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Near the end of 2015, the Philippines had one of the lowest levels 
of Chinese investment in Southeast Asia. Fast forward to October 
of 2016, the Philippines and China agreed on 24 major investments 
during Rodrigo Duterte’s state visit to Beijing. Philippine and Chinese 
leaders signed a memorandum of agreement worth US$15 billion 
with companies and agreeing on US$9 billion in loans. Duterte’s 
rapprochement with Beijing resulted in an agreement that was 
projected to generate a Chinese foreign direct investment (FDI) 
“boom” in the Philippines. By April 2018, some analysts reported
that the Philippines’ FDI boom has very little to do with China but 
more with Japanese, European, and other traditional foreign investors 
(Heydarian 2018a, 2018b). In short, Duterte’s reconciliation with 
China illustrates all talk but little commitment on FDI inflows 
on the part of the People’s Republic of China (PRC). 

Nevertheless, such an assertion commits a crucial methodological flaw 
of separating Hong Kong from PRC’s FDI from one another, a decision 
which obstructs our attaining a more sophisticated understanding of the 

issue. In this paper, I forward an assessment of Chinese FDI in 
the Philippines built upon a careful assessment of recent global, 
Chinese, and national datasets, elucidating the issue beyond baseline, 
surface-level comparisons and presenting a more comprehensive—and, 
I believe, better—explanation. Furthermore, recent works allude that 
Chinese FDI can be divided into different types (Nyiri & Tan 2016, Lee 
2018). In my view, these types can be summarized as market making 
and price taking FDI. The first comprises of government or private 
investments with the capacity to transform host economies and direct 
politics by the concentration of their sheer size, often found in strategic 
sectors and negotiated by the sending and host state leaders. The 
second refers to smaller sums of capital that operates at a scale that 
makes it unable to direct political or economic change on their own. 
This paper looks at the relative distribution of these two types of FDI 
in the Arroyo and Aquino governments, and the Duterte administration, 
to the extent that the data allows it. In the final section, I briefly 
further assess the state of Chinese FDI today and suggest 
some recommendations to Philippine policy makers.
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ASSESSING CHINESE FDI

Chinese FDI can be divided into two types: market making and price taking. This paper looks at the relative distribution 
of these two types of FDI across three administrations
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China and Hong Kong

In their writings, analysts made the crucial methodological mistake 
to separate the PRC and the Hong Kong Special Administrative 
Region’s (SAR) FDI without paying attention to the latter’s 
importance to the former. Numerous political economists have 
argued Hong Kong’s role as a financial intermediary, which can 
be best understood in light of the PRC’s recent economic history 
(e.g. Hung 2015). In the 1970s, stagflation occurred in the West as 
industrial and manufacturing capital fled from North America to the 
developing world. China received the majority of global FDI shares 
to jumpstart their capital-starved economy (Hung 2008, 161). 
Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea, which relied on state-guided 
economic management, similarly reinvested their accruing capital 
reserves in the PRC’s manufacturing sector by the late 1980s 
(Hung 2015, 187). Export manufacturing moved from the West 
and the East Asian tigers to the PRC, making way for the latter 
to become the “workshop of the world.” The concentration 
of foreign investment and the commodity boom (1998-2011) 
strengthened PRC’s position as a provider of cheap 
manufacturing goods and buyer of US treasury bonds 
that subsidize Western consumption at a time of 
increasing income inequality (Hung 2008, 167; 2015, 178).

The PRC uses financial repression to expand fixed capital 
investments by improving manufacturing capacity, building 
infrastructures, and developing forward-backward industries (Pettis 
2013, 14). In theory, this policy occurs when the state prevents 
the financial intermediaries of an economy from fulfilling their full 
role, including but not exclusive to interest rate controls, high 
bank liquidity requirements, capital controls, and protection of 

the financial sector from foreign capital. In the PRC, the Chinese 
Communist Party (CCP) enacts financial repression through the 
People’s Bank of China’s (PBC) manipulation of interest rates, 
formation of a two-tier financial structure, and control 
of the renminbi. These mechanisms transfer wealth from 
Chinese households to the “producers” of the economy, such 
as manufacturing magnates, infrastructure investors, and real 
estate developers (Pettis 2014, 14). Put simply, this system allows 
the CCP to transfer millions of USD to the domestic manufacturing 
companies, maintain export competitiveness, and control 
political power in the country (Hung 2015, 197).

As such, the CCP’s political power is built upon currency control to 
drive fixed asset investments and export competitiveness (Minikin & 
Lau, 2012, Hung 2015, 199). Liberalizing currency control can lead 
to global capital shocks that could inhibit the CCP from subsidizing 
fixed capital investments, which could result in the expedient loss of 
export competitiveness, the inability to place wage restraints, and 
the inevitable social backlash. As such, the PRC uses Hong Kong 
as the main intermediary to create a two-tier currency system, a 
controlled one at home and a liberalized version “abroad”. Here, 
PRC companies take advantage of Hong Kong’s agreements with 
host countries, such as free trade agreements, investment holidays, 
and liberal currency measures (Minikin & Lau, 2012), to gain market 
competitiveness. Many of PRC firms also reinvest their money 
back in the PRC in order to “appear” as foreign investors 
and acquire the investment tax holidays, a process that 
analysts call “double dipping” (Casanova et al. 2015).  

In other words, Chinese FDI goes through Hong Kong before 
investing somewhere else. While researchers have yet to come 

up with a precise estimate, preliminary data analysis shows that 
Hong Kong has been the biggest destination of Chinese FDI from 
the main land (Ramasamy &Yeung 2016). The recent Ministry of 
Commerce of the PRC (MOFCOM) dataset (2015) indicates that 
59.8% of the PRC’s outbound FDI went to Hong Kong. While 
these companies do not comprise the majority, the total amount 
of their shares vastly outnumber capital that originated from Hong 
Kong. Many firms from across the world also pool their money 
in safe havens, such as the British Virgin and Cayman Islands, 
but Hong Kong has become a special intermediary for the PRC 
(Feenstra & Hanson 2014). Without a doubt, the collusion of Hong 
Kong business elites with the CCP makes it more reasonable to 
categorize Hong Kong and the PRC altogether when it comes 
to FDI outflows to the developing world (Sataline 2018). While 
there are non-PRC firms and money in Hong Kong, the Hong 
Kong Trade Development (HKTD) Council roughly estimates that 
most Hong Kong investors come from the PRC (HKTD N.D.). The 
inseparable political-economic connections of the PRC and 
Hong Kong made researchers aggregate Hong Kong and 
PRC in political science, economics, and sociology. 

Aggregating Hong Kong and the PRC’s FDI makes a crucial 
difference to the assessment of the Philippines’ “FDI boom.” 
Figure 1, which draws from Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas (BSP) 
dataset, tallies FDI from a range of major investors during Benigno 
Aquino III (Q3 2010 - Q2 2016) and Duterte’s (Q3 2016 - 2017) 
administrations. The former shows that the PRC FDI inflows 
reached US$51.321 million while that of Hong Kong aggregated to 
US$1180.75 million. However, in just six quarters or one and a half 
years of Duterte’s term, PRC’s inflows reached US$37 million and 
those of Hong Kong resulted in US$683.51 million. Comparing 
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the PRC’s FDI inflows show that Duterte already reached 72% of 
the total amount of the entire Aquino administration. Similarly, FDI 
inflows during Duterte reached 57% of comparable inflows of the 
previous administrations. Though these numbers seem far smaller 
than the initial amounts promised by the Duterte administration, it 
should be noted that these comprise of smaller private investments 
across a wide variety of sectors. The US and Japan seem to 
be keeping up with Chinese FDI while other countries 
seem to have decreased their involvement.
 

Varieties of Chinese FDI

Market Making FDI

More than the increase of Chinese FDI, the types and variation 
of Chinese FDI across the different administrations deserve 

closer attention. As researchers have argued, there is no single 
characteristic “Chinese investor” (Wang 2002). Instead, a multiplicity 
of national and regional state-owned enterprises (SOEs), provincial 
entrepreneurs and private investors fall under the general label of 
“Chinese investors” (Camba 2017a, Lee 2018, O’Neill 2014). Their 
investment activity varies in terms of asset specificity, sectoral 
distribution and investment size (Nyíri & Tan 2016). But the BSP data 
(Figure 1) remains too broad and vague to draw out more interesting 
insights. A more nuanced and detailed analysis of the shape of the 
data reveals how we come to expect developmental outcomes 
from Chinese investments, strategize regulatory interventions, and 
understand the implications of Philippine-Chinese relations on FDI 
inflows. As such, instead of disaggregating Chinese FDI into Hong 
Kong and PRC variants, it would be more useful to examine the 
market making and price taking types of Chinese FDI. In other 
words, we should not disaggregate where it is from, but should 
focus more on the FDI’s size, capacities, and targets.

Figure 1. Sum of FDI Inflows and Outflows in the Philippines, figures in millions of USD

Source: BMP6 Dataset of the Central Bank of the Philippines’ Data1 
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Market making FDI comprises of capital with the capacity to 
transform economies because of their sheer size, the fact that they 
are often found in strategic sectors, and that they depend on the 
political relationship of the sending and host states. Journalistic 
writings typically call these “government-to-government (G2G)” 
or “state investments.” However, such labels can be misleading 
because these projects can also be spearheaded by large private 
companies owned by the economic elites of the sending state. 
Often funded by the sending country’s sovereign wealth funds, 
bolstered by development aid, or connected by state networks 
(Arase 1995, 13), these types of FDI are large, vertically-integrated, 
and are typically considered “national champions” of the sending 
state. In the case of China, market making FDI usually goes 
through crucial infrastructures, mega facilities, and strategic sector 
agreements via Official Development Assistance (ODA), funded 
by the Chinese Export and Import Bank (EXIM), or assisted by 
the Chinese Development Bank (CDB). Chinese SOEs or largely 
monopolistic Chinese private companies take the lead in projects, 
which also include material sourcing requirements and Chinese 
labor usage. Private Chinese companies such as Zhongxing 
Telecommunication Equipment Corporation (ZTE) and Huawei can 
also spearhead these projects, but the Chinese state usually has 
the final say on which project to fund (Camba 2017a). 

While separating market making FDI is important, the Philippine 
government does not have a dataset to capture market making 
Chinese FDI. As such, I draw from the American Enterprise 
Institute’s Chinese Global Investment Tracker (CGIT) dataset to 
measure Chinese market making FDI. A preliminary discussion of 
the strengths and weaknesses of the CGIT dataset is presented 
herein. First, CGIT has a selection bias that leads to floor effect. 
Specifically, it deliberately excludes investments worth less than 
US$100 million, capturing only the largest inflows and the most 
important actors in the foreign investment. As a result, CGIT Source: Author’s Modifications of CGIT 

Table 1. Firm-level data of Previous and Current Commitments of Chinese Market Making in the Philippines 
(2008-2017)
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disproportionally captures Chinese market making capital, which 
includes FDI. Through its construction and dataset specifications, 
CGIT excludes price taking FDI (which ranges from hundreds 
to possibly several thousand firms in the Philippines) a category 
comprised of mostly small and medium scale enterprises. 

CGIT separates FDI from Chinese firms contracted to perform 
specific services, such as the construction of ports, railways, and 
industrial upgrades. While foreign firms need the ownership of 
assets to be counted as FDI, in the case of China, many of these 
transactions exist in the gray area. In some states, unsustainable 
interest rates and irresponsible political leadership generated 
greater levels of debt, leading to a debt-for-equity swap in the 
newly constructed projects, such as Sri Lanka’s Hambantota Port 
and sugar plantations in Mali (Bräutigam 2015, 50; Camba 2017c; 
4). In other words, while the contracted service did not initially 
count as FDI, the transfer of ownership via the debt-for-equity 
swap leads to the foreign ownership of the asset, and thus FDI.

Second, CGIT relies on either public listing reporting or investment 
reports to complement their internet research of Chinese FDI. 
The public listing of the FDI project in the Chinese stock market 
verifies the project’s existence and continuation. This method 
allows CGIT to track investments from the PRC that gets recycled 
in Hong Kong. In other words, CGIT presents the advantage 
of tracking this capital reinvestment process that requires more 
meticulous data construction to accurately measure. However, 
a key weakness is that CGIT makes no effort to differentiate the 
actualized investments from canceled ones. There is also a list of 
“troubled” and “canceled” transactions for each country, but the 
dataset does not have a way to verify the state of these projects. 
As such, researchers need to use their knowledge of the host 
state to judge these projects on a case-to-case basis.

In Table 1, the only verified and actualized market making FDI 
across the Arroyo, Aquino, and Duterte administrations appear 
to be the State Grid Corporation of China (SGCC) (Camba 
2017a). All the other listed projects in Table 1 refer to canceled 
investments, previously contracted service, and announced plans. 
Table 2 shows the number of recorded “troubled” transactions 
in the Philippines. As previously mentioned, CGIT makes no 
attempt to differentiate the successful, partially successful, and 
canceled projects. Derived from my previous research, Table 2 
seems to include canceled foreign investment projects, such as 
the Jinchuan, Zijin Mining (Camba 2017b), and the Jilin Fuhua 

Agricultural Science and Technology Development Co., as well 
as previously attempted contracted service, such as the ZTE 
and Sinomach (Camba 2018). Previous research also shows 
that other foreign investment projects, which were discussed 
and then subsequently canceled during the Arroyo and Aquino 
administrations, cannot be found on CGIT (Camba 2017a). An 
example of a major project missing from the list is the Industrial 
and Commercial Bank of China (ICBC) that attempted to invest in 
2008 but failed because of elite politics (Camba 2017d).
 

Source: Author’s Modifications of CGIT 

Table 2. Firm-level data of Previous and Current Commitments of Chinese Market Making in the Philippines
(2008-2017)
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Despite these limitations, drawing from CGIT, it can be inferred that 
of all host countries, the Philippines received the highest amount 
of FDI and contracted service commitments during the Duterte 
administration (see Figure 2). Indeed, from third quarter of 2016 
to the end of 2017, China has pledged to fund 11 market making 
investments or contracted services in the Philippines. While none 
of these FDI have actualized yet, the disparity between the 
number of commitments during the Duterte administration to 
commitments of the two previous administrations already indicates 
political-economic changes that have already occurred in the 
Duterte administration. More than the actualization of projections, 
the higher frequency of commitments indicates changes 
of diplomatic relations among states and companies. The 
uptick of these activities provides evidence that analysts have 
previously underestimated the changes in Philippine-Chinese 
relations driven by the Duterte administration.

Price Taking FDI

Price taking FDI, comprised of smaller sums of capital owned 
by sending country citizens, operates at a scale that makes it 
unable to direct political or economic change on its own. These 
investors differ not only by their size and amount of capital, but 
also according to their access to crucial political networks in both 
sending and host countries. The most common examples of price 
taking FDI are small and medium enterprises owned by sending 
country citizens; these are often found in the export processing 
zones and non-strategic sectors of the host state (Dunning 2004). 
Other examples include small joint ventures between sending and 
host country citizens, combining capital, networks, and skills to 
make profit. These investors are mostly interested in maximizing 
profitability and minimizing political risk (Calvo et al. 1993, 110).  
In deciding whether or not to invest, these investors also 

consider political stability (Lunn 1983, 392), the host country’s 
openness (Culem 1988, 886), and capacity of the host 
country to protect foreign investments (Dunning 2004). 

Specifically, smaller PRC investors with little-to-no financial 
reliance on the EXIM bank, CDB, or the CCP are considered 
price taking investors. These investors tend to work within the 
formal rules and structures in the host country, often partnered up 
with local business groups and technocrats. As these business 
ventures are often smaller, located in non-strategic sectors, and 
consider profit making above all else, these Chinese investors 
depend on the Philippines’ economic growth and can continue to 
increase even in the presence of inter-state conflict. Nevertheless, 
despite having an ostensibly apolitical and profit-motivated 
behavior, price taking investors still have political risk. 

Source: Author’s Modifications of CGIT 

Figure 2. Previous AND Current Commitments of Chinese Market Making in the Philippines 
(2008-2017)
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Table 3. A Subsample of Price Taking Chinese FDI in the Philippine Mining Sector 
(2002-2016)

Source: Articles of Incorporation & Shareholder Data from Philippine SecuritIES AND  Exchange Commission
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Table 3 was constructed by tallying the articles of incorporation and shareholder 
data from the Philippine Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC). These 
documents indicate names of Chinese investors, the amount of money invested, 
bank documents, and their host partners. The dataset indicates that price 
taking investors far outnumber the market making investors in the Philippines. 
As demonstrated by Table 3, these are smaller and medium mining Chinese 
companies during the Arroyo and Aquino administrations. In contrast, the more 
famous billion-dollar Chinese mining companies, which exist in Indonesia, 
Zambia, and Cambodia, do not seem to invest in the Philippines. This short and 

partial list of Chinese price taking investors shows the complexity of measuring 
foreign investments. That is, unless we have a comprehensive dataset at the 
firm-level complement those at the broader, country- and administrative-levels, 
it is difficult to judge whether or not the amount of investment increased from 
one administration to another. Furthermore, this list of price taking FDI pushes 
researchers and the public to expand their definition of foreign investments. 
More than the “big ticket” deals that Duterte brought back, thousands 
of smaller Chinese investors react to economic growth in the 
Philippines, bureaucratic efficiency, and fiscal stability. 

Source: Modified documents from Philippine Statistics Office and Philippine Investment Promotion Agencies

 Figure 3. Chinese FDI Pledges in the Philippine Investment Promotion Agencies
(2003-2015)
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Different Logics and Interests
 

In my recently published paper (Camba 2017a), it was 
demonstrated that the total amount of Chinese and Hong Kong 
FDI during the Aquino administration far surpassed those of the 
Arroyo administration despite the territorial conflict in the South 
China Sea. Indeed, the institutional improvements of the post-
Marcos governments (1986-) led to the increase of smaller yet 
vastly more numerous Chinese private investments. Figure 3, 
which examines the distribution of Chinese and Hong Kong FDI 
in the investment promotion agencies (IPAs), demonstrates that 
Chinese FDI pledges increased during the Aquino administration 
across the different Philippine IPAs. Upon a careful analysis of the 
data, it appears that the Subic Bay Metropolitan Authority (SBMA) 
received most of these investments. The Philippine Economic Zone 
Authority and the Board of Investments follow the SBMA’s lead. 

While this figure does not show the investment pledges under
 the Duterte administration, the rise of these smaller FDI can 
be inferred from the data of the Central Bank of the 
Philippines, which can be found in Figure 1.  

Since data only shows investment pledges, I draw from the 
BSP data (Table 4), which extrapolates banking transactions, 
to accurately show FDI realization. Though Aquino missed out 
on the high-profile infrastructure and corporate investment 
projects the size of a ZTE or ICBC, the strength of the Philippine 
economy increased the confidence of investors operating relatively 
independently of the Chinese state, resulting in the increase of the 
Philippines’ share of total Chinese investment in ASEAN.

 To further show that FDI during Aquino was higher than that 
during Arroyo’s tenure, I draw from China MOFCOM’s FDI stock 

data, which records the total amount of assets and liabilities of 
Chinese entities in the Philippines. It should be noted that because 
the overall amount of Chinese FDI continues to increase annually 
worldwide, absolute comparisons across periods of time lead 
to inaccurate assessments. As such, Figure 4 shows the 
proportion of Chinese FDI Stock in the Philippines vis-à-vis 
other ASEAN states. Using a proportional measurement rather 
than absolute comparison affirms the assessment that 
Chinese FDI increased during the Aquino administration 
despite tensions over the South China Sea.

In sum, understanding the difference between market making and 
price taking FDI changes how we understand Chinese FDI. For 
market making FDI, the rise of foreign investment projects and 
contracted service depends on the political relationship of China 
and the Philippines. Indeed, there were more than 20 projects 

Source: Ministry of Commerce (MOFCOM) of the People’s Republic of China (2010, 2015)

Figure 4. Proportion of Chinese FDI Stock in the Philippines vis-à-vis other ASEAN states

Source: BMP5 and BMP6 datasets of the Central Bank of 
the Philippines’ Data3 

Table 4. Sum of FDI Inflows and Outflows during Arroyo and 
Aquino, figures in millions of USD
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during Arroyo and an increasing amount of these 
big-ticket investments have been popularly paraded by Duterte’s 
administration. However, for price taking Chinese FDI, which are 
far more numerous yet exponentially smaller in individual firm 
values, the growing prominence of the Philippine economy in the 
world and the emerging Philippine-China economic linkages matter 
the most. Because no market making FDI has actualized at the 
time of this paper’s writing, it is reasonable to infer that the recent 
growth of the total amount of Chinese FDI in the Philippines refers 
to the rising number of price taking Chinese investments in the 
economy. This is not to say that conflictual relations do not matter 
at all to these investors. At some point, extreme levels of conflictual 
relations can lead to inter-state wars or military operations, which 
could directly affect price taking investments. While many price 
taking investors did their best to ignore the territorial conflict 
in the South China Sea, many of them felt more at ease in 
Duterte’s Philippines (Camba 2017a). Bolstered by Duterte’s 
rapprochement with China, price taking investors who did not 
invest during the Arroyo and Aquino administrations have 
started to invest with greater confidence. 

How to make sense of Chinese FDI in the Philippines

Assessing Chinese FDI

While understanding the difference between market making and 
price taking investments is crucial, even if we separate Hong 
Kong’s FDI from China, understanding the political implications 
of Duterte’s foreign policy on Chinese FDI inflows should not be 
simply seen as a comparison of absolute numbers. Analyzing 
Duterte’s rapprochement in a relational perspective demonstrates 
a multiplier effect, whereby the likelihood of China’s political will 
to invest in the Philippines makes other investors increase their 

offers in an attempt to outbid China. Indeed, the political economy 
of foreign investments indicates that the absence of competing 
investors results in minimum levels of investment and terrible deals 
accorded to the host state government (Kentor & Boswell 2003). 
In other words, the PRC as an alternative investor generates 
competitive pressures on Japanese, American, and European 
firms, thereby increasing the likelihood for the Philippines to 
acquire the best possible deals or projects. While interpreting 
FDI data at the end of 2017 appears to be premature, the 
increases in American and Japanese investments can 
be better interpreted this way rather than a simple 
addition or subtraction of absolute numbers. 

Furthermore, increasing investments from the US and Japan 
should not be a surprise because of previously existing FDI stock. 
Previous academic literatures already demonstrated the effect of 
“path dependency,” whereby existing foreign investors and their 
networks will figure in the increases or decreases of FDI (Haggard 
1990). In other words, because the FDI of Japan and United 
States will continue to increase worldwide, it becomes difficult to 
meaningfully compare these amounts to Chinese FDI. Indeed, the 
assessment of China’s lackluster FDI inflows juxtaposed to Japan 
ignores path dependency and compares distinct kinds of projects 
with one another. The contracted services of the Japanese 
International Cooperation Agency (JICA) and the accompanying 
foreign investment ventures have been discussed before during 
the previous administrations. For instance, the Manila-Clark 
Railway, which was restarted in January 2018, originated from 
Fidel Ramos’ administration in 1992 (Magkilat 2016). In contrast, 
PRC’s FDI is currently attempting to enter more controversial 
sectors, which have been monopolized by key business 
interests, such as Huawei’s bid to become the third 
telecommunications player in the Philippines (Gamboa 2018). 
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Policy Recommendations

In the final analysis, I propose three policy recommendations. First, while the Duterte administration should be cautious of potential debt 
traps, the government should remain open to loans from Chinese institutions. Indeed, upon careful examination of government data, the 
issue of China’s unreasonable interest rates appears to be a red herring. While China’s interest rates of 2-3 percent appear to be higher 
than Japanese loans (NEDA 2017), Chinese interest rates are lower than loans from private commercial banks and seem comparable to 
the financial schemes of some Western states. Indeed, the National Economic Development Authority (NEDA) shows that some loans 
from Italy, Norway, Spain, and Austria have comparable terms to the Chinese ones, albeit targeted toward a more narrower set 
of projects (NEDA 2017). Chinese institutions have also received criticisms for their aid’s material sourcing requirements. However, 
Denmark demonstrates similar requirements. In addition, China’s seemingly high interest rates are no different from Saudi Arabia and 
Kuwait’s financial schemes. What differentiates Chinese loans is that these finances can be used to fund riskier projects (Bräutigam 2011), 
which could, at times, make these ventures less socially and environmentally viable. Indeed, JICA’s interest rates are lower but their 
loans are less flexible on the type of project, sectoral destination, and debt repayment. In sum, the Duterte administration 
should remain open to Chinese loans, but the flexibility, expediency, and volume of these finances should be 
carefully used on growth-enhancing ventures rather than those short-term, vanity projects. 

The second recommendation is that the Philippine government should continue to strengthen its bureaucracy, administrative capacity, 
and economic efficiency. If the Duterte administration decides to reassert the Philippines’ right in the South China Sea, some would 
point out that these might lead to a capital flight of Chinese FDI. However, it appears that price taking investors, due to their 
concern for profit-making above all else, will still invest at modest rates so long as the economy remains conducive 
to growth (Camba 2017a). As the report argues, the total amount of Chinese FDI in the Aquino administration far 
exceeded the amount during Arroyo despite the former’s nationalistic stance in the South China Sea.

The final recommendation refers to China’s geopolitical ambitions. This includes terraforming in the South China Sea, potential military 
bases in the Pacific Islands, South Asia, and the Horn of Africa, and the different degrees of political interference in the developing world 
(Camba 2017c). While the link between economic leverage and geopolitics is not unique to China, the projection of military power can 
generate insecurities in the Philippines, insecure middle powers, and China’s great power rivals. To remedy this, a renewed 
commitment to regional bodies with firmer lines of dialogue, coordination, and communication needs to be bolstered to 
minimize misperceptions. While China has decided to boycott international organizations and some other institutions, it is 
crucial to force China to come to the negotiation table. This long-term strategy can only be achieved with the help of ASEAN.
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1 BMP6 uses the asset and liability principle, whereby the claims and liabilities of the foreign 
affiliate from its local companies or partners are presented as “reverse investment” or divestment.
  
2  There is no dataset that differentiates market-making from price-taking FDI. Ballpark figures 
from previous interviews with Philippine government officials indicate that “small” or “price-taking FDI 
during Aquino doubled the size of Arroyo. What is possible to do is to list the number of market-making 
deals and the total amount of Chinese FDI that went to the Philippines, and then make an inference on 
the amount of Chinese FDI available. 
  
3 BPM5 series uses the directional principle, which shows FDI as inward direct investment in the 
reporting economy.
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