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Abstract: The Foreign Direct InvestmentUsBox: Hopme  cTpaHmx  JMpPEKTHHX
(FDI) norms in India have been liberalized in @uBectuimja (®IN) nubepannzo BaHe Cy y
phased manner since 1991. Foreign investméditiiuju Ha nocrenex HauuH on 1991ronuHe.
is now coming into the country not only as &ana crpane MHBeCTHLMjE 0Ia3e y 3eMJby HE
source of new technology, but also as a sourcévo kao U3BOp HOBHX TEXHOJIOTH]ja, Beh U kao
of capital and managerial skills. Accordinglyussop kanurtana u pykoBoaehux BeITHHA.
actual inflow of FDI in India has increased at &xoguo tome, crBapuu mnpwiue @®J[U-a y
compound annual growth rate of 36.3%luaujy ce moBehaBao Mo CIOXEHOj FOAUIIBHO]
between 1991 and 2003. The regional patteemornu pacra ox 36,3%usmenjy 1991u 2003.
of FDI has been marked by strong variationBokom oBor nepuoza peruonainy memy OIN
during this period, with more investment goin@6eiexuie cy cHaxHe BapHjalyje, ¢ THM IITO
to states with better infrastructure and morg Bume ynarama oQIa3Wiio y JApXkaBe ca
progress in the reform process. The hithert@mom wundpactpykrypom u Behum Ha-
reserve sectors for public investment likemperkom y mpouecy pedopme. o cama
power, oil and telecommunications haveekropu pe3ep UBHCAHHU 3a jaBHE HHBECTHILIH]C,
attracted considerable FDI after liberalizatiorkao mro cy enepreruka, Hadra u Tele-
In terms of the country-wise approvals of FDIxomynukanuje, HakoH Jubepa Ju3aluje Cy
USA accounts for nearly 20% of the sharepusyknu 3Hauajue ®JJU. V mornemy ojo-
followed by Mauritius, UK and Japan. FDI ha$pewa @/ Ha mwupeM HaLHOHAIHOM HHUBOY,
come in the form of joint ventures, mergers angkopo 20%ormana va CAJl, HakoH uera cieje
acquisitions and green field investments. TheMaypuuujyc, Benuka bBbputanuja u Jamas.
have been certain hindrances in the actu®IN cy npucTuzaine y oGJIHKY 3ajeqHUYKHX
inflow of FDI which need to be overcome inynarama, uHTerpanyja U akBU3MIMja, aKO U
the coming years. HHBECTHIIHjA Y HOBE
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OCHOBHE IOToHe. Y cTBapHOM npuiuBy O
6uI10 je oxpeleHnx oMe Tama Koje je moTpedHo
npeBaszuhu y npencrojehum roguaama.

Key words: India, foreign investments, Kbyune peun: Unnuja, ctpane HHBeCTULH]E,
reform process. npouec peopme.
Introduction YBoa
India’s industrial licensing poli- Tlomutuka WuHouje o wu3maBamy

cies governing domestic and foreigaumycTpujckux JULIEHIN Koja
private investment prior to 1991 wer@erymume  gomahe u  cTpaHe
extremely restrictive and regulator unsectunuje npe 1991romune 6uia je
They inhibited the growth of theumsysermo pecrpuxkruBHa u pery-
private industrial activity in thenaropra. Ona je koumna pact mpu-
country, both domestic and foreign asatine WHAIyCTPHjCKE HETATHOCTH Y
well as collaborative. Foreign Exchasemibu, xako momahe u cTpaHe, Tako u
nge Regulation Act (FERA), 1974 dictapanjuBauke. 3akoH O peryiucamy
not permit the foreign firms to havenesuza (PEPA) uz 1974ronune Huje
equity holding of more than 40 pepmosBospaBao crTpanuM (upmama ma
cent; any exemptions to this effectmajy akumjcku yneo ox npexo 40 no-
were solely the prerogative of the goero; cBaku u3yserak oBor zejcta 0o
vernment. Setting up of branches wgs uckibyuus npeporatus Baame. Oc-
normally not encouraged. There waswmuBame  orpaHaka  HHje  OHIIO
gradual relaxation of the foreignaopmanno noactunano. OcammeceTx
investment rules in the 1980s, wheroanua mounio je o0 MOCTENEHOT II0-
Maruti-Suzuki was set up as a jointrymrrarba mTpaBWiaa O CTpaHHM
venture between the Government ofuBectuimjama kama je MapyTu-
India (GOI) and Suzuki Motors ofCy3yku oCHOBaH Kao 3ajeHHYKO yia-
Japan. rame msmel)y Brame Unmguje (ION) u
dupme «Cy3yku Motope» u3 Janana.
The year 1991 was a watershed in the Tomuna 1991. Gunma je packp-
economic history of independentuniia y eKOHOMCKO] MCTOPHjU He3a-
India, when India underwent a majogucae Wumuje, kama je HWuamja
change in its economic policies andckycuna Beluky NpOMEHY y CBOjUM
moved from a controlled and regulateeékonoMckiM ToNMTHKaMa M Ipernia
economy to an open and market ea xoHTponncaHe W peryivcaHe IpH-
friendly regime. India not only allo-Bpene Ha OTBOpeH W TpPKUIIHO-TIPHU-
wed Foreign Direct Investment (FDl)aresscku pexxum. Maamja He camo na
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in many sectors of the economy, byt nmossommma JlupekTtHe cTpaHe
also allowed foreign portfolio uaBectuumje (®JU) y ™MHOrUM
investment. The approval procedureckropuma  mnpuBpene, Beh  je
and terms of entry for FDI have beenossomuna u crTpaHa yaarama y
liberalized extensively since thenakumje wu gpkaBHe XapTHje On
Major steps taken are with regard tepemnoctu. On Taja je eKCTEH3HBHO
removal of the general ceiling of 40%ubepanm3oBan  mocrymak omoOpa-
on foreign held equity, lifting of thesama u ycmoBum ymacka y OJIN.
restriction on the use of foreign bran@imaBue npenysere Mepe omHoce ce Ha
names, removal of the restrictions opkuname ommrer aumuta ox 40%
entry and expansion of FDI inakmumjckor kammrama |y — CTPaHOM
consumer goods, reduction in taknacHUIITBY, YKHIAme OrpaHHYCHA
rates, etc. Laws have also been ch& xopumheme HasuBa cTpaHHX
nged to provide a level playing fieldvapku, ykmamame pecTpuknmja 3a
for domestic and foreign firms. Firmsymasak y u mnpommpeme DA 3a
are now free to negotiate the terms ebrpomauke pobe, cMmameme mnope-
technology transfer without the needkux croma, mra. Takomje cy mpo-
for government approval. ForeigmnMemenn 3akoHM Kako O ce
investment is now seen as a source afe3deaune paBHONPAaBHE OCHOBE 3a
scarce capital, technology angdomahe u crpane dupme. Gupme cy
managerial skills that are necessary tama cio6oaHe 1a MperoBapajy ycioBe
an open and competitive globatpancdepa texnomormje 6e3 morpede
economy. Ja  ux onpoOpaBa Biaga. CrpaHa
ylarama c€ cama IocMaTpajy Kao
HN3BOP OCKYAHOI' KalluTalla, TEXHO-
JIOTHj€ U YNpaBJbauKUX BEIITHHA KOje
Cy HEOIXOJHE 3a jeIHY OTBOPEHY U

KOHKYPEHTHY TJIOOATHY TIPUBPETY .
FDI refers to the participation ofa ®JW ce omnocu Ha ydyemthe
foreign investor in the risk capital ofcrpanux wuHBecTUTOpa y pUBNYHOM
an existing or a new undertaking angamnurany mocrojeher i HOBOT Tpe-
gaining a say in right and control ofiyseha u nobujame mpaBa Tiaca y
the host country enterprise. Financialpasuma u xonTponu npemyseha y
participation is the preferred mode ofemmsn  gomahuny.  ®uHaHCHjCKO
investment by the foreign partnegyuenthe je mnoxebHUju OOIHK yia-
accompanied by the technology Suama crpanux mapTHepa koje Takohe
pport as well. There are no agreementpatn u TexHoyomKa moapiika. He
which can be strictly classified asiocroje HukakBu cropasymu Koju Ou
financial or technical. In the last onee morim cTpUKTHO KiacH(pUKOBATH
decade there has been a tremendau® d¢unanCHjcKM WM TeXHHYKH. Y
liberalization in the terms andmocmenmo] aeleHHjU HOILIO je [0
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procedures of FDI in India. FDI isorpomue mubepanusaidje yciaoBa u
considered to be an important souraecrynaka ®JIN y Uannju. ®JIU ce
of non-debt inflows and iscmarpajy BaxHUM U3BOpOM  He-
increasingly being sought as a SOUr@E KHHYKOT NPHJIMBA M CBE BHIIE CE
of technology flows, and a means ofpaxe Kao U3BOP MPHUIMBA
building inter-firm linkages in a world TexHonoruje 1 HaYMH 3a rpaamy Be3a
where  Multinational Corporationsusmenjy ¢upmMu y cBery y Kome
(MNCs) are operating on the basis ofiyntunannonanme KopIoparnuje
network of global interconnections(MHILI-u) nocnyjy Ha OCHOBY Mpexe
India can seize the opportunity tenobamnux Mmenjysesza. MHamja Moxe
increase the growth rate of theckopuctutn mnpmimmky ma moseha
economy based upon labour-intensiwerony mnpuBpexHor pacra Ha OCHOBY
manufacturing, that combines the vaghaHo MHTEH3MBHE MPOM3BOILE, KOja
supply of Indian labour, includingkomOuHyje orpoMHy OHYly UH/IH]jCKE
skilled managerial and engineeringague cHare, ykJBy4yjyhu KBanu-
work force, with foreign capital, te-guxoBany ynpaBHy 1 TEXHHYKY pagHy
chnology and markets. CHary, ca CTpaHUM KallUTaJIOM, TEXHO-
JIOTHjOM U TPXKUIITHMA.

Data on FDI Hopaum o ®ANU

According to the international TIpema melhyHapogHuM cMmepHHIA
guidelines based on the recomma nHa ocHOBy mpemnopyka MenjyHa
mendations by the Internationalpoxgnor monerapHor ¢onzaa, npu JHB
Monetary Fund, FDI inflows are the®I1 je 30up Tpu  OCHOBHE
sum of three basic components, viz.xommnoHeHTe, Tj. aKI[HjCKOT Kamu Tasa,
equity capital, reinvested earninggeunBecTHpaHe 3apage M JIpyror
and other capital associated withkanurana moBezaHor ca pasTHYATHM
various inter-company debt transameljykoMmaHujcKuM Iy>KHHYKAM Tpa-
ctions. FDI inflows in India are enti- ncakuujama. I[lpu mu ®JIU y Un-
rely evaluated on equity investmentSinju je y 1enocTd HpoLEmEH IpeMa
while ignoring other components.aknujckoM KamuTaay 3aHeMapHBa-
This implies that FDI inflows are mem gpyrux kommoneHtu. OBO
undervalued by a significant pro-noapa3ymeBa 1a je BpeJHOCT MPUIINBA
portion of the total volume of inward ®/I1 noTuemena 300r 3Ha4ajHOT yIe-
FDI (Srivastava, 2003). Also the FDIna ykynHor oOuma axktuBHHX DU
statistics in India are published by(Cpusacraa, 2003). Hcro Taxo,
two official sources, Vviz.-a-viz., cratucrruke nmomatke o ®JIN y Uumu-
Reserve Bank of India (RBI) andju o6jaBpyjy aBa 3BaHHYHA H3BODA,
Secretariat for Industrial AssistanceonnocHo banka pesepeu Uuamje (Re-
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(SIA), Ministry  of Industry, serve Bank of India (RBI) u
Government of India. There is Cekperapujar 3a HHIYCTpHjCcKY moMoh
sometimes a discrepancy between th@€H1A), MunucractBa WHIyCTpHje
two sets of statistics. The present stuBname HWummje. M3smenjy osa aBa
dy uses the data from 1991 to 2003kyma CTaTHCTHYKKX ITOJATaka IMOHE-
published in the SIA Newsletter forkag mocroje Hemomynapaoctu. Cana
various years. IIlba CTyJHja KOPUCTH IMOJATKE O]
1991. no 2003.006jaBbeHe y bunteny
CHA 3a paznuuute TOJUHE.

FDI in India ®IA y Auauju

As a result of the policy changes Kao pesynrar mpomMeHa moJuTHKE
in 1991 and active promotion of Indiay 1991roauus u aKTHBHOT ITOMaka
as a destination, the overall value ofluguje xao oxpemuinTa, 3HaYajHO Ce
the foreign direct investmentnmosehana ykymHa BpeIHOCT mpeasiora
proposals and their approval by thea mupexTHe crpane uHBecTHIHjEe U
government increased substantiallysmmxoBo omoOpaBame om  CcTpaHe
However, actual to approved ratio haBmage. Mexjytum, ogHOC CTBapHUX
been far from satisfactory. Over theun-Bectuumja mpema Opojy on00pe
entire period under study, i.e. 1991+#ux je mageko of 3aa0BOJbaBajy her.
2003, less than half of the approvalSoxom memor mepwoma cryawmje, Tj.
have been translated into actual991-2003:0n01He Mamk€e O TTOJIOBUHE
investment. 0o100pema je TMpeToue HO y CTBapHE

WHBECTHIIH]C.

In 1991 two-third of the approved  T'ogmne 1991.1Be Tpehune ogoOpe
FDI actually came to India, butuux ®JAW cTBapHO je NPUCTUTIO Y
slumped to only 17.36% in 1992.Wunujy, amu je mano Ha camo 17,36%
After the mid-nineties the actualy 1992romunu. Hakon cpenune
inflow as proportion of approved FDI neBeneceTux roavHa cTBapHH TPHIIHB
showed an increase. The reason fatao mpomenar omobpenux DU
the actual FDI being higher as asabemexwno je mopact. Pasmor mro cy
proportion of approved in 2002 andcrBapae ®J/IU OGuie Buiie kao mpoiie-
2003 could be that the approvals ofiar maBecTrnHja omobpenux 2002. u
the previous years became actua2003. romuae ™orma O6u OuTH
investment in these years (Table 1). yumenuna mro cy ogodpema u3 mpe-

TXOMHHX TOJMHA Y THM TOIUHaMa
npepacia y cTBapHa ynarama (Tabena
1).

The compound annual growth 30upHa rogumma cTome pacra

rate (CAGR) of approved FDI during (LTATP) ®JI1-a omoOpeHHX TOKOM
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1991-2003 was 17.90% whereas i1991-2003. romure wu3HOCHIA j€
was as high as 81.3% between 19917,90% nok je wusmenjy 1991. u
and 1998. It declined between 19994998romune ©Owia uak 81,3%.
and 2003 when the CAGR was (-Usmenjy 1999u 2003roaune je omana
)53.6%. The actual FDI increased akama je CAGR wusnocno (-)53.6%.
the rate of 36.3% per annum betwee@tBapue FDI -¢ cy pacne mo cromu
1991 and 2003 and 75.8% betweenn 36,3%romumme n3menjy 1991.u
1991 and 1998. However, this als®003roguue u 75,8%m3menjy 1991.
slowed down during the last fivem 1998romune. Mehyrtum, oBo ce
years and was (-) 2.4% between 1998akohe ycnopmiio TOKOM MOCIEAHUX
and 2003. This decline is not as sharper rogusa u usHocuimo je (-) 2.4%
as in the case of approvals. mmenjy 1999.u 2003. romune. OBo
olasiame HUje OMII0 Tako HArjo Kao y
CIIy4ajy oJ1o0pema.

Given that the inflows do not start C o03upoM na ce HpwWiIMB HHje
materializing immediately after themodeo octBapuBatH opMax HaKOH
approval, there is a time lag betweemnobpewa, wusmel)y omoOpema u
approvals and inflows, especially fornpunmusa mocrojao je BpeMeHCKH
large and long gestation projectspackopak, TmoceOHO 3a  BelHKE
Since most of the projects are in thempojekre 1 oHe ca AyruM mnepoauMa
fuels, power and infrastructurepassoja. ITomro je BehuHa mpojekara
sectors, the delay is inevitable. Iny cextopy eneprenara, eaeKTpUuHE
these cases it is reasonable to assuragepruje u wuHbpacTpyKTYype, Oxja-
that actual flows of capital would berawa cy HemuHOBHA. ¥ oBUM city4a-
gradual and vary with the projects’jesuma pa3yMHO je IPeTHO-CTaBUTH Ja
progress. It is also believed that théu creapau npuimuB kamurana OuoO
sluggish pace of capital inflows ismocremen u ma Ou Bapupao ca
largely due to the bureaucratic delaysamumamem mpojexra. Takohe ce Be-
and hurdles. Inability to decide onpyje ma je ycmopeHa aMHaAMHKa
local partners is another reason foripumusa kanurana y Hajehoj mepu
delays or even abandonment in ceHocnemuna OHpPO-KPATCKUX OJjIararmba
rtain cases. Since project location is1 mpenpeka. Hecmo cobmoct ma ce
not always specified in a largeomtyuyn ko he OuTH JOKamHH map-
number of cases, location studies antkepu je jom jenan pasior Kaulmbemba
negotiations with state governmentunn uak Hamymrama oapeheHHX ciry-
may also take time. yajeBa. [lomro nokanuja npojekra HH-

je yBEK HaBeIeHa 3a BEIUKH Opoj
cllydajeBa, JocTa BpeMEHa MOKE OTIIa-
CTH Ha NpOydYaBame JOKaluja M mpe-
TOBOpE Ca BJIajiamMa JIp)KaBa.
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There are a number of firm- Tlocroju jemam ©6poj daxTopa
specific and country-specific factorscnermpuunux 3a ¢upme u 3eMiby
which effect the inflow and location xoju yTuuy Ha npwIuMB H OIUTyKe O
decisions of FDI projects. Market sizenokarmjama 3a  mpojekre  OJIN.
is supposed to be the most importarBenuunua Tpskumra Tpebago Om ga
factor that a firm has in mind while Oyne HajBaxxuuju dakrop xoju pupma
making a decision on investmentima Ha yMy IpH ONIyYHBamBy O
location. In addition, the expectedmokanuju wurBectummje. OcuMm TOTa,
growth in market size is anothergpyru 3Hauajan ¢akTop je OueKUBaHU
significant factor. Other factors pact Bemumumne TpxkumTa. Jpyru
determining FDI include the compe-daktopun koju  yrBpajyjy ®OAU
titiveness of the economy, ability toykspydyjy KOHKYpeHTHOCT NpHBpE 1e,
repatriate capital and remit profits,cnocoonocT moBpahaja kamuTta na u
productivity and work habits of mosmauaBama npodmura, po
workers and quality of infrastructure. ryktuBaoct u  pazHe HaBHKE paj
Besides, it has been found that immka, xao wu kBamuTer WuHppa
many states the “governance infraerpykrype. Ocum Tora, yTBpPAjeHO je
structure, and in particular, absence ofa y muorum apxasaMa “yrpa Bibadka
corruption, is crucial determinant ofundpacrpykrypa, a noceOHo,
FDI and its impact overweighs thenenocrojame KOpymuuje,
role of tax and fiscal policies, labournpencraspajy  cymTuHCKY — ompen
laws, etc.” (Sidharthan, 2004, p.aumny FDI u ga suxoB yKylaH yTHIIa]
3987). In the analysis of each of thesepesnagaBa  ymory mopecke U
above-mentioned factors in relation tapuckamue monuTHKe, 3aKOHAa O paiy,
India, it turns out that India ranksurn.” (Cumxaprxan, 2004,ctp. 3987).
quite low in terms of competitiveness,Y ananusu cBakor ox rope HaBeACHHX
infrastructure, and skills and produ-¢aktopa y omHocy Ha Wumwjy,
ctivity of labour. With regard to the npomsunasu ma ce HWumomja koTmpa
overall ranking based on the compeaocra HuUCkO Yy CMHCITYy KOHKYpe-
titiveness index, India is ranked 82 urmoctn, uHppa CTPYKType M KBamu-
out of a total of 59 countries rankedbukarmja ¥ TPOAYKTUBHO CTH PaHE
in the Global Competitiveness Re-cuare. IlITo ce Tu4e yKyIHOT paHIH-
port, 1999. However, in terms of bothpawa Ha ocHOBY WHIEKCa KOHKYpEeH
the current market size and thermoctn, Wamwja ce Hagasm Ha
expected growth in market size, Indigb2mecty on ykymuo 59 3emaspa Koje
was placed second after Chinay panrupane y I'moGamHoM wu3Be-
(Bajpai and Sachs, 2000). MITajy 0 KOHKYpeH THocth m3 1999.

ronuHe. MehyTuMm, y cMuCIy U Belu-
YMHE TPEHYTHOI TPXKHII3Aa M Ode-
KUBAHOT pacTa BEIWYMHE TPHKHUINTA,
Wunnja je apyra nocie Kune (bajman
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u Canxc, 2000).
Sectoral Distribution of FDI CekTopcka pacnogena ®NU

Industrial policy changes, TIpoMeHe WHIYCTPHUjCKE ITOIUTH
especially with regard to public ke, nmoce6bHo y omHOoCcy Ha jaBHU
sector, led to significant upsurge incekrop, goBeje Cy A0 3HAYajHOT MOpa-
approvals for new projects in power,cra ogobpema HOBHX MpOje KaTa y
oil and telecommunications. ThesecHepreTuiy U TeIEKOMYHHU Kalljama.
together account for 46.44% of theHa mux 3ajeqno ornmaga 46,44%
total approvals between 1991-2003ykymHux om00pema OaTuxX H3MENjy
Industry-wise pattern of inflows in 1991-2003:0aune. O6pa 3a1 npunuBa
2003 shows that top most positiony uenoj npupenun 3a 2003roxuny
was occupied by fuels followed bymnoxka3syje na cy enepreHTn 3ay3umanu
telecommunications, electrical equi-uajsumre mosuIMje, HAKOH dYera Cy
pment (including software and ele-cieaune TenekomyHuKanmje, eIexTp-
ctronics) and transportation industrynuna onpema (ykibyuyjyhu codreep u
(Table 2). eNeKTPOHMKY) W TpaHcmopt (Tabema

2).

Country-wise Distribution of HauunoHanHa pacnogeaa 0100pema
FDI Approvals oan

Prior to 1991, nearly half of FDI IIpe 1991. rogune ckopo jemHa
came from the United States ofnonmosuna @®JU gomaswia je wu3
America (USA) followed by United Cjemumennx Awmepuukux J[lpkaBa
Kingdom (UK), West Germany and (CA/l), HakoH 4Yera Ccy CcJeIuie
Japan. These four countries accounteBennka bpuranuja (YK), 3amagna
for 83% of FDI in India (Rao et al.,, Hemauka u Jaman. Ha oBe ueTumpm
1999). With the liberalized envi- zemme otmamano je 83% FDI y
ronment for foreign investment, theUumuju (Pao u apyrm, 1999). Ca
source of such inflows hasamubepanuzoBanuM OKpyXemeM 3a
diversified. From the data in table 3 itctpane nHBecTHIMje, M3BOPU OBaKBHX
can be seen that while USA stillmpunusa nocramu cy pasnonukuju. 13
dominates with nearly 20% share, theiogaraka y tabenn 3 wmoryhe je
contributions of the former top four Bugetn na waxko CAJl jom yBek
countries came down substantially tQromuaupa ca yaenoM ox mpuOIHKHO
35.45%. The top ten countries in20%, monpuHOC HEKANAIIHE YETHPH
terms of FDI approvals to IndiarmaBHe 3emibe mao je 3HauajHO Ha
between 1991 to 2003 are indicated i135,45%. ¥ Tabenu 3 HaBe[cHO je

80



[lema cTpaHux AUPEKTHAX
uuBectunrja y Muaamju ox 1991 .rogune

Table 3. JleCeT IPBUX 3eMajba Ha BPXY CITHCKA
In 2003 Mauritius accounted for omoOpaBamba  JUPEKTHUX  CTPaHUX
27.04 per cent FDI inflows, followed nuBectnumja Wuaauju y mnepuomy
by USA (19.91%), Netherlandswusmenjy 1991u 2003.roause.
(12.15%), UK (9.02%) and Japan VY 2003.roguau Ha Maypuuujyc je
(4.45%). The developed countriesornamano 27,04% mnpummusa DU,
account for the maximum share ofsakom wera cy cuemuae CAJl
FDI in India. Mauritius is a country (19,91%), Xonauguja (12,15%), YK
which offers tax shelters, therefore it(9,02%) wu Janam (4,45%). Ha
brings in a large amount of FDI in ourpasBujene 3emibe oTnazaa Hajehu neo
country. This is mainly because of®JI1 3a Numujy. Maypunujyc je 3e-
“the double taxation treaty” betweenmsra xoja ogOpaBa mopecke oJaKIIHIE
the two countries which favoursma 3ato u ynocu Benuku nzHoc ®IU
routing of investment through thisy mamy 3emspy. Pasmor oBome je
country (Banik et al., 2004, p. 3402). yrmaBHOM ,CIIOpPa3yM O IBOCTPYKOM
OTope3uBamy” MOTIUCAH U3MEAjY IBE
3eMJb€ KOJHM C€ OJlaKIaBa ycMe-
paBame MHBECTHLHja KPO3 OBY 3€MJbY
(BPanuk u npyru, 2004,ctp. 3402).

Mode of Entry of FDI O6aunn ynacka ®JU

The policy regime in the 1990s  JleBemeceTnx TOOWHA TIOJHTHYKH
has greatly liberalized the possibilitypexxum je y Bemmkoj mepu ambe-
of industrial restructuring and panuzoBao  MoryhHOCT  MHIyCTpH-
consolidation through mergers andckor npecTpyKTypHpama U KOHCOJH-
acquisitions (M and As) by removing nariije Kpo3 HHTerpaiije W aKBH-
restrictions under Capital Issuessunje (M u Ac) otknamajyhu orpa-
Control  Act, Monopolistic and nHuuewma u3 3aKkOHA O KOHTPOJH EMH-
Restrictive Trade Practices Act anctuje kamwmrama, 3akoHa O MOHOIIO-
the Companies Act. The new FDIaucTiHUKuM ¥ pECTPUKTHBHUM TPTOBH-
policy and abolition of FERA HckuM moctynumma u 3akoHa O
regulations also facilitated the entryxommanujama. Hopa ®JIW monuTrka u
of MNCs into India either with green ykuname npommca ®EPA Takogje cy
field projects or joint ventures with onakmamu monazak MHI[ y Wumujy
local firms. Greenfield investmentsouno ca mpojekTuma ynarama y HOBE
account for 46% of the FDI mode ofnorone mnm memosuTa mpeayseha ca
entry followed by 37% joint ventures nokanaum ¢upmama. WuBectunmje y
and 17% mergers and acquisitionsioBe norone unne 46% oonuka /11,
(Bhaumik et al., 2003). There isuakoH dera cieje 3ajeHUYKA TPEIY-

81



M.S. Gill
Upinder Sawhng Pattern of foreign direct
Yadvinder Singh investmein India since 1991.

increasing interest of MNCs in3cha ca 37%, a unHTerpanuje u aKBu-
financial services, advertising, travebuije npencraBibajy 17%. bxaymux
agencies and other business services.npyru, 2003).MHLI-e nokasyje cBe
Consumer goods industries such asehe uHTepecoBame 3a (HHHAHCHjCKE
white goods, household appliancesycnyre, mpomaranmy, IyTHHYKE are-
pharmaceuticals and personal caremuje m  apyre MOCIOBHE YCiyre.
products and automobiles are als@Ttpanu WHBECTHTOPHM HajBHIIE BOJC
preferred for FDI by the foreign na ®JIN ommasu y uHAyCTpH]y pobe
investors. This is because of thaumpoxe norpomme, kao mwTo cy Oena
importance of countrywide mileagerexnuka, xyhHu amapaTtu, Qapma-
of distribution and services networkiieyrcku mpousBoaud W MPOM3BOAN 34
for these industries. MNCs havemnuny Hery, kao u ayromoOwmin. Pa-
sought to save time and resourcesior oBoMe je 3Hayaj MIMPOKO-HAINO-
made to establish such materials omanHor aucTpuOyTHBHOr MHUIBEA WU
their own. Mpexe yciayra 3a ose rpane. MHII-e
Cy HacTojaje [a YIITEAE BpeMe H
cpencTBa Koja Ou Omma moTpeOHa na
OBO OPTaHM3Y]y CaMOCTAITHO.

Regional Pattern of FDI in India Pernonanna mema ®/AU y Uunuju

Different states of the country  Pasnuumre gpxaBe y 3eMIbH
have shown considerable interest imokazane cy BemuKy 3aWHTEpecoO-
attracting foreign investment. BaHOCT Ja NMPHUBYKY CTpaHE WHBECTHU-
Location of projects with foreign nuje. Jlokanuja mpojekara ca CTpaHHM
investments assumes significance asaBectuijama jo0HMja CBe BUILIEC Ha
there are wide inter-state disparities inHa4ajy jep mocroje MIMPOKE pasIHKe
industrialization and infrastructure. Amenjy npxaBama y TOIjeny HHIY-
few of the Indian states have beewrtpujanmmzanuje u wuHbpacTpyKTYypE.
more reform-oriented, such as Andhraleke unaujcke npxkaBe cy Ouiie BHIIE
Pradesh, Gujarat, Karnataka, Mahaexpenyre pedopmama, kKao ImTO Cy
rashtra and Tamil Nadu, but othersAunpa Ilpamem, I'ymapa, Kapuaraka,
such as Haryana, Kerala, OrissaMaxapamrpe u Tamun Hany, amu
Madhya Pradesh, Punjab, Rajasthampyre xao mro je Xapajana, Kepana,
and West Bengal have a lot to catchOpuca, Manauja Ilpamem, Ilanna6,
up with. Of course, Bihar and UttarPagiactan u 3amagnu benran umajy
Pradesh are even further behindvuoro Tora ma mamoxHame. HapasHo,
There are rather significant diffe-buxap u VYrtap Ilpagemr jomr Buie
rences in reform interest and ecosaocrajy. MWsmel)y Bemukor mema
nomic performance between a largeesepue u jyxne MHamje jomr yBek
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part of northern India and southernmocroje 3HATHE pasimke y
India. Karnataka, Tamil Nadu and3zaunTepecoBanocTu 3a pedopmy, Kao
Andhra Pradesh are quite dynamici y eKOHOMCKHM pe3yJTaTuma.
now in trying to get the infrastructure,Kapuaraka, Tamun Hamy u  Amnmpa
and the policy regime right to attractlIpagern cy gocTa IHHAMHYHE ApXKaBe
large-scale foreign investment. In thekoje cama mnokymaBajy na yBenmy
north, in Bihar, Uttar Pradesh andundpactpykrypy u ozarosapajyhu
Uttranchal the reform dynamism ismomuTryxu pesxuM Kako O TIPHUBYKIIE
lacking and the results are thereforeTpane wHBecTHIMje BETUKHX pa3me-
poor in terms of economic growth.pa. Ha cesepy, y burapy, Yrap Ilpa-
These differences are likely to bememry m Yrapamuany pedopma Hema
reflected in widening interstate quaamuke ma Ccy cTOra pe3yNATaTH
inequalities. cnabu y morjeny NpUBPETHOr pacta.
BepoBatHo je mga he ce oBe pasnuke
OJIpa3uTH y CBE LIUPUM HEjeIHAKO-
CTUMa U3ME]Ijy IpKaBa.

Map 1. reveals state-wise vari- Kapra 1. npukasyje Bapujauuje y
ations in FDI approvals. Significa- oqobpaBamy  IMPEKTHHX  CTpPaHUX
ntly, the eastern about one-third partuBecTumja u3Menjy JpKaBa.
of the country attracted quite small3nauajno je nma cy uCTOYHH JEIOBU
attention in this connection. Inxoju unHe oko jemHe TpehuHe 3eMibe
contradistinction, the western halfupuBykian Bpio Mamo maxme y OBOM
was far ahead of its eastern countatorneny. Hacynpor Tome, 3amagHa
part. The largest number of approvalsionosuna je mamexko ucCIpen HCTOYHE
were claimed by industrially deve-momosune. Hajsehu meo omobpemsa mp-
loped coastal states of Maharashtranao je HajBuIIe MHIYCTPHjCKHM Ip-
followed by Delhi, Tamil Nadu, xaBama MaxapmaTpe, HaKoH uera
Karnataka, Gujrat, Andhra Pradesh¢neme Henxu, Tamumn Hanmy, Kapna-
Madhya Pradesh and West Bengalaka, [I'ypapar, Awnapa Ilpagem,
On the other hand socio-economicallyManuja Ipagemr n 3anamau benran.
backward areas of India like theCa napyre crpane napymrrBeHO-€KO-
seven states of Northeast India, Bihamomckn Hepassujenn nemoBu Wunnje,
Chattisgarh and Jammu & Kashmirkao mro je cemam papxkaBa ceBe-
failed to make their presence felt inpuoucroune HWuamje, buxap, Yaru-
this regard. It is important to point outcrap, Ilamy u Kammup Hucy ycrene
that in almost all the states the sharea y oBom cmuciy Oyny npumehere.
of approvals involving technology BaxHo je HamomeHyTH Ja je y CKOpPO
was higher as compared to thosesum apxaBama ymeo omobpema Koja
involving financial transfer only. Cy ce OIHOCWJIa Ha TEXHOJIOTHjy OHO

BUIIM OJf OHUX BE3aHUX CaMo 3a
(huHaHCH]CKHU TpaHChep.
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Significantly, the pattern of the  3mauajuo je ma je mema wm3HOCa
amount of FDI approvals was almosbaobpema /I 6mna cCKOpo UcTa Kao
the same as that of the number oft ona 3a 6poj omoOpema (Buau Kapre
approvals (cf. Maps 1. and 2.). Thel. u 2.). Jenuna yousbMBa OACTyIIaFkba
only notable departures in thisy osom mormemy 6mmm cy Opuca,
connection  were  of  Orissa, Yatucrap, buxap u Yrapamuan.
Chattisgarh, Bihar and Uttranchal. CrBapan npwiuB @IV Ha HHUBOY

The actual inflow of FDI at all- menre Wuaouwje mameko je HCmon
India level is far below the approvals,ono6penux, na ce crora o4yekyje na he
therefore it is expected that the sameako 6utu u Ha HuBOY npxaBa. Mcto
will also be true at the state level.rako omHoc cTBapHMX yiarama mpemMa
Also the actual/approved ratio variepojy omo6peHux Bapupa O pernoHa
from region to region. This study, no peruona. Mehytum oBa cryauja
however, analyses the regionahnanusupa pernonamse odpacue ©/IU
pattern of FDI taking the approvedysumajyhu momatke o 0m00OpeHMM
data as the reflection of its expectedinBecTumjama kao oxpa3 OYeKH-
pattern. BAHOTI MTOHAIIAKkA.

State-wise approvals of FDI in  Opobpema I no apxaBama y
India suggest differing performancedlumuju  ykasyjy Ha  pasjaudure
among Indian states, which are novpesynrare u3menjy apxkaBa Wuawmje,
in competition with one another toxkoje ce cama mMenjycoOHO TakMmHYe He
attract private investment, both6éu mm mnpuBykne mpuBaTHe HHBe-
domestic and foreign. State level datarunuje, kako momahe Tako u cTpane.
on FDI approvals between Augustllomanm o omoopewuma D/ Ha
1991 to December 2003 suggest thatusoy mpkasa nsmenjy aBrycra 1991.
the relatively fast moving reformsu npenembpa 2003. ykasyjy nma je
have tended to attract highemocrojana TenneHuuja na penatuBHO

investments. op3o Hanpeayjyhe pedopme mpuByky
BHIIIEC UHBECTHUIIN]A.
The available data on state-wise Pacnonoxusu roxamnu 0

distribution of FDI does not reflect pacopeny ®/I1 Ha HuBOY Ap’kaBa
the actual amount that goes or isie ompaxkaBajy CTBapHE HM3HOCE KOjU
likely to go to different states. Forommaze wmu he BepoBatHO oOTHOH
most of the investments location ispasmuuutum npkaBama. Kon sehune
not known in advance. Also in theunBecTuinja ToKamWja HHje IO3HATA
case of services sector, location willyranpen. Mcro Tako y ciydajy ce-
not be all that meaningful as co-kropa yciyra ta nokanuja Hehe umatu
mpared to the manufacturing sector. tomukor 3Hauaja KOJIMKO MMa Kai Ce
HOpe/IN Ca MPOU3BOIHUM CEKTOPOM.
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State-wise approvals indicate that OmobGpema y oxmHocy Ha ap:kaBe
Maharashtra in likely to attractykasyjy nma je BepoBatHO pna he
maximum FDI followed by Delhi, Maxapamrpa npuByhu HajBenm u3HOC
Tamil Nadu and Karnataka. It hasFDI, nakon yera cinene Jenxu, Tamun
been observed that FDI in the postHany u Kapnaraka. YoueHo je ma y
reform period is attracted to themepwomy HakoH pedopmu HHAYCTpU-
industrially advanced states. Thecku nanpenne apxkase npusnaue FDI.
existing production structure of thelloctoje he mpomsBomgHE CTPY-KType
region/state determines the flow ofonpexnje Hor permona / npxkase oxpe-
FDI into that area. State levellyjy npu mus FDIy Ty o6nact. Baxny
initiatives also play important role ymory y mnpusmagersy FDI Taxohe
attracting FDI. Urpajy ¥ UHHULOMjaTHBE Ha HUBOY

JpXKaBe.

Table 4 shows that nearly 70% of Tabena 4 mnpukasyje ma ce CKOpo
the total FDI approvals to the state§0%  ykymuux  omobpema  FDI
from August 1991 to December 2003npxaBama u3menjy asrycra 1991. u
are financial and only 30% technical.zenemopa 2003romuHe omHOCHIO Ha
It is observed from the top 10 stateshunancujcke WHBE CTHIHjE, a CaMo
attracting FDI that a high degree 0f30%na rexnuuke. [Ipumehyje ce na je
FDI has been approved in themenjy mpBux necer apkaBa Koje Cy
following type of Indian states which npusyxite najsumre FDI Brcok cremen
() house mega-cities, e.g. Delhi,FDI omobpen y cuenehem Ttumy
Maharashtra and Tamil Nadu; (ll) spxaBa Uunuje xoje: (I) mmajy mera
enjoy coastal frontage as Gujratrpamose kao mro je emxu, Maxa-
Maharastra. Karnataka and Tamipmarpa u Tamun Hany; () wumajy
Nadu (Kant, 1999, p. 88); and (lll) mprodanuu nojac kao mro je ['yyapart,
already have relatively high level of Maxapamarpa. KapHa Taka aHx
industrial development, e.g., Tamun Hany (Kaut, 1999,ctp. 88);u
Maharashtra and Gujrat. () Beh wmmajy BHCOK HHMBO HWHIY-

CTpHjcKOr pasBoja, Hmp. Maxapia-
Tpa anp ['yyapar.

FDI is merely nominal in two FDI je caMo HOMHHAmaH y JBa
types of states/ union territories whichryna npixasa/repuropuja yuuje xoje
(I) are characterized by peripheral|) xapaxrepume nepudepan nonoxaj,
location, e.g. Northeast India andupp. Ceseponcrouna Mummja u Llamy
Jammu and Kashmir; (Il) have lessef;  Kammup; (1) umajy  mame

infrastructure  development  e.Q.paseujeny wunppa crpykrypy HIp.
Himachal Pradesh, Jharkhand, Chaxymaman Ipagew, Ilapkana, Yaru-
ttisgarh, Uttranchal, etc.; and (lll) arecrap, Vrapamuan, ura; u () cy
the states that have lacked in sociogpyaase 6es ppymTBeHO-eKOHOMCKOT
economic development, e.g. Biharpaspoja, mmp. Buxap, Vrap Ilpagew,
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Uttar Pradesh, Rajasthan etc. Payacran, wrn. Ilampab  je jenuHun

Punjab is the only exception which inmsyserak  jep  ympkoc  H3y3eTHO
spite of relatively high level of peratuBHO BuCOKOM pa3 Bojy mpuBpene
economic and infrastructural deve-u wunbpacTpykType HHje YyCeo ma
lopment has failed to attractupusyde 3nauajuuje FDI (camo 0,83%
significant FDI (only 0.83% of the omoOpewa wu3menjy 1991. u 2003.
approvals between 1991 and 2003jomuHe) IITO ce YITABHOM MOXE
which is mainly attributable to the mpummcats Hemocratky moTpebHE ImO-
lack of requisite political initiative in n1uTHYKe WHUIMjaTHBE Y OBOM IIPaBILy.
this connection. Besides, its locationDcum Tora, OH ce Hayla3u y ONU3UHH Ha-
is close to the national capital: Delhiunonante npecronure, Jenxuja, Koju
which is one of the favourd je jenna on moke/BHHjEX Ofpe-THMIIA
destinations of FDI. This also seem$=DI. Takohe ce crTuue yrucak naa
to have discouraged FDI in flows tomomoxaj rtmaBHor rpama onBpaha
the state through its shadow impact onpiwms FDI 'y oBe napikaBe 300r
suction mechanism. «edeKTa CeHKe» WM MEXaHH3Ma <«yCH-
caBamba».

Conclusion 3ak/byyak

In the postreform era the YV nepuwomy HakoHn pedopmu
emphasis on the part of the centraharnacak xoje cy uentpanHa u Biaae
and state governments in attracting ap:xaBa craBuie Kako OW IPHBYKIIE
large amount of foreign investmentsenuke M3HOCE CTPaHWX HWHBECTHUIIM]jaA
resulted in a significant rise in theumao je 3a pe3yarat 3HauYajHO
approval as well as the actual inflownosehame omobpema oBHX yimarama,
of foreign direct investment in India. ka0 u crBapaH NpWIMB AMPEKTHUX
While infrastructure sector attractedcrpanux wHBe crunuja y HWaauju.
maximum investment, consumerManga je cekTop HH(paACTPyKType
good sector also had an importantppuBykao HajBuIe yiaarama, 3Ha-
place in approvals. The reason for thisajuo mecto y ono OpaBambuma uma u
upsurge in approvals/ inflows of FDI cextop pobe mmpoke norpomme. Pa-
is the deregulation, delicensing andgmor 3a oBaj mopact omoOpema
other policies of liberalization and /upunnBa TUPEKTHHX CTPaHUX HHBE-
globalization in the Indian economycrunyja je ykuaame npeTepaHux Ipo-
since 1991. Subsequently, in the midmica, go3Boma U apyre MOJIUTHKE JIH-
90s, and afterwards also there was @epanu 3anuje u rimobaau3anmje UHIU-
further relaxation in the policy to- jcke mnpuBpene on 1991roxaune.
wards foreign investment leading tollocnennuno, cperHOM JEBEICCETHX
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more inflow of FDI. T'0 IWHA ¥ KaCHHje JOIIO je I0 Jajber
nonymTama y MNOoJUuTULMU IIpeMa CTpa-
HUM WHBECTHUIIMjaMa ILTO je TOBEJIO 0
Beher mpumusa FDI.

The high share of infrastructure Bucox ymeo cekrtopa wuHGbppa
and service sector in approvalsTpyktype wu ycayra y  Opojy
implies huge servicing burden asomobpema moapa3ymeBa fa OBaKo
these (except software) cannobrpoman Teper cepBHUCHpama Kao IITO
generate direct foreign exchangge oBaj (ocum codrTBepa) He MoOKke
earnings. Therefore, the scope foronetn naupexTHy neBH3HY 3apaiy.
substantial export earnings througtBaro je mpocrop 3a 3Ha 4ajHHje H3BO-
FDI is rather limited. 3He npuxone kpo3 FDI  mocra

OrpaHUYCH.

There is also a huge gap between Hcro Tako TOCTOjH OrpoMaH
approved and realized investment dupackopak m3Meznjy omoOpeHHX WU
to several bureaucratic hurdles an@eanu3oBanux uHBecTHIHMja  300T
failing of negotiations between thesume OGupokpaTckux Tpernpeka u
investor and the state. The sectoratpomanux mperoBopa wusMenjy HHBE
pattern of FDI approvals in differentctutopa u apxkase. W3srinena na je
states appears to be related to thexropcku oOpasar onodpasama FDI -
importance of that sector for the state y pasnuuntim apxaBama mosesaH ca
as also resource endowmentsmauajeM TOr CEKTOpa 3a Jary
However, since take over andapxaBy, kao u OOrarcTBOM pecypca.
consolidation is relatively easier andMenjyrum, ¢ o063upoMm ma je peia-
guicker than setting up new projectsyuBHo Nakie Hpey3uMame U KOHCO-
and because so far the actual inflow isuganuja Hero ycmocrasba e HOBUX
quite low compared to the approvedipojekata u ¢ 003upoM aa cCTBapaH
amount, new projects may not haveipunmus mocra HIKKM y MOpefjemy ca
had much impact on the regionalogo6perum H3HOCOM, HOBH TPOjEKTH
distribution of industry. Since mer- Hucy MoXxza UMail 3HATHOT yTHIAja
gers and acquisitions have become sa pervonaany AMCTpUOYIMjY HHIY-
major form of FDI flow at the global crpuje. Ilomro cy wuHTerpanuje wu
level, it should be expected thatakBu-3unmje mocrane rJIaBHU OOJIHK
regional pattern of industry may notupmiusa ®JI1 Ha r7100aIHOM HHBOY,
be affected to the same extent as theoxe ce odyekmBaTH 1a pervOHaIHU
amount of FDI inflow. oOpasar uHAycTpHUje He Oyne moroheH

As with the overall economic y ucroj mMepu ka0 u M3HOC NPH-JIUBA
reforms programme, India’s perfo-FDI -a.
rmance with respect to FDI remains a Kao u kox mporpama yKyIHE
mixed bag. A stagnation of thenpuspenne pedopme, pesynraru Uun-
guantum of FDI inflow coexists with uje y ommocy ma ®JI je u mame
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the perception that quality of labourgocra memosut. Crarnaimja 3amaxa y
and other inputs, as well as the legalapunmusy FDI  ucrospemeno koe-
institutional environment relevant torsuctupa ca cxBaTambeM Ja C€ TOKOM
the MNCs, have improved noticeablynesenectnx roamna 3HaTHO T1O06O-
during the 1990's. At the same timejpmmao KBamuTeT pagHe CHare W
however, supply of key resources likerpyrux uamyTta, Kao 1 3aKOHCKO-HHC-
power remain unreliable, and therurymmonanno okpyxkeme Koje ce
extent of spillover effects in terms ofognocu va MNC-e. MenjyruMm, ucro-
both quality of technology and know-Bpemeno je u mape Hemoys3maHo cHa-
how remain uncertain. OneBame KJBYYHHM peCcypcuMa Kao
MTO je eHepruja, a Mepa A0 Koje he
edekaT mpenuBama OWTH 3a0eJIeKEH
Kako y TOIJieAly KBaJHUTETa TEXHO-
JIOTHje TaKO U KHOW-XOW-a, je U JaJbe
HEU3BECHA.

A further simplification of the BepoBatHo je ga he pame
domestic policy regime, i.e. rules andiojennocraBibuBame pexxume nomahe
procedures during 2004-05 is likely tomonuTuke, Tj. mpaBMiIa M IOCTyIaKa
attract higher foreign investment, thusroxom 2004-2005.roaunne npueyhn
supporting the investment needs oiecha crpana ynarama umme he ce
the economy for higher growth.mogpxxatn wuHBecTHIHOHE MOTPEGE
Export promotion policies also neednpuspene 3a BumuM pactom. Takosmje
to utilize the natural complementarityje morpeOHO &a moMUTHKE YHarpe-
of FDI with export activity, as the husama u3B0O3a HCKOpPHCTE HMPUPOIHY
global reach and marketing ability ofkommiemenrapuocr ®J[11-a u u3Bo-
FDI could be effectively utilized to 3uux akTHBHOCTH, Kako OM ce rio0a-
provide a cutting edge to the exportian momamiaj ¥ MapKETHHIIKH Kara-
effort of the Indian industry. Finally, turetn FDIl-a morim memorBopHO
the regional pattern of FDI approvalsuckopuctut y 1miby 06e30ehuBama
show that relatively high share of thexonkypenTHe mnpenHOCTH W3BO3HUX
approvals went to the states withaamopa unmujcke unmycTpuje. Kona-
mega cities and those with the highenro, pernonaman obpasarr ogobpasa-
industrial development. On the othemsa FDI -a mokasyje aa je penaTuBHO
hand the socio-economically back-sucox neo omoOpema nmatr npxaBama
ward states as well as those lying irta BemukuMm rpagoBHMMa ¥ BHUIIHM
the country’s eastern periphery mademaycrpujckum passojem. Ca apyre
a poor performance in this con-ctpane, ApYIITBEHO-EKOHOMCKH 320-
nection. cTaje Ip)KaBe, HAa HCTOYHMM OOpO-

HIMMa 3eMJbe 3a0eNexuie cy Jomie
pesyJiTare y OBOM IOTJIeY.
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| Table —1: Foreign Direct Investment in India (19912003).(Indian Rs. Million)

Year Approved Actual FDI Actual as % of
| approved
1991 5300.00 3514.30 66.31
1992 38900.00 6751.80 17.34
1993 88600.00 17867.10 20.17
1994 141900.00 32892.80 23.18
1995 320700.00 68200.30 21.2Y
1996 361500.00 103892.00 28.74
1997 548900.00 164253.30 29.95
1998 308100.00 133398.40 43.29
1999 283700.00 168677.90 59.45
2000 370400.00 193417.40 52.2p
2001 268700.00 192651.00 7179
2002 111400.00 212859.70 191.0f
2003 60500.00 143009.40 236.38
Total 2908600.00 1441385.40 49.55
/| Compound Annual 17.90 % 36.30 % -
Growth Rate (CAGR)
Source: SIA Newsletters (1991-2003)
Table 2: Sector-wise Break up of FDI (August 1991otDecember 2003)(Rs. Millions)
Name of the Sector No. Of Amount of FDI % to Total Amount
Approvals Approved
Fuels (Power & Oil Refinery) 980 777843.22 26.75
Telecommunications 920 572555.25 19.649
Electrical Equipment  (including 5579 288828.57 9.93
software and electronics)
Transportation Industry 1721 219576.41 7.5
Service Sector 1134 189919.72 6.53
Metallurgical Industries 762 155168.56 5.3¢
Chemical (other than fertilizers) 1881 130661.96 494
Food Processing Industries 924 95328.30 3.8
Hotel & Tourism 702 51661.97 1.78
Others 10412 456047.87 14.66
Total 25015 2907591.83 100,04

Source: SIA Newsletter, January, 2004. 7/
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Table 3: Country-wise Approvals of FDI (1991-2003)(Indian Rs. Millions)

Name of the Country Amount of FDI Approved % of dlot
USA 581114.72 19.98
Mauritius 355373.47 12.22
UK 236867.00 8.21
Japan 117543.21 4.04
Korea(South) 98884.80 3.40
Netherlands 95366.60 3.27
Germany 93775.50 3.22
Australia 67986.18 2.33
France 65835.93 2.26
Malaysia 60900.16 2.10
Others 1025213.17 35.17
NRIs (Non Resident Indians) 109681.64 3.0
Total 2908542.38 100.00
Source: SIA Newdetter, January, 2004.
Table 4: State-wise Break up of FDI Approvals (Agust 1991 to December 2003)
(Indian Rs. Millions)
No. of Approvals ) ) Amount of
Name of the State | Total Technical Financia FDI % to Total
Figures in brackets are % of tota | Approved
Maharashtra 4713 1295 (27.5 3418 (72.b) 507,121}{4 17.44
Delhi 2567 303 (11.8) 2264 (88.2 351,046.15 12.p7
Tamil Nadu 2549 607 (23.8) 1942 (76.2 248,104.83 8.53
Karnataka 2388 488 (20.4 1900 (79.6) 239,969,98 8.25
Gujrat 1184 552 (46.6) 632 (53.4 188,184.47 76.4
Andhra Pradesh 1183 262 (22.1) 921 (77.9) 1346025 4.61
Madhya Pradesh 240 72 (30.0) 168 (70.0) 92,B13(5 3.19
West Bengal 659 198 (30.0 461 (69.9) 92,606.[L8 .18 3
Orissa 140 50 (35.7) 90 (64.3 82,293.13 2.83
Uttar Pradesh 791 274 (34.6 517 (65.4) 492915 1.69
Others 8601 3448 (40.0 5153 (60.0) 9,52,380.65 1.78
Grand Total 25015 7549 (30.2 17466(69.8) 230183 100.00

Source: SIA Newdetter, January, 2004.
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Upinder Sawhng Pattern of foreign direct
Yadvinder Singh investmhen India since 1991.
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