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CURRENT TRENDS OF DIRECT FOREIGN INVESTMENT
IN THE WORLD

Abstract. The purpose of the article is to identify the world trends in the movement of foreign direct investment
(FDI) in modern conditions.

The methodology of the research has made general scientific principles of cognition of economic phenomena -
dialectical, concrete historical, systemic approaches. The research used such scientific methods as analysis and
synthesis, comparison, generalization, as well as methods of economic and statistical analysis. The information basis
for the study was the annual World Investment Reports of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD).

The article analyzes the dynamics of FDI in certain periods from 1982 to 2016, the results of which showed an
ambiguous fluctuation in their volumes. The analysis of the sectoral structure of FDI on which the main motive of
foreign investments was determined at the beginning of the period under review was access to natural resources. The
geographic structure of FDI in the world is studied. The author analyzes the data on FDI in the context of developed,
developing countries and countries with economies in transition, in order to identify the activity and role of groups of
countries with different economic development in the processes of direct foreign investment, and to determine the
structural shifts in the geography of FDI in recent decades. Thus, it was revealed that the lion's share of FDI is in
developed countries, but their share decreases slightly each year in favor of developing countries. Also, the article
reveals the trends regarding investment policies of countries, which are the desire of many states to encourage,
simplify and liberalize investments.

Keywords: foreign direct investment, investment policy, world trends, outflow of FDI, inflow of FDI, geogra-
phical structure of investments.

Introduction. In the modern world economy, there is an increase in capital migration. Such deve-
lopment seems natural in the context of globalization, the various processes of which are unfolding
particularly intensively in the investment sphere.

Foreign direct investment (FDI) is an essential part of the world's capital flows. For Kazakhstan, they
are of interest, primarily because they serve as a factor in the modernization of the national economy,
stimulate economic growth and help to smooth objectively existing economic and social problems in the
period of market reforms. Foreign experience shows the high role of FDI in the implementation of struc-
tural adjustment of economies, investment reconstruction and modernization of production.

Results and discussion. Looking at the dynamics of foreign direct investment since 1982, we see a
rapid growth of all forms of international investment, the volume of which increased more than fivefold
by the beginning of 2000. They grew most dynamically in the late 1990s. Thus, by the beginning of 2000,
the assets of institutional investors doubled — up to 30 trillion US dollars, which almost coincided with the
total GDP of all countries (the share of FDI in total world investment increased from 11.6% in 1980 to
22.4% in 2005, portfolio investment from 15.5% to 31.3%, respectively) [1].
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In 2000, global inflows amounted to approximately 1.5 trillion US dollars (table 1). This figure was
achieved mainly due to massive FDI inflows to the United States and the growth of Mergers and
Acquisitions (MaA) transactions.

Table 1 — Particular indicators of FDI and international production in 2016 and in selected years

Value in current prices, billion US dollars
Indicator

1982 1990 2000 2001 {2005-2007| 2009 2014 2015 2016
FDI income 59 205 1491 735 1426 1198 1324 1744 1746
FDI outcome 28 244 1379 621 1459 1175 1253 1594 1452
The volume of import FDI 734 2197 6314 6846 14496 | 18041 | 25108 | 25191 | 26 728
The volume of export FDI 552 2254 5976 6582 15184 | 19326 | 24 686 | 24925 | 26 160
MaA 98 1144 601 729 250 428 735 889
Revenue of foreign branches 2541 | 5097 | 15680 | 18517 | 19973 | 23866 | 33476 | 36 069 | 37 570
Assets of foreign branches 1959 | 4595 | 21102 | 24952 | 41140 | 74910 [104931|108 621|112 833
ﬁhmolﬁ:gﬁe;;j;lg’mign branches 17987 | 21438 | 45587 | 53581 | 49478 | 59877 | 75565 | 79817 | 82 140

For reference
GDP 10805 | 23464 | 31895 | 31900 | 52331 57920 | 78501 | 74 178 | 75259
Gross fixed capital formation 2285 | 5797 | 6466 6680 12431 | 12735 | 19410 | 18533 | 18451
Export of goods and services 2081 4424 7036 7430 14952 | 15196 | 25563 | 20921 | 20437
Note: compiled by the authors according to the sources [2-4].

In 2015, there was a sustained recovery of foreign direct investment (FDI) in the world economy.
Global FDI flows increased by 25% to 1774 billion US dollars. This is the highest level of FDI growth
since the global economic and financial crisis of 2008-2009. There was a surge in cross-border mergers
and acquisitions (MaA) transactions to 721 billion US dollars, compared to 2014, which amounted to
432 billion US dollars [5].

After strong growth in 2015, global FDI flows began to lose momentum in 2016, demonstrating that
the road to recovery remains bumpy. With sluggish economic growth and serious political risks as
perceived by multinational enterprises (MNEs), FDI inflows fell by 2% to 1.75 trillion US dollars [4].

Looking at the sectoral structure of foreign direct investment, we see that in the first half of the XX,
access to natural resources was the main motive for foreign investment. Mainly food, mining and oil
corporations from developed countries invested in former colonies and developing countries in Africa,
Asia and Latin America.

Scientific and technical revolution and toughening of competition, manifested in 1970-1980-ies,
forced companies such as IBM, AT&T, Toshiba, Alcatel, Digital and Siemens, to look for more profitable
places for the production and assembly of computers, telecommunications and other high-tech equipment
(computer parts, disk drives, printers and office automation elements). Overcoming trade restrictions,
TNCs such as General Motors, Volkswagen, FIAT and Ford moved car production to new markets
(Mexico, Brazil) with lower wages.

The beginning of the 1990s was marked by the growth of service TNCs: banks, mobile companies,
transport agencies, management and legal consulting, real estate agencies and retail trade. The expansion
of these TNCs around the world is linked to the increasing importance of services to national economies.
In the US, the UK and France, this sector is already 65-70% of GDP.

UNCTAD estimates that service TNCs hold 55-60% of the world's FDI funds (30-35% in the early
1970s). It is convenient for service TNCs to follow their industrial partners when they move part of their
production or try to approach end-users in new markets. Service companies are usually faster than
industrial companies to respond to market changes. They do not need warehouses, they are almost
completely dependent on the human factor and it is easier for them to open their branches abroad [1].
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Table 2 — Distribution of the accumulated amount of foreign investments by sectors of the economy in 1970-2015, %

Inward investment
Economy sector
1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2015
Primary sector 12,1 6,7 9,1 5,7 11,0 6
Manufacturing industry 56,5 55,2 42,5 36,4 50,0 26
Services sector 31,4 38,1 48,4 55,5 39,0 68

Note: compiled by the authors according to the sources [4, 6].

In 2015, the manufacturing and commodity sectors accounted for 26 per cent and 6 per cent of global
FDI stock, respectively, and 65 per cent of such investment was in the services sector. Looking more clo-
sely at FDI in services, it is clear that its huge share (two thirds of total FDI) overestimates the importance
of the tertiary sector in international investment. A significant part of FDI in the services sector is intended
for companies related to raw materials industries and the production of MNEs and performing like
services functions, including the functions of head structures and back-office functions of financial
holding companies, centres of procurement and logistics, distribution, research and development. In the
data on the sectoral structure of FDI, such activities are automatically related to services. Thus, FDI in
services could be overstated by more than a third [3].

The overall increase in FDI projects is contributed by the following five industries: extractive
industries (mining (both underground and open pit) and the oil industry), chemical industry, infrastructure
industries (electricity, gas and water supply), transport and communications and other services (mainly
services and the oil and gas industry).

Looking at the geographical pattern of foreign direct investment inflows since 2000, we see that
developed countries account for the largest share of FDI inflows. However, their share systematically
declined from 79.8% in 2000 to 59.1% in 2016 (the lowest rate was in 2014 and amounted to 42.6% of all
FDI). Among the highly developed countries, Europe had the largest share, but with a downward trend
(50.2% in 2000 to 30.5% in 2016). The highest recorded FDI stock in Europe was in 2007, at 899 billion
US dollars, which represented a 45.5% share of FDI at the time.

During the period under review, foreign direct investment increased by 27% from 1,388 billion US
dollars in 2000 to 1,746 billion US dollars in 2016 (table 3).

Table 3 — FDI inflows, by region and by country, 2000-2016

Country/region group Years

2000 | 2005 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016
All countries of the world 1388 |973,3 | 1978,8 | 1697 | 1197,8 | 1309 |1524,4| 1324 | 1774 | 1746
Developed countries 1108 | 613,1 | 1358,6 | 962,3 | 606,2 | 618,6 | 747,9 | 563 | 984 | 1032
Europe* 697 | 506,1| 899,6 |5183| 378 432 | 478 | 272 | 566 | 533
North America 381 104,8 | 271,2 |316,1 149 226 | 270 | 1231 | 390 | 425
Developing countries 253 1329,3| 529,3 |620,7| 519,2 | 616,7|684,4| 704 | 752 | 646
Africa 8,7 38,2 69,2 87,6 52,6 | 43,1 | 427 | 71 61 59
Asia 146 | 213,8 | 331,4 |387,8| 3153 | 384 |423,1| 460 | 524 | 443
Latin America and the Caribbean region 98 77,1 127,5 | 1444 | 1494 | 1874 | 217 170 165 142
Countries with economies in transition** 27,5 30,9 90,9 1144 724 73,8 | 92,2 57 38 68

Share of global FDI, %

Developed countries 79,8 63 68,7 56,7 50,6 473 | 49,1 | 42,6 | 55,5 | 59,1
Developing countries 18,2 33,8 26,8 36,6 433 47,1 | 449 | 53,2 | 424 37
Countries with economies in transition 2 32 4.6 6,7 6,1 5,6 6 43 2,1 3,9

Note: compiled by the authors according to the sources [4, 7, 8].
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The United States was the largest source of investment during the period under review. The share of
FDI inflows to the US was 22.6% in 2000 and 22.3% in 2016. In 2000, developed countries dominated in
FDI inflows. Among the 10 countries in the ranking, 7 were developed and accounted for 60.4% of all
FDI [8]. In 2016, only 5 developed countries remained among the top 10 FDI recipients, accounting for
48.3% of all FDI. Germany, Spain, Canada, Denmark lost their positions. China (7.7%) and Hong Kong
(6,2%) achieved the greatest success during this period (table 4) [4].

Table 4 — The largest country recipients of FDI in 2000 and 2016 years (billion Us dollars and %)

FDI in Share of world FDI in Share of world
Ne Country billion US FDI inflows Ne Country billion US FDI inflows
dollars (%) dollars (%)
2000 2016
1 USA 314 22,6 1 USA 391 223
2 Germany 198 14,3 2 Great Britain 254 14,5
3 Great Britain 122 8,8 3 China 134 7,7
4 Canada 67 4.8 4 Hong Kong, China 108 6,2
5 Netherlands 64 4.6 5 Netherlands 92 5,3
6 Hong Kong, China 55 4 6 Singapore 62 3,5
7 China 41 3 7 Brasil 59 3,4
8 Spain 40 2,9 8 Australia 48 2.7
9 Denmark 34 2,4 9 India 44 2,5
10 | Brasil 33 2.4 10 | Russia 38 2,2
Note: compiled by the authors according to the sources [4, §].

The geographical pattern of FDI outflows is also currently dominated by developed countries.
However, there is a tendency to change this situation. In 2000, developed countries exported 91.3% of
investments, and in 2016 - 79.1% [8]. Countries with economies in transition are experiencing growth in
FDI exports. While in 2000 Countries with economies in transition exported 0.3% of FDI, in 2016 they

exported 1.7% of FDI (table 5).

Table 5 — FDI outflows by region and by country, 2000-2016

Country/region group Years

2000 | 2005 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 2011 2012 | 2015 | 2016
All countries of the world 1187 | 879 | 2146 | 1857,7 |1175,1| 1451,4 | 1694,4 | 1284 | 1594 | 1452
Developed countries 1084 | 742 | 1809 | 1506,5 | 857,8 | 986,6 | 1237,5 | 873 | 1173 | 1044
Europe* 859 |799,6 | 1270 | 944,5 |458,1| 5684 | 6514 | 376 | 666 | 515
North America 187 | 154 | 378 | 311,8 |266,9 | 304,4 | 396,6 | 365 | 370 363
Developing countries 99 | 122,7| 285 | 292,7 |268,5| 400,1 | 383,8 | 357 | 389 | 383
Africa 1 2,3 | 10,6 9,3 3,2 7 3,5 12 18 18
Asia 84 84,3 | 223 | 220,1 |210,9| 273 280,5 | 299 | 339 | 363
Latin America and the Caribbean region 14 36 51,7 63,2 54,3 119,9 99,7 44 31 1
Countries with economies in transition** 4 14,3 | 51,5 58,5 48,8 61,6 73,1 54 32 25

Share of global FDI, %
Developed countries 91,3 | 844 | 84,3 81,1 73 68,2 73 68 73,6 | 79,1
Developing countries 8,3 14 13,3 15,8 22,8 27,6 22,6 27,8 | 244 | 26,4
Countries with economies in transition 0,3 1,6 2.4 3,1 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.2 2 1,7
Note: compiled by the authors according to the sources [4, 7, 8].
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In 2000, more than 80% of foreign direct investment was exported from 10 countries (tab. 5) [8].
Almost 20% of FDI was exported from the UK, about 15% from France and 12% from the US. These
three countries exported 553 billion US dollars, which accounted for 46.6% of all FDI in the world at that
time. In 2016, the top ten FDI suppliers exported 1.1 trillion US dollars of FDI (76% of all investment)
[4]. Comparing to 2000, only the United States maintained its leading position with a share of 20.6% in
the total outflow of foreign direct investment. The growing share of developing countries deserves special
attention: in 2000, Hong Kong's share was 5% (sixth in the ranking), and in 2016, China joined Hong
Kong (4.3%) with a share of 12.6% (table 6).

Table 6 — The largest suppliers of foreign direct investment in accordance with its value and share in the structure of outflow
in 2000 and 2016 years (billion US dollars and %)

FDI in Share of FDI in Share of world

Ne Country billion US world FDI Ne Country billion US FDI outflows
dollars outflows (%) dollars (%)

2000 2016

1 UK 233 19,6 1 USA 299 20,6

2 France 177 14,9 2 China 183 12,6

3 USA 143 12 3 Netherlands 174 12

4 Belgium and 86 7.2 4 Japan 145 10

Luxembourg

5 Netherlands 76 6,4 5 Canada 66 4,5

6 Hong Kong, China 59 5 6 Hong Kong, China 62 4,3

7 Germany 56 4,7 7 France 57 3,9

8 Spain 55 4.6 8 Ireland 45 3,1

9 Canada 45 3,8 9 Spain 42 2,9

10 Switzerland 45 3,8 10 Germany 35 2.4

Note: compiled by the authors according to the sources [4, 8].

Large economic groups play a special role in attracting foreign direct investment. FDI inflows to large
economic groups such as the G20 and Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) continued to dominate
the global FDI landscape in 2016 (table 7). These groups accounted for more than 50% of global FDI
inflows and outflows. In some groupings, FDI flows between members are becoming increasingly
important.

Table 7 — FDI in selected groups of countries in 2015 and 2016 years (billion Us dollars and %)

Mega FDI inflow Share of world FDI inflows % FDI inflow ‘ Share of world FDI inflows %
groups 2015 2016
G20 888 50 1147 66
APEC 913 53 926 51
NAFTA 423 24 452 26
CIS 259 15 488 28
BRICS 258 15 277 16
ACP 56 3 51 3
Note: compiled by the authors according to the source [4].

Current trends in investment policies in different countries show that at present, measures (insti-
tutional) taken by states are aimed primarily at promoting, simplifying and liberalizing investment. In
particular, many countries have simplified registration procedures, introduced investment preferences, and
continued the process of denationalization. According to UNCTAD, in 2016, one in five measures taken in

—— 205 =——



Bulletin the National academy of sciences of the Republic of Kazakhstan

the world is related to the regulation of investments, which is much more than in 1990. New investment
restrictions and benefits have been reflected not only in laws and regulations but also in administrative
decisions, especially in the context of the regulation of mergers with foreign participation.

Currently, in many states, cross-border investments are regulated by specific investment laws, the
essence of which is similar to international investment agreements (IIAs). Thus, such laws exist in at least
108 countries [9]. The similarity of their laws to IIAs is determined by the following identical paragraphs:
definitions; regulation of investor access and treatment, investment promotion and dispute settlement. It
should be noted that this is quite logical, given that the reform of the IIA and the modernization of the
relevant provisions of the investment legislation should go in parallel.

Conclusion. Studies of the investment policy of the countries of the world show that the general
trend of the situation with the regulation of foreign direct investment in most countries of the world is
shifting towards greater liberalization, the conscious opening of an increasing number of sectors of
national industry for the participation of foreign investors, reducing the set of tools and methods of
restrictions on foreign direct investment by national legislation, which is enshrined in international acts
restricting and prohibiting certain types of state regulation of foreign direct investment.

It was also found that most FDI flows were from developed countries. It should be noted that the
share of developed countries in global FDI flows is declining. Developing countries, on the contrary, are
increasing their share of FDI flows, led by China and Hong Kong.

Foreign direct investments are considered to be desirable all over the world. This leads to changes in
the structure of the economy, stimulates national actors to act and contribute to development as a whole.
In the period 2000-2016, there were changes in the structure of the world economy, which were of great
importance for the flow of FDI. Despite some failures of the global market caused by the crisis, direct
investment, usually increasing its pace. Developed countries with declining trends have the largest share
of FDI flows. The U.S. is the largest exporter and importer of FDI. Developing countries, particularly Asia
with China as the leader, rapidly increase its share in the structure of FDI.

A. Han:saﬁelcosal, M. Konbﬁaenz, T. Hprmana3, C. Beaecbko*

1KP Binim >xoHe FBUTBIM MUHHUCTPIIITT FBUTbIM KOMHUTETIHIH DKOHOMUKA HHCTUTYTHI, AnMmatsl, KazakcraH,
’[. YKaHCYTipoB aTHIHIAFBI Kericy memnexertik yauBepcuteTi, Tanapikopran, KasakcraH,
«AnMatbl» yHuBepcuTeTi, Anmarsl, Kasakcras,
*Konnanbais! FeutbiMaap yHuBepcuTeTi, MuTTBaiia, [epmanus

OJIEMJIET'T TIKEJIEM HIET EJJIK UHBECTULUAJIAP CAJIYIbIH 3AMAHAYH YPJICTEPI

AnHoTanus. MakanaHBIH MaKcaThl 3aMaHayd IIapTTapAarbl Tikened mer enmik maBecturmsuapapy (TLHI)
KO3FAJBICBIHBIH QJIEMAIK YPIICTepiH alKbIHAAY OOJBIN TaObLUTab.

3epTTey omicTEeMECiHIH HETi31H 3KOHOMUKAJIBIK KYOBUIBICTAPAbI YFBIHYIBIH KaJbl FRUIBIMU KaFHJalaphsl Kypa-
JIBI, OHBIH IIIiHIE — JUATCKTHKAIBIK, HAKTBI-TAPHUXH, )XYHETIK Tocinaep. 3epTTeyae Tannay )KoHe CHHTE3, CalIbICThI-
Py, JKanmblIay oAicTepi, COHBIMEH KaTap 3KOHOMHKO-CTATHCTHKAIBIK TalAay OMiCTepi KONIAHBUIABL 3epTTeyIiH
aKnaparThlK 0azacbiH bipikkeH yiITTap YHBIMBIHBIH cay/a jkoHe jamy OoiibiHia koHpepenuusichinbiH (FOHKTAJT)
JYHUEXKY3UTIK MHBECTHLIMSIIAP TypaJlbl )KbIJI CaiibIHFa ecenTepl Kypabl.

Makanana 1982 x. xxone 2016 x. apacbiHars! keit0ip kesenaepueri TN cepriiHine Tanaay jkacanraH, OHbIH
HOTWOKENEPI OJIapAbIH KOJIEMiHIH opKelKi e3repreHairin kepcerti. TIHIM-1bIH cananblk KypJIbIMbIHA Taay >Kyprizi-
JIII, KapacThIPBUIBINT OTPBIFAH Ke3€H OAaChIHAAFBI IIET eNJIK WHBECTULHMSIIAp/AbIH MOTHBI aHBIKTaJAbI, OJ1 — TaOUFH
pecypcrapra Kout xxetkizy. Jynue xysingeri TIHIN-abiH reorpadusibik KypsutbiMbl 3eprrenai. Asrop THIN GoiibH-
IIa MONIMETTepi AaMbIFaH, JAaMYIIbl JKOHE OTIeNi SKOHOMHUKACHI Oap enmep aschiHOa capajiaFaH, OJ 3KOHOMH-
KaCBHIHBIH JIaMy JICHTeHl op TYPJi eNACpAiH TiKeJeH MeT elIiK HHBECTUIHSIAY IPOLECiHIeTi OeICeHAUTIK TeHreHiH
aHBIKTAy YILIH, COHAAN aK COHFbI OHXbUIAbIKTapaa opbiH aniraH TIIU reorpadusicblHaarsl KYpbUIBIMIBIK €3repic-
Tepli aHBIKTAy YIIiH *acanraH. MoceneH, TIIM kem yieci maMyImisl engepre Keice A€, O eNIepAiH YiIeci JKbII
caifbIH aKpIpBIHIAN 43210 YCTIHIE, eCeciHe, JAMYIIBI eIep il yieci a3 KapKslHMeH yiraona. Onan 6acka, Makaitaga
eMﬂeKeTTepHiH WHBECTULIUAJIBIK CasiCaTblHA KaTbICThI Yp[liCTep AHBbIKTAaJIFaH, OJ1ap MeMﬂeKe’ITepHiH HHBECTUILIHA-
Jlap/ibl BIHTAJIAHABIPY, KapanaibIMIacTeIpy XKoHe JTHOepr3aLusiiayFa TaIbIHYbIHA XKaThIP.

Tyiiin ce3mep: Tikenel WIeT el WHBECTHLHMSUIAPhI, HHBECTUIMSUIIBIK cascaT, anemIik ypaicrep, TIIN keryi,
TILH kenyi, MHBECTUIMSIAPABIH €O pa(USUITBIK KYPBUIBIMBIL.
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COBPEMEHHBIE TEHAEHIIUN
NPAMOI'O HTHOCTPAHHOI'O MHBECTUPOBAHUS B MUPE

AnHoTanus. Llenpro cTaTbu sSBNSETCS BBIABICHHE MUPOBBIX TCHACHIMH JBIDKCHUS IPSMbBIX HHOCTPAHHBIX WH-
Bectrnuii (IIMN) B COBpEMEHHBIX YCIIOBHSIX.

MeTo107I0THIO HCCIIEIOBAaHHS COCTABMIIM OOIIEHAYYHbIE HMPUHLUIBI MO3HAHWUSA SKOHOMUYECKUX SIBICHUH —
JMaJIeKTUYECKUH, KOHKPETHO-UCTOPUIECKUI, CUCTEMHBIN MOAX0Abl. B mccienoBannu ObUTH HCTIONB30BaHBI TaKHE
Hay4HBbIE METO/bl KaK aHallM3 U CHUHTE3, CPaBHEHHE, 00OOIIEHHE, a TaKKe METO/bl YKOHOMHKO-CTATUCTUYECKOTO
aHanu3a. MHpopmMaimonnyo 06a3y ncciieloBaHus COCTaBUIIN €KETOAHbIC TOKJIa/ibl O MUPOBBIX HHBeCTHLIMSIX KoHpe-
PEHLMK OpraHu3auu 00beIMHEHHBIX Haluii 1o Toproeie u pazsuruto (FOHKTA/).

B crarbe BbimonHen ananu3 auHamuku [TMU B otnensHbIx nepuonax ¢ 1982 r. mo 2016r., pe3ynbrarsl KOTO-
poro Iokasajy HeoJHO3HayHoe Kojebanne nx oobeMoB. [IpoBenen anamu3 orpacieBoii crpykrypsl ITMU mo korto-
poMy OBUI onpe/esieH OCHOBHOW MOTHB MHOCTPAaHHBIX MHBECTHIMH B Havyajle pacCMaTpUBacMOro MepHoaa — JTOCTYI
K IPHUPOIHEIM pecypcaM. HccrmenoBana reorpaduyeckas ctpykrypa [IMU B Mupe. ABTOp aHANH3UPYET NAaHHBIC 11O
[IMU B pa3pese pa3BUTHIX, Pa3BUBAIOIINXCS CTPAH M CTPAH C MEPEXOTHON SKOHOMUKOMH, C IIEJIBIO BBISIBICHHS aKTHB-
HOCTH U POJIM 3TUX TPYII CTPAH B MIPOIECCAX MPSIMOTO MHOCTPAHHOTO MHBECTHPOBAHMS, a TAKXKE VIS ONPEICICHUS
CTPYKTYpHBIX caBuros B reorpaduu ITMH 3a mocnennue necstunerusi. Tak, ObUIO BBISIBICHO, YTO JIbBHHAS JOJIS
ITNN mpuxomuTcs Ha pa3BUTBIE CTPAHBI, OJHAKO MX JOJS C KaXKIbIM I'OJOM HE3HAYMTENBHO CHMUKAETCS B MOJIb3Y
pa3BUBAIOIIMXCS CTpaH. Takke B CTaThe BBIABICHBI TCHJICHIIMH OTHOCHUTEIBHO MHBECTUI[HOHHBIX HOJMTUK CTPaH,
KOTOpBIE 3aKJIIOYAIOTCS B CTPEMJICHHH MHOTUX TOCYAapCTB Ha TOOUIPEHHUE, YIPOIICHUE W JINOepaIu3aliio HHBEC-
THULIUA.

KiroueBble cjioBa: mpsiMble MHOCTPAHHBIE MHBECTUIMM, NHBECTHIIMOHHAS IOJIWTUKA, MUPOBBIE TEHICHIUHU,
orrok [T1U, nputok ITNH, reorpaduueckas CTpyKTypa HHBECTUIIHH.
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