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Negative public opinion in host country and enterprise OFDI:
sentiment quantitative analysis based on the mainstream

news media in the host country

ZHANG Xianfeng' GUO Wei' JIANG Muchao® ZHU Chen'
(1. School of Economics Hefei University of Technology Hefei 230601 China; 2. School of International
Trade and Economics University of International Business and Economics Beijing 100029 China)

Abstract: In recent years Chinese enterprises “going out” has frequently been plagued by negative international public
opinion. Effectively countering the adverse effects of negative international public opinion has become a major problem to be
solved related to Chinese enterprises “going out” with high quality. This paper uses web crawler technology to gather more
than 500 000 China—related reports from the mainstream news media of China’s major investment partner countries from 2010
to 2018 quantifies and constructs a China—elated index of public opinion bias and empirically studies the effect of a host
country’s negative public opinion on Chinese enterprises” OFDI. The results show that: ( 1) Negative public opinion within the
host country has significantly inhibited the OFDI of Chinese enterprises; however this inhibitory effect is only significant in
the current period. (2) The negative public opinion has no inhibitory effect on technology-intensive enterprises” OFDI  but
does have significant inhibitory effect on resources and energy environment-sensitive and state-owned enterprises” OFDI.
(3) The change of government of the host country does not aggravate the negative public opinion that inhibits enterprises”
OFDI. Likewise the signing of a bilateral investment agreement does not improve the negative impact of negative public
opinion on enterprises” OFDI. However the promotion of enterprises” social responsibility the enhancement of bilateral
economic complementarity and the increase in the frequency of highdevel visits can all effectively alleviate the inhibitory
effect of negative public opinion on enterprises” OFDI. The research results provide useful enlightenment to enable enterprises
to identify avoid and mitigate the adverse effects of negative public opinion in host countries and promote enterprises to
“going out” with high quality.

Key words: news media; China-related reports; negative public opinion; OFDI web crawler; sentiment quantitative analysis



