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Assessing the inward foreign direct investment 
and their impact on gross domestic product growth 

in Central and Eastern Europe countries
Abstract. The article is focused on researching the development of foreign direct investment (FDI) in 
Central and Eastern Europe countries (CEE) from 2010 to 2020. For FDI, we monitor two indicators - inward 
flows (as % of GDP) and inward flows (as % of world total) from two points of view (time period and individual 
countries). We also selected the indicator which considers the size of the country. It is the FDI stocks (as % 
of GDP), and we follow it in the year 2020. We work with descriptive geographic, demographic and socio-
economic characteristics of the studied countries in 2020. 
Development of FDI from 2010 to 2020, comparison between years and countries as well as the influence of 
FDI on Gross Domestic Product (GDP) to find out if there is a relationship between its level and inward FDI 
are our research targets. The database for our research is freely available data from the World Bank and the 
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development. 
In the discussion section, we evaluate each indicator for each country separately. We apply the coefficient of 
variation to measure regional differences between CEE countries in the analyzed indicators. 
The main result shows that there is a strong direct connection between GDP and inward FDI (flows and 
stocks) at the beginning, in the middle, and at the end and of the monitored period in the analyzed 
countries. 
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1. Introduction
Foreign direct investment plays an important and increasing role in global business (The World 

Economic Forum, 2022) and the financing of the global economy (Táncošová, 2019; OECD, 2002; 
Camesasca & Kingsbury, 2022; Drahokoupil, 2022). It includes the rapid and substantial  transfer 
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of money internationally, which allows companies to use it more efficiently (Fifeková, 2008;  Susic, 
Stojanovic-Trivanovic, & Susic, 2016; Urbanova, Kozakova, Svetlanska, & Durisova, 2019). FDI di-
rectly contributes to a significant increase in investment resources in each economy, which po-
sitively affects other areas (Táncošová, 2019). Foreign direct investment is discussed on various 
le vels (Researchfdi, 2021). FDI indicators are among the main economic indicators of national 
economies (Hudec, 2007).

FDI is the most effective form of integration of the national economy into the international division 
of labour (Hošková, 2001; Javorčík & Kaminski, 2004). FDI brings skills, technology (Durka, 2015), 
knowledge, and know-how (Hošková, 2001; Minarčík, 2009; Babuněk, 2012;  Szkorupová, 2015; 
Fifeková & Nemcová, 2015; Pilarska & Walega, 2017; Táncošová, 2019). It is a basis for upgrading 
production facilities (Bijsterbosch & Kolasa, 2009; United Nations Economic and Social Commission 
for Asia and the Pacific, 2021) and promotes international trade between countries through access 
to foreign markets (Banque de France, 2020; Lebiedzik, Majerová, &  Nezval, 2006; Dudáš, 2006; 
Baláž, 2010; Neumannova, 2013; Zysk & Smiech, 2014; Susic,  Stojanovic-Trivanovic & Susic, 2016; 
Czech & Fronczek, 2017; Su, Zhang, Zhang, Abrham, Simionescu, Yaroshevich, & Guseva, 2018). 

In general, FDIs are developed in open economies that have a skilled workforce and the poten-
tial for growth (Researchfdi, 2021). Due to the lack of domestic savings in them, the involvement 
and participation of foreign capital is necessary (Darmo & Novák, 2015). To such countries belong 
the states of Central and Eastern Europe collectively referred to as CEE countries ( Sohinger, 2005). 
FDI is extremely important for them because they are still going through the process of transfor-
mation. It is not finished yet, we can see multiple events in the region that have brought various 
economic, social, political, and institutional changes (Bostan, Toma, Aevoae, Robu,  Mardiros, & 
Topliceanu, 2023). 

In the analytical part of this paper, we examine the development of FDI in CEE countries, which 
currently belong to the European Union in the time horizon of 2010 to 2020. In the past, they were 
called Eastern Bloc. These are ten countries, when presenting the results of the research they 
are abbreviated as following: Bulgaria (BGR), Czechia (CZE), Estonia (EST), Hungary (HUN), 
Latvia (LVA), Lithuania (LTU), Poland (POL), Romania (ROU), Slovakia (SVK) and Slovenia (SVN). 
We excluded Croatia from the analysis, which joined the EU only in 2013, i.e., not from the begin-
ning of the period under study, as this would distort the results. We want to find out the relation-
ship between the inward of FDI into them and the development of GDP in the monitored period 
of 2010-2020.

2. Brief Literature Review
FDI positively affects employment (Kornecki & Raghavan, 2011; Durcova, 2012; Popescu, 2014; 

Czech & Fronczek, 2017; Darmo, Novák, & Lisý, 2020), labour productivity (Velde, 2001; Mišun & 
Tomšk, 2002; Hudec, 2007; Pandya, 2010; Gallova, 2012; Krajco, Honova, Hon, Melecky, & 
 Stanickova, 2014; Fabuš & Csabay, 2018; Kabat, Cibak, & Filip, 2020; Hudakova, Papcunova, Stub-
nova, & Urbanikova, 2020; Pankova, 2020; Suhanyi, Suhanyiova, Korecko, Bednarova, Kadaro-
va, Derkawi, & Bacova, 2021), ensures improved living standards and state welfare in the society 
( Susic, Stojanovic-Trivanovic, & Susic, 2016; Zelity, 2022), increases competitiveness (Fuchsova & 
Sivicek, 2013; Czech & Fronczek, 2017; United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia 
and the Pacific, 2021), supports currency stability (Jenčová & Litavcová, 2013). FDI leads to an in-
crease in the value added content of FDI related production, represents a benefit to the economy, 
the spillover effect (de Mello, 1997; Fifeková, 2008; Corporate Finance Institute, 2022). 

It is generally argued that the inflow of foreign capital guarantees economic growth (Velde, 2001; 
OECD, 2002; Hudec, 2007; Herzer, 2010; Matlovič & Matlovičová, 2011; Merková,  Rajnoha,  & 
Novák, 2012; Szkorupová, 2015; Simionescu, Lazanyi, Sopkova, Dobes, & Balcerzak, 2017;  Pilarska & 
 Walega, 2017; Gural & Lomachynska, 2017; Vojtovič, Klimaviciene, & Pilinkiene, 2019; Pankova, 2020; 
OECD, 2020, 2022; International Visegrad Fund, 2021, 2022). However, there are also conflic-
ting opinions (e.g., Balasubramanyam, Salisu, & Sapsford, 1996; Bostan,  Toma, Aevoae, Robu, 
 Mardiros, & Topliceanu, 2023). The differences in the conclusions reflect the avai lability and quality 
of the data, the length of the time series, and the research methods used ( Szkorupová, 2015). A lot 
also depends on the indicators that are monitored in connection with FDI. 

In the available literature, there are many indicators that are monitored in relation to FDI. It is 
most often about FDI flows per capita (Hunya, 2002; Merková, Rajnoha, & Novák, 2012), FDI in-
flows as % of GDP (Simionescu, Lazanyi, Sopkova, Dobes, & Balcerzak; 2017), inward FDI flows in 
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absolute amount (Gallova, 2012; Urbanova, Kozakova, Svetlanska, & Durisova, 2019; Mihaylova, 
2019; Owczarczuk, 2020). Inward FDI flows are tracked by country (Sunesen et al., 2018), in in-
ternational comparison (Czech & Fronczek, 2017). It is further monitored outward FDI flow in ab-
solute amount (Giakoulas, 2021), in international comparison (Galgóczi & Drahokoupil, 2017), in 
the world’s outward FDI (Gorynia, Nowak, & Wolniak, 2010). General indicators of FDI are inward 
FDI by sectors (Hunya, 2002) and different composite indexes (e.g., FDI attractiveness index by 
 Mihaylova, 2020). 

Since there are many positive effects associated with FDI, we decided to verify connection bet-
ween the flow of FDI into the country and the growth of GDP on the example of the countries of 
Central and Eastern Europe from 2010 to 2020.

These countries have been the subject of various analyses over time, and their economic 
growth has been the object of numerous studies (e.g., Prochniak, 2011; Vehorn & Vasarevic, 2011; 
Dombi, 2013; Szkorupová, 2015; Hlavacek & Bal-Domańska, 2016; Batrancea, Mozi, Gaban, Fata-
cean, Tulai, Bircea, & Rus, 2020). Bostan, Toma, Aevoae, Robu, Mardiros, and Topliceanu (2023) 
found that in the years 1995-2019, the FDI factor was not interesting for the economic growth of 
Central and Eastern European countries.

Following recent literature reviews on both economic growth and FDI of the CEE countries, 
the research questions for investigation are proposed as follows:
1. Are the CEE countries similar in terms of development FDI inflows in the years under review? 
2. Does the inward foreign direct investment into a country affect its gross domestic product?
3. Does the inward foreign direct investment have impact on the economic growth of the countries 

of Central and Eastern Europe? 
Bostan, Toma, Aevoae, Robu, Mardiros, and Topliceanu (2023) brought two types of factors 

which may influence the economic growth of the CEE countries, internal (domestic investment 
and labor force) and external (FDI and trade openness) ones. The subject of our interest in the 
paper will be only foreign direct investments and their development tracked through the change 
in GDP.

Our research is structured into six parts. The first part is introduction. The second part is dedi-
cated to the review of the scientific literature considering the importance of foreign direct invest-
ment in general. The third part is the purpose of the research. The fourth part is devoted to the da-
ta collection and research methodology and includes two indicators of direct foreign investment 
which are further investigated. This section is also focused on the selected geographic, demo-
graphic and socio-economic characteristics of the studied countries in 2020. They serve us as 
basic prerequisites, so that we know which countries we are working with before monitoring FDI in 
them. The following section presents the discussion and results of the research carried out by us. 
The last part is the conclusion, which confirm the established research questions.

3. Purpose
We proceed from the assumption that the CEE countries had a very similar initial situation. We 

want to know how they coped with economic development and FDI inflows after the change, so we 
compare them, their basic predispositions.

The aim of this study is to identify the development of FDI in the monitored countries in the time 
period 2010 and 2020 and to determine the relationship between the flows of FDI into the country 
and GDP changes (through indicators of inward FDI flows, inward FDI stocks). 

4. Data and Methodology
We work with descriptive geographic, demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the 

studied countries in 2020 in order to introduce them and with two indicators of FDI between 2010 
and 2020, particular inward flows and inward stocks. The databases of mentioned characteristics 
and FDI indicators are freely available data from the collection of the World Bank and the United 
Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTADstat).

In available sources, FDI data is published from different perspectives and in a different format. 
There are certain problems encountered in literature in finding appropriate indicators of FDI in rela-
tion to economic development. The share of FDI flows directed to the country is often sugges ted. 
FDI flows comprise mainly three components: acquisition or disposal of equity capital (over 10%); 
reinvestment of earnings that are not distributed as dividends; inter-company debt. FDI flows are 
transactions recorded during a reference period, most often one year. They vary greatly from year 
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Table 1: 
Descriptive characteristics of analyzed CEE countries in 2020

Note: the three highest values within the considered characteristic are formatted in bold, and the three 
lowest are in light grey.

Source: Own processing according to data from the World Bank

to year and should be put in relation to the size of the country. The FDI stocks represents the accu-
mulated value of FDI inflows held at the end of the year (M. Grančay & N. Grančay, 2017). As for FDI 
stocks, they are most often reported per capita, by country of origin (Sakali, 2013).

In our paper we analyze FDI from several point of view, the development of inward flows of FDI 
expressed as a percentage of GDP from the analyzed period point of view and from the point of 
view of the considered countries. We are interested in the view of the CEE countries as a whole and 
their share in the world, so we also examine the indicator of inward flows of FDI as a percen tage of 
total world. Tracking the FDI stocks as a percentage of GDP is in the available literature less fre-
quent. Therefore, in the last year of the study, we report the stock of inward FDI as percentage of 
GDP for the analyzed countries. Finally, we determine the relationship of FDI inflows to the eco-
nomic performance of the country expressed in GDP. In this case, we use the considered indica-
tors expressed in current US dollars.

We present the results of our analysis through tables, graphs and cartograms (pictures of maps). 
The development of the values of the monitored indicators due to the relatively high number of in-
vestigated units (10 countries) and a longer period (10 years) is illustrated using box charts. In this 
type of graph, we clearly see the following statistical indicators of the data series (values of the in-
dicator in a specific year, respectively in a specific country): minimum, 1st quartile - the first 25% of 
ordered values, arithmetic mean, median, 3rd quartile - the first 75% of values, maximum and pos-
sibly lower, or upper extreme values (outliers). The cartograms1 show the analyzed indicator for 
the country with the color-graded intensity of its value and it is belonging to quintiles, i.e., the indi-
cator values are included in five intervals. To measure regional differences between CEE countries 
in the analyzed indicators, we apply the coefficient of variation (hereinafter CoV). It is one of the 
basic indicators of variability and is calculated as the ratio of the standard deviation and the arith-
metic mean of the marker (Hindls, Hronová, & Seger, 2004).

Table 1 represents the analyzed countries through selected geographic2, demographic3 and 
socio-economic indicators4, specifically; it represents the state of the monitored indicator at the 
end of the examined period, i.e., in 2020.

As for geographical indicators, the three largest countries by area are Poland, Romania and 
Bulgaria (listed in descending order), while the first two are also the countries with the lar gest 
population (37.9 and 19.3 million, respectively). The third most populous country is Czechia 
(10.7 million), which is also the country with the highest population density (up to 138 inhabitants 
per square kilometer). It is followed by Poland and Slovakia (123 and 113 inhabitants per square 
kilometer). On the contrary, within the examined sample, Estonia is the country that, in the geo-
graphical and demographic indicators considered, is among the three countries with the smal-
lest values. It is the second smallest country in terms of area, with the lowest population density 
(43,470 km2, only 1.3 million inhabitants and around 30 inhabitants per square km). The group 

1 https://www.efrainmaps.es/english-version/free-downloads/europe/
2 land countryʼs total area in sq. km
3 total population in millions, population density expressing the number of people per sq. km of land area
4 GDP per capita in current U.S. dollars, labour productivity considered as GDP per person employed in thousand USD, 
total labour force participation rate as % of total population ages 15-64, total employment ratio to population 15+ in %

https://www.efrainmaps.es/english-version/free-downloads/europe/
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of relatively small countries also includes Slovenia in terms of area and population and Slovakia 
with the third smallest area. 

As for the socio-economic indicators (see the last four columns of the table 1 and the follo wing 
cartogram), we observe, that the economic performance of the country does not correspond to 
the geographical and demographic indicators. It is visible in the example of the two largest and 
most populous countries, Poland and Romania, which belong to the group with the three smallest 
values of the presented socio-economic indicators5. 

Figure 1 presents the country’s GDP per capita in graduated colors, where the two smal-
lest countries in terms of area and population, Slovenia and Estonia, showed the highest va lue 
in 2020. They were followed by the relatively medium-sized countries Czechia and Lithuania. 
The lowest value of GDP per capita in the monitored year was reported by Bulgaria, Romania 
and Poland (10.1; 13 and 15.7 thousand USD).

As for the last indicator, the employment rate in %, we prefer it to the unemployment indicators. It 
is because a low unemployment rate often can mask considerable poverty in a country without well-
developed safety nets for workers6. Even though we observed relatively small de viations in this in-
dicator (the average value is 55.5% and the standard deviation is 2.15%),  Estonia, Czechia and Li-
thuania showed the highest employment rate in 2020. On the contrary, the three largest countries 
by area, Poland, Bulgaria and Romania, had the lowest value among the compared countries.

5. Results and Discussion
The results of the considered indicator (FDI Inward flows as % of GDP) are presented with 

box graphs and a table. In the first graph we observe the range of values of the given indicator 
within a specific year and the trend of the development of values in the monitored time period 
(2010-2020). In the second graph we point out the range of values of the indicator achieved 
within the respective country in the monitored period, as well as a comparison of the values of 

5 These indicators are GDP per capita, labour productivity, labour force rate and employment in the case of Romania and 
GDP per capita, labour force rate and employment in the case of Poland.
6 At the same time, people actually prefer to work in unsatisfactory jobs only because they cannot afford to wait for more 
suitable job offers without unemployment support or social benefits.

Note: Indicator values are included in quintiles, i.e., to five intervals.

Figure 1: 
GDP per capita in analyzed CEE countries in 2020

Source: Own processing based on data from World Bank 
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this country with the other investigated countries. In the table we list the specific values of the 
indicator in the countries and years studied.

As for the indicator of FDI inward flows as a share of GDP (Figure 2), at the beginning of the 
 examined period the value of the indicator grew slightly, from an average value of 2.66% in 2010 
to 3.9% in 2012. Then slightly again it fell and grew, and at the end of the examined period it 
reached the relatively same level again as in 2010 (at an average of 2.43%). In the monitored pe-
riod, the variability of values (quantile range RQ) changed slightly, the lowest was 0.7% in 2019. 
In 2010, the value was 1.19%, the highest was 3.22% in 2015. In the examined period, we  also 
observe the upper and lower extremes of the values. The upper extremes in the entire period 
were shown by Estonia (7.7%, 11.4%, 7%, 9.8% and 10.2%), in the order of 2010, 2012, 2019 
and 2020. On the contrary, the lower extremes were shown by Hungary (-11.6% and -4.2%), 
in 2015 and 2016. We observe that the start of the coronavirus pandemic probably also affected 
the development of inward flows of FDI, which dropped significantly in all monitored countries. 
Somewhere they even reached negative values (Hungary). Negative FDI values indicate that in-
vestment outflows exceed inflows. This is a situation where the loans from the affiliate to the pa-
rent company exceed the loans and capital provided by the parent company to the affiliate.

From the point of view of the countries (Figure 3), Estonia fared best with an average value 
of this indicator (Inward flows as % of GDP) within the monitored period of 5.5%, but also with 

Figure 2: 
FDI Inward flows (% of GDP) by a time period

Source: Own processing based on data from UNCTADstat

Figure 3: 
FDI Inward flows (% of GDP) by CEE countries

Source: Own processing based on data from UNCTADstat
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the greatest variability of RQ values = 4.6%. It was followed by the Czech Republic (on average 
3%, RQ = 2.6%) and Bulgaria (on average 2.8%, RQ = 1.6%). On the contrary, Slovakia fared 
the worst, with an average value of the indicator of only 1.3%, but also with the second largest 
variabi lity of values RQ = 3.7%. It was followed by Slovenia (on average 1.7%, RQ = 1.8%) and 
 Lithuania (on ave rage 1.8%, RQ = 1.7%). The upper and lower extremes of the values were shown 
by the  Hungary and Latvia, which at the same time manifested the lowest variability in the values 
of this indicator, only RQ = 0.6%. The highest average year-on-year increase of 0.25 percentage 
points (hereafter p.p.), although relatively negligible, was reported in Estonia. The highest average 
year-on-year decrease of -0.4 p.p. was in Slovakia.

The aforementioned results can be verified in Table 2. We note that the years 2012, 2017 
and 2019 were relatively the best in attracting FDI in the monitored period, the analyzed coun-
tries achieved the highest shares of incoming FDI on GDP on average. The year 2015 was signifi-
cantly the weakest with an average value of the indicator of 0.8% in the examined countries. The 
year 2017 was exceptional in the case of Slovakia, when our country reported the third highest 
value of the indicator within this year and at the same time the highest for the entire monitored 
period (the share of FDI inflow to GDP was 4.2% of GDP).

As for the second view of the indicator of inward flows of FDI, specifically as its share of the to-
tal world (see Figure 4), at the beginning of the examined period, up to and including 2015, the 
 bottom 50% of the indicator’s values (5 countries) showed relatively stable values. We observe 
differences in the second half of the values, where relatively higher values were reported in 2012 

Table 2: 
FDI Inward flows (% of GDP) in the time period 2010-2020 in CEE countries

Note: the three highest values within the considered year are formatted in bold, and the three lowest are in 
light grey.

Source: Own processing based on data from UNCTADstat

Figure 4: 
FDI Inward flows (% of the world) by a time period

Source: Own processing based on data from UNCTADstat
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and 2014, when the variability of the indicator values was significantly greater compared to  other 
years in this time period, i.e., until 2015 (RQ2012 = 0.55%, RQ2014 = 0.41%). After 2015, we ob-
serve an increase in the share of FDI inward flows in the total world FDI in the studied countries. 
The best year in FDI acquisition was 2020, with the highest average value of 0.45%, but also with 
the greatest variability of values in the examined period of 0.69%. The lowest differences in the 
va lues of the indicator were reported by the countries in 2015, 0.12%. The biggest variability of 
values was at the end of the period, in 2020. In the examined period, we also observe the upper 
and lower extremes of the values. The upper extremes in the entire period were shown by Poland: 
0.92%, 0.99%, 0.74% and 0.77%, in the order of 2010, 2011, 2015 and 2016. We explain it by rea-
soning according to Vlčkova (2018): Poland is much less dependent on foreign capital, particular-
ly due to its larger size. Hungary showed a lower extreme in 2015 (-0.7).

From the point of view of countries (Figure 5), Poland clearly performed best in indica-
tor FDI Inward flows (% of the total world) with an average value within the monitored period 
of 0.87%, with the third largest variability of RQ values = 0.28%. The Czech Republic followed 
(on average 0.48%, with the highest variability of values within the examined countries and pe-
riod RQ = 0.43%).  Latvia and Slovenia did the worst, relatively equally, with an average value of 
the indicator of only 0.05 and 0.08% in the examined period, with relatively even the smallest 
variability of their values (0.04% and 0.06%). The third country with the lowest share of the indi-
cator was Slovakia, on average 0.08%, with the variability of RQ values = 0.24%. The upper ex-
tremes of their values were shown by Bulgaria, Estonia, Lithuania and Poland (0.36%, 0.35%, 
0.36% and 1.44% in 2020). The lower extreme was in the case of Hungary (-0.70% in 2015). 
The relatively highest average year-on-year increase of 0.054 p.p. was reported by the Czech 
Republic and Hungary and the highest average year-on-year decrease of -0.033 p.p. was in the 
case of Slovakia.

Based on the data in Table 3, we conclude, that the years 2018 and 2020 were the relatively best 
for CEE countries in attracting FDI within the period under review in terms of the global volume of 
FDI. At this time the countries achieved the highest shares of inward FDI in the world total share on 
average. The year 2015 was significantly the weakest with an average value of the indicator of 0.05% 
in the examined countries. In the case of Slovakia, 2011 was an exceptional year. This year, our coun-
try reported the third highest value of this indicator among all monitored countries and at the same 
time the highest value for the entire monitored period (0.22% share of FDI in the whole world).

For illustration, the Table 4 lists and compares the share of FDI inflows of Europe (including 
Eastern, Northern, Southern and Western) worldwide, the share of the countries analyzed by us 
worldwide, as well as the share of Central and Eastern European countries in the whole of Europe 
from 2010 to 2020.

From the point of view of the share of FDI of the world total in the period 2010-2020, CEE coun-
tries were the most successful at the end of the examined period (when this share was 4.47%). It 
represented a 53.3% share of the total inward flows of FDI obtained for the whole of Europe.

Figure 5: 
FDI Inward flows (% of the world) by CEE countries

Source: Own processing based on data from UNCTADstat
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In the discussion, we evaluate each indicator for each country separately, as well as the share 
of FDI of Europe (as % of the world total), and the share of FDI of CEE countries (as % of the world 
total and as % of the European total). 

On the cartogram in Figure 6 we present the share of the inward stocks of FDI on the total GDP 
of the country for the last year of the examined period in the graduated color of the country. It 

Table 3: 
FDI Inward flows (% of the total world) in the period 2010-2020 in CEE countries

Note: the three highest values within the considered year are formatted in bold, and the three lowest are in 
light grey.

Source: Own processing based on data from UNCTADstat

Table 4: 
FDI Inward flows (in %) in the period 2010-2020

Note: the three highest values within the considered characteristic are formatted in bold, and the three 
lowest are in light grey.

Source: Own processing according to data from UNCTADstat

Note: Indicator values are included in quintiles, i.e., to five intervals.

Figure 6: 
FDI inward stocks (% of GDP) in analyzed CEE countries in 2020

Source: Own processing according to data from UNCTADstat 
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turns out that the volume of inward stocks of FDI in 2020 was dominated by Estonia and Bulga ria 
(110.9% and 88.37%), followed by Czechia and Hungary. Slovenia and Poland showed the lowest 
volume of inward stocks of FDI (38.6% and 41.8%), followed by Lithuania and Romania (42.6% 
and 43.4%). In this comparison, Slovakia was placed in the middle together with Latvia with a vo-
lume of 61.2% and 60.9% (in the order in which they are listed). 

The last Figure 7 shows regional disparities in monitored indicators through the coefficient of 
variation. In the case of the first two analyzed indicators, FDI inward flows as a % of GDP and FDI 
inward flows as a % from the whole world, we observe relatively large regional differences. If we ig-
nore the year 2015, when Hungary showed the lowest extremes of these values, the highest diffe-
rences were reported in 2016 (CoV_FDI inward flows (% of GDP) = 141% a CoV_FDI inward flows 
(% of world total) = 198%). The smallest differences in the indicator FDI inward flows (as % of GDP) 
were in 2018 and 2011 at the level of 40% and 43%. In the case of the indicator FDI inward stocks 
(as % of GDP), we observe relatively smaller regional differences, below the level of 38% in the 
monitored period. They were the lowest in the years 2016 to 2019, less than 35%. 

To identify the relationship between the inflow of FDI into the country (monitored in pursuance 
of individual indicators) and the change in GDP of the country we apply the Pearson correlation 
 coefficient to the considered indicators (at the beginning, in the middle and at the end of the stu-
died period). However, in this case, all indicators are considered in current USD. Table 5 shows 
a strong direct dependence, i.e., inflows of FDI (either inward flows or inward stocks) affects the 
country’s economic performance.

6. Conclusion
The development of foreign direct investments in CEE countries in the years 2010-2020 based 

on the monitored indicators was quite diversified. We monitored inward flows (as % of GDP),  inward 
flows (as % of the total world) from a time period point of view and by individual CEE countries and 

Table 5: 
Pearson correlation coefficient for 2010, 2015 and 2020

Source: Own processing according to data from UNCTADstat

Figure 7: 
The coefficient of variation (CoV) of the analyzed 3 indicators in the years 2010-2020 

for CEE countries (in %)
Source: Own processing based on data from UNCTADstat
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the stock of inward FDI (as % of GDP) in the year 2020 by countries. We also looked at the share 
of the inward flows of FDI of the CEE countries as a whole compared to Europe and the rest of the 
world in the monitored period.

As for the first indicator (FDI Inward flows as % of GDP), at the beginning of the period un-
der review, its value increased slightly, then decreased slightly, and at the end, it returned to 
re latively the same level as at the beginning. Variability changed subtly during the observed 
pe riod. The coronavirus pandemic significantly affected the development of inward flows of 
FDI in all monitored countries; they fell in 2020, even to negative values in Hungary. From the 
point of view of countries, Estonia led this indicator, followed by Czechia and Bulgaria. On the 
contrary, Slovakia fared the worst, with an average value of only 1.3%, followed by Slovenia 
and  Lithuania. The relatively best years within the examined period were 2012, 2017 and 2019, 
when the analyzed countries on average achieved the highest shares of inward FDI flows as % 
of GDP. The year 2015 was significantly the weakest, with an average value of 0.8% of the sur-
veyed countries. In the case of Slovakia, 2017 was an exceptional year, our country showed 
the third highest value of the indicator among all monitored countries within this year, as well 
as its highest in the entire monitored period (share of 4.2% of GDP, Table 2). The inflow of FDI 
amounted to 1,417.2 million euros. Several renowned foreign companies came to Slovakia 
(e.g., the American company Amazon - to Sereď town, the Japanese concern Minebea - to 
Košice city), which influenced the situation. 

Regarding the second view of the indicator of FDI inward flows, specifically as its share of the 
total world, after 2015 we observe an increase the surveyed countries, where 2020 was the best 
year for receiving FDI. This indicator was led by Poland, followed by Czechia. Latvia and Slove-
nia fared the worst, relatively equally. The third country with the lowest share of the indicator was 
Slovakia. The years 2018 and 2020 were relatively the best within the examined period in terms 
of the global volume of FDI when the CEE countries achieved the highest shares of inward FDI on 
average. The year 2015 was significantly the weakest. In the case of Slovakia, 2011 was an ex-
ceptional year, when our country showed the third highest value of the indicator among all moni-
tored countries, as well as the highest in the entire monitored period (0.22% share of FDI of world 
total, Table 3). 

Estonia and Bulgaria dominated in the stocks of inward FDI (as % of GDP) in 2020, followed 
by Czechia and Hungary. Slovenia and Poland showed the lowest volume. Lithuania and Roma-
nia were placed just ahead of them. Slovakia and Latvia were placed in the middle of the com-
pared countries. The data on inward stocks of FDI on the total GDP of the country do not fully cor-
respond with the economic results of the monitored countries (Figure 1). The map showed that the 
two countries with the smallest area and population, Slovenia, and Estonia, had the highest GDP 
per capita in 2020. They were followed by Czechia and Lithuania. Slovakia and Latvia were placed 
in the middle. Next in line were Hungary and Poland. Romania and Bulgaria had the lowest value 
of GDP per capita in the examined period. The most significant differences in the position of indivi-
dual countries are found in Bulgaria and Slovenia. Bulgaria dominated in the monitored year 2020 
in the share of FDI inward stocks in the total GDP of the country (88.4%), at the same time it had 
the lowest created GDP per capita among the monitored countries (USD 10.1 thousand). Slovenia 
dominated in 2020 in GDP per capita (USD 25.5 thousand) but had the lowest volume of inward 
stocks of FDI as % of GDP (38.6%). 

To identify the relationship between the inflow of FDI into the country (monitored in pur-
suance of individual indicators) and the change in GDP of the country we applied the Pearson 
correlation coefficient to the considered indicators (expressed in current USD) at the begin-
ning, in the middle and at the end of the studied period. The results showed a strong direct de-
pendence, i.e., inflows of FDI (either inward flows or inward stocks) affects the country’s eco-
nomic performance.

When we return to the formulated research questions: Are the CEE countries similar in terms of 
development FDI inflows in the years under review? Does the inward foreign direct investment  into 
a country affect its gross domestic product, does it have impact on the economic growth of the 
countries Central and Eastern Europe?

The CEE countries were quite diversified in inward FDI tracked through the two indicators in 
monitored period. The results of the conducted research in 2010-2020 in CEE countries con-
firmed the established research questions that the inward of foreign direct investment into a 
country  affects its gross domestic product and has positive impact on the economic growth. 
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