The results in Table 3.5 indicate that the positive effect (increased outward FDI leading to OEA, perhaps export orientation, increases) only occurs in markets with better governance quality. Meanwhile, the effect in markets with lower governance quality shows a negative effect, although not statistically significant. This is probably the reason why in Table 3.4, irrespective of the governance group, the significance of the outward FDI variable to OEA becomes statistically weak.

Also following the approach of Herrera - Echeverri et al. (2014), the interaction model expands at the level of governance group division. Specifically, Table 3.6 presents the results of models (3) and (4) corresponding to the outward / inward FDI with three market groups: high, medium and low institutional quality. Except for the groups of variables related to FDI and governance institutions, the pattern with other variables has not substantially changed with Table 3.5. Therefore, the main area of ​​interest is still the group of interaction variables between FDI and institutional quality.
The results in Table 3.6 show that the relationship between governance and entrepreneurship is an indirect one via FDI. In other words, governance institutions as a regulatory environment for the relationship between FDI and entrepreneurship (TEA, OEA and NEA). It is easy to see that the statistically significant negative correlation of governance institutions with TEA in Table 3.4 has disappeared in Table 3.6. This shows that the separation of emerging emerging groups according to governance has removed the significance of governance institutions on the overall level. Indeed, low governance institutions play an environmental role for the positive impact of inward FDI on entrepreneurship. Also in that environment, the outward FDI reduced TEA. Meanwhile, in the highly governance institutional environment, the outward FDI promotes TEA. Clearly, once the country groups are appropriately considered at more governance levels (Table 3.6), the component relationships are revealed and the overall relationship of governance is no longer available meaning.
It is clear that in the TEA model mainly reflects in the OEA model. This is reasonable because OEA play a key role in TEA, as analyzed in the Descriptive Statistics section. The OEA model in Table 3.6 clearly shows that both inward FDI and outward FDI promote OEA in markets where the institutional quality is not too high. Specifically, 75% of emerging markets - those in the institutional quality region below - show the positive effect of inward FDI on opportunity entrepreneurship. The 25% of the market has the highest institutional quality that shows a negative relationship but is not statistically significant. However, similar to the previous conclusions, the positive impact of inward FDI on domestic entrepreneurship is stronger in markets with lower institutional quality.
In the case of outward FDI (in the OEA model), the pattern is also clearer. The positive effect of outward FDI to OEA (perhaps export-oriented) occurs only in countries with high institutional quality. On the contrary, the negative impact to OEA from outward FDI is strong in markets with low quality of governance. This is probably a resource problem - where it is necessary to attract inward resources (eg inward FDI), potential businesses have little capacity to export orientation; therefore, while domestic capital flows seek opportunities abroad (outward FDI), potential entrepreneurs are still ineligible to pursue export-oriented ideas.
Table 3.5: FDI Productivity in ﬁrm creation at emerging countries (upper half, lower half)
	Dependent variable: Entrepreneurship
	 
	          TEA                           OEA                             NEA

	Explanatory variables:
	 
	            (1)
	 
	           (2)
	 
	      (3) 

	Business freedom
	
	-0,1293
	(-1,9)*
	
	-0,0259
	(-0,5)
	
	-0,0010
	(-0,02)

	Fiscal freedom
	
	0,0193
	(0,23)
	
	-0,1708
	(-1,48)
	
	0,0231
	(0,38)

	Trade freedom
	
	-0,0522
	(-0,72)
	
	0,0353
	(0,41)
	
	0,0255
	(0,3)

	Governance Institutions (GI)
	
	-0,3373
	(-2,14)**
	
	-0,2119
	(-1,6)
	
	-0,0826
	(-0,67)

	Inward FDI* GI_Upper half
	
	0,0571
	(1,31)
	
	0,0926
	(2,67)**
	
	-0,0133
	(-0,54)

	Inward FDI* GI_Lower half
	
	0,0456
	(0,51)
	
	0,1312
	(2,29)**
	
	-0,0029
	(-0,09)

	Outward FDI* GI_Upper half
	
	0,0646
	(0,88)
	
	0,0786
	(2,14)**
	
	-0,0115
	(-0,4)

	Outward FDI* GI_Lower half
	
	-0,0757
	(-0,45)
	
	-0,0111
	(-0,1)
	
	0,0315
	(0,29)

	Financial Development
	
	0,0480
	(1,43)
	
	-0,0069
	(-0,22)
	
	-0,0495
	(-2,26)**

	Trade (Ln)
	
	0,7012
	(0,26)
	
	1,7816
	(0,63)
	
	-0,6225
	(-0,36)

	GDP growth
	
	-0,0456
	(-0,64)
	
	-0,1030
	(-0,88)
	
	-0,0683
	(-0,75)

	GDP per capita (Ln)
	
	0,5481
	(0,46)
	
	4,6915
	(2,5)**
	
	-3,1191
	(-1,72)*

	Unemployment
	
	-0,0220
	(-0,16)
	
	-0,4462
	(-2,55)**
	
	0,1339
	(1,37)

	Fear of failure
	
	-0,0479
	(-1,21)
	
	0,0277
	(0,55)
	
	-0,0477
	(-1,82)*

	Entrepreneurial intentions
	
	0,1629
	(3,71)***
	
	0,0643
	(1,32)
	
	0,0669
	(2,01)*

	Intercept
	
	26,8983
	(1,09)
	
	-20,2118
	(-0,95)
	
	38,7280
	(1,68)

	No. of countries
	
	39
	
	37
	
	37

	No. of observations
	
	240
	
	152
	
	152

	F test of joint significance
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000

	R-squared
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	
	0,2871
	
	0,2430
	
	0,2332

	Between
	
	0,3184
	
	0,0134
	
	0,3811

	Overall
	
	0,3255
	
	0,0330
	
	0,3660

	F test
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000

	Breusch-Pagan LM test
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000
	
	0,6423

	Hausman test
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0001
	
	0,0000

	(indicated model)
	 
	(Fixed)


(*, ** and ***, mean statistic relationship significant at 10%, 5%, respectively 1%)

Table 3.6: FDI Productivity in ﬁrm creation at emerging countries (quartile)

	Dependent variable: Entrepreneurship
	 
	          TEA                           OEA                             NEA

	Explanatory variables:
	 
	            (1)
	 
	           (2)
	 
	      (3) 

	Business freedom
	
	-0,1212
	(-2,05)**
	
	-0,0377
	(-0,78)
	
	-0,0144
	(-0,36)

	Fiscal freedom
	
	-0,0124
	(-0,15)
	
	-0,2226
	(-1,8)*
	
	-0,0047
	(-0,08)

	Trade freedom
	
	-0,0021
	(-0,03)
	
	0,1131
	(1,56)
	
	0,0744
	(0,85)

	Governance Institutions (GI)
	
	-0,0964
	(-0,53)
	
	-0,0768
	(-0,65)
	
	-0,0359
	(-0,31)

	Inward FDI*GI  (<1st quartile)
	
	0,2373
	(2,75)***
	
	0,2742
	(3,64)***
	
	0,0216
	(0,29)

	Inward FDI*GI   (1st-3rd quartiles)
	
	0,0342
	(0,67)
	
	0,0911
	(2,33)**
	
	-0,0293
	(-1,25)

	Inward FDI*GI (>3rd quartile)
	
	-0,0128
	(-0,2)
	
	-0,0335
	(-0,36)
	
	-0,0888
	(-2,54)**

	Outward FDI*GI (<1st quartile)
	
	-0,4174
	(-3,3)***
	
	-0,4662
	(-2,74)***
	
	-0,1959
	(-1,01)

	Outward FDI*GI (1st-3rd quartiles)
	
	0,0405
	(0,64)
	
	0,0557
	(2,04)**
	
	-0,0298
	(-0,94)

	Outward FDI*GI (>3rd quartile)
	
	0,3019
	(1,77)*
	
	0,3947
	(1,96)*
	
	0,2076
	(3,63)***

	Financial Development
	
	0,0185
	(0,53)
	
	-0,0148
	(-0,51)
	
	-0,0523
	(-2,75)***

	Trade (Ln)
	
	0,5905
	(0,21)
	
	1,7386
	(0,61)
	
	-0,6005
	(-0,37)

	GDP growth
	
	-0,0606
	(-0,83)
	
	-0,1565
	(-1,36)
	
	-0,0934
	(-1,01)

	GDP per capita (Ln)
	
	1,0638
	(0,82)
	
	4,5790
	(2,68)**
	
	-3,5755
	(-1,79)*

	Unemployment
	
	0,0165
	(0,13)
	
	-0,2701
	(-1,87)*
	
	0,1845
	(2,03)**

	Fear of failure
	
	-0,0446
	(-1,07)
	
	0,0340
	(0,67)
	
	-0,0444
	(-1,64)

	Entrepreneurial intentions
	
	0,1533
	(3,9)***
	
	0,0535
	(1,12)
	
	0,0570
	(1,75)*

	Intercept
	
	9,5986
	(0,39)
	
	-27,3160
	(-1,24)
	
	40,4847
	(1,64)

	No. of countries
	
	39
	
	37
	
	37

	No. of observations
	
	240
	
	152
	
	152

	F test of joint significance
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000

	R-squared
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	
	0,3425
	
	0,2967
	
	0,2700

	Between
	
	0,3806
	
	0,0042
	
	0,3866

	Overall
	
	0,4319
	
	0,0109
	
	0,3658

	F test
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000

	Breusch-Pagan LM test
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000
	
	0,5154

	Hausman test
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000

	(indicated model)
	 
	(Fixed)


(*, ** and ***, mean statistic relationship significant at 10%, 5%, respectively 1%)

3.1.4. Robustness check:

The final stage is the author examines the robustness of the estimated results obtained. Although the fixed effects (FEM) model has helped eliminate a source of endogenous problems, endogenous potential remains in the relationship between entrepreneurship and institutional and FDI variables. In further estimation, the author uses the solution of Herrera-Echeverri et al. (2014), which is to use the first-order differential estimation approach to eliminate endogenous effects to the lowest possible level. be. The estimation results are presented in Table 3.7. OLS is the most appropriate method. The following analyzed relationships are based on the correlation of the difference effect in the variables (ie the change over time this year compared with the previous year).
Table 3.7: 
	c
	 
	          TEA                           OEA                             NEA

	Explanatory variables:
	 
	            (1)
	 
	           (2)
	 
	      (3) 

	Business freedom
	
	-0,0766
	(-1,55)
	
	-0,0439
	(-0,81)
	
	-0,0032
	(-0,06)

	Fiscal freedom
	
	-0,0383
	(-0,58)
	
	-0,2055
	(-1,32)
	
	-0,0449
	(-0,76)

	Trade freedom
	
	0,0304
	(0,54)
	
	0,0972
	(1,5)
	
	0,0326
	(0,49)

	Governance Institutions (GI)
	
	0,1607
	(0,73)
	
	0,0964
	(0,42)
	
	-0,0145
	(-0,09)

	Inward FDI*GI(<1st quartile)
	
	0,0948
	(0,55)
	
	0,2721
	(3,11)***
	
	0,0138
	(0,16)

	Inward FDI*GI(1st-3rd quartiles)
	
	0,0004
	(0,01)
	
	0,0594
	(0,76)
	
	-0,0331
	(-0,75)

	Inward FDI*GI(>3rd quartile)
	
	-0,0101
	(-0,13)
	
	-0,0441
	(-0,29)
	
	-0,1215
	(-1,74)*

	Outward FDI*GI(<1st quartile)
	
	-0,1633
	(-0,46)
	
	-0,4243
	(-2,54)**
	
	-0,1026
	(-0,5)

	Outward FDI*GI(1st-3rd quartiles)
	
	0,0082
	(0,1)
	
	0,0972
	(0,88)
	
	0,0376
	(0,43)

	Outward FDI*GI(>3rd quartile)
	
	0,1563
	(0,98)
	
	0,3957
	(1,25)
	
	0,3450
	(2,7)**

	Financial Development
	
	-0,0170
	(-0,34)
	
	-0,0729
	(-1,92)*
	
	-0,1070
	(-2,6)**

	Trade (Ln)
	
	1,6995
	(0,61)
	
	-0,1330
	(-0,03)
	
	-2,6301
	(-0,8)

	GDP growth
	
	-0,0644
	(-0,81)
	
	-0,1309
	(-1,16)
	
	0,0131
	(0,12)

	GDP per capita (Ln)
	
	0,7246
	(0,34)
	
	2,4403
	(1,07)
	
	-0,6641
	(-0,31)

	Unemployment
	
	0,0826
	(0,3)
	
	-0,4534
	(-1,56)
	
	0,4837
	(2,15)**

	Fear of failure
	
	-0,0370
	(-0,67)
	
	-0,0042
	(-0,07)
	
	-0,0212
	(-0,67)

	Entrepreneurial intentions
	
	0,1521
	(3,52)***
	
	0,1166
	(2,51)**
	
	0,0848
	(1,72)*

	Intercept
	
	0,2058
	(0,91)
	
	0,0982
	(0,48)
	
	0,1581
	(0,91)

	No. of countries
	
	31
	
	29
	
	29

	No. of observations
	
	174
	
	107
	
	107

	F test of joint significance
	
	0,0005
	
	0,0000
	
	0,0000

	R-squared
	
	0,1525
	
	0,315
	 
	0,2244

	(indicated model)
	 
	(Pooled OLS)


The case of TEA model as shown in Table 3.7 shows that the variance of variables has lost the statistical significance of all variables except Entrepreneurial intentions. This shows the role of Entrepreneurial intentions in promoting entrepreneurship in emerging markets. This result is also consistent with the results found in the previous section. However, formal and governance institutions are no longer meaningful from an overall perspective. This is the result of further control of endogenous problems in the established model.

The case of OEA shows the significance of institutional and FDI interaction variables. Specifically, inward FDI increase entrepreneurship in emerging countries with the lowest institutional quality. Meanwhile, the outward FDI will reduce this activity in countries with weak governance. This result is consistent with the basic findings in Table 3.6 corresponding to the OEA model. Also in Table 3.7, financial development plays a role in reducing the level of OEA. Finally, entrepreneurial intentions is an important factor that leads to opportunity entrepreneurship.
The results in Table 3.7 for NEA once again confirm different relationships. That is, the role of FDI in necessary entrepreneurship is found only in emerging markets with the best institutional quality. The difference also depends on the trend in which FDI enters or exits. Specifically, in countries with the best levels of governance, inward FDI reduce necessary entrepreneurship while outward FDI provide the impetus for necessary entrepreneurship. Also, unemployment has also created a move to increase this entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship also plays an explanatory role in the model. These results are basically consistent with the main conclusions from Table 3.6 corresponding to the NEA model.

In summary, robustness check (in better eliminating the possibility of endogenous problems) shows that the main conclusions in the thesis on opportunity and necessary entrepreneurship in general remain. Findings on formal institutions and governance institutions (TEA models) are no longer valid, but conclusions about FDI and institutional interactions in OEA and NEA still hold their values. This allows the author to evaluate and make important implications in the final chapter of the thesis. The conclusions will focus on three important: entrepreneurship, foreign direct investment (FDI), and institutions. For this study, the author emphasizes the importance of considering FDI trends and the level of institutional development, whereby the interactive role of these factors will be more accurately assessed in terms of influence to entrepreneurship activities in emerging markets. Ultimately, it is entrepreneurship activities of these countries that will contribute to the development of the business sector thanks to the motivation to finance international capital, and ultimately to promote sustainable economic development. This is also the new contributions of the thesis in the topic of entrepreneurship finance.
CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSION
Entrepreneurship has been a topic of concern for economists for many years, and has been a key driver of growth, enabling innovation, competition, and create jobs. In recent studies, many researchers have demonstrated that entrepreneurship is one of the essential competencies of start-up companies. These capabilities are not only the result of resources developed within the enterprise but also generated from other resources through the company's interaction with the external environment, a process that helps shape the characteristics of the firm itself (Birkinshaw et al., 2005). In addition, the entrepreneurship research community has focused on identifying the factors that play a decisive role in the entrepreneurship, under various economic, macro-economic contexts, the culture and the operating environment in which institutions and foreign direct investment are viewed as one of the key factors to promote entrepreneurship. Therefore, it is extremely important to consider the effects and correlation of institutional factors, FDI on entrepreneurship as well as grasp the existence of this effect, as a catalyst to initiate create a business, give us an overview and insight into the characteristics of an environment conducive to entrepreneurship and thereby improve our ability to absorb more benefits from the spread of the above factors.
The study examines the impact of institutional and foreign direct investment (FDI) factors on entrepreneurship in 39 emerging markets during the 2004-2015 period according to the FTSE classification. The author extends previous studies, examining the relationship between three institutional factors, FDI and entrepreneurship on the basis of clearly distinguishing the level of influence through the interaction between specific components including: : formal institutions and governance institutions, inward FDI and outward FDI, necessary and opportunity entrepreneurship, especially considering the institutional impact on FDI's contribution to entrepreneurship is based on each specific type. This classification is particularly theoretically attractive because the expected institutional effect on the contribution of FDI to the entrepreneurial may vary, depending on the motivation of entrepreneurship and the inflow of FDI, gives us a clear picture of the overall and the nature of each FDI and entrepreneurship relationship in the context of different institutions.
The research results shed light on the issues raised, made some new contributions, and provided us with a new theoretical framework and empirical evidence on the relationship between institutions, FDI and entrepreneurship. Specifically, the study provides a clear argument that institutions and foreign direct investment in their interaction play an important role in entrepreneurship in emerging markets. At the first finding, the study found no evidence of the revealed role of formal and governance institutions at TEA.

The most significant contribution of this research lies in the next finding, which is the role of governance institutions in the influence of FDI on the entrepreneurship based on the complex relationships, include: inward FDI, outward FDI, opportunity and necessary entrepreneurship. Accordingly, opportunity entrepreneurship are driven by inward FDI but are limited by outward FDI in the context of emerging markets with low institutional quality. At the same time, necessary entrepreneurship is not encouraged by inward FDI, but is driven by outward FDI, in the context of high-quality institutional markets. This result is very necessary, providing us with a new theoretical framework and empirical evidence on the effects of foreign direct investment, institutional quality on entrepreneurship, laying the foundations for the developing entrepreneurship in emerging countries including Vietnam, an area considered to be attracting large amounts of foreign investment and becoming an important part of the global economy.
