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KOHCTPYKTa — HHCTUTYLIMOHAIIbHAS CPEa, COCTOSmMAst U3 GopMalbHBIX H HepOPMAIbHBIX HHCTUTYTOB, CTUMYJIOB, HODM M LICHHOCTEH, YCTaHABIMBACT

OCHOBHBIC TIPaBHJIAa M CAHKIHMOHUPYET CICAOBAHHME ONPCICICHHBIM MOJCISM HHIMBHUAYaJbHOIO IMOBEACHHS B YCIOBHMSX INEpexofa K HOBOW

rino0anbHON mapagurme. TexXHOJIOrHYeckHe KIyObl — pe3yiabTaT JIOKaIbHOTO (PErHOHAJIBHOTO) CETEeBOIO B3aHMOJCHCTBHS — IO3BOJISIIOT HX

yYacTHHKaM HCIIOJIb30BaTh IOTCHIMAN PA3BUTHS B paMKaX MHTETPallHy, BBICTYMAIOLICH KaTaln3aTOpoOM B MPOLECCe KOI€PEHTHOM, CONMPSKEHHON

MOJIepHM3alMH. PBIHKM HOBOW 3KOHOMHKH 3HAaHWil PaiMKaIbHO OTIMYAIOTCS OT MX TPAJAMLIHOHHBIX aHAJOrOB, IPEXKJIEC BCEr0 IOMOTCHHOCTBIO

peaqu3yeMbIX TOBapoB M YCIyr. JlaHHOe CBOMCTBO OIpemesieTcss NPUPOAOH 3HAHMSA, KOTOpOE, CYIIECTBYS B JBYX Oa3OBBIX COCTOSHHSX

(xoanduIUpOBaHHOE U HESBHOE), MPOSIBIACTCS B PA3IMYHBIX MaTepuanbHbiX (MHHOBarmu, UKT) n HemaTepuanbHbIX (MHTEIICKTYalbHBIC YCIIyTH,

oOpazoBanue) ¢opmax. Cucremoobpasyromas poib PHIHKOB COCTOMT B MEAMALMM MEXKIYHApOJHOro TpaHcdepa 3HAHUI C LENBIO COKpAICHUS

IJI00ANBHBIX UCOAIAHCOB B YPOBHSAX OJarOCOCTOSHHUS U COLMAIBHO-9KOHOMHYECKOTO pa3BHTHs. IlocienHuil aeMEeHT CHCTEeMBI — SKOHOMUYECKast

JMHAMHKA — YCTaHABIIMBAaeT: 1) OCHOBHbBIC XapaKTCPUCTHKH POCTAa B PaMKaX HOBOW SKOHOMMKHM 3HAHHMI: alMKINYHOCTh, HEMH(IISIMOHHOCTB,

BBICOKAsi MHOTO(aKTOpHasi TPOU3BOAUTEIBHOCTD, CONPSHKEHHOCTh, HHTErPAIbHOCTD; 2) riobanbHble npaiiBepbl passutus: HMOKP, naykoemkue u

BBICOKOTEXHOJIOTHYECKUE OTPACIIH.

ITonBoas mTOr BCEMy BBIIECKA3aHHOMY, HEOOXOJIMMO yKa3aTh, YTO B SJpE TPAAUIMOHHON MHIYCTPUAIBHOH CHCTEMBI 3apOXIacTcs HOBas
MakpogopMarys, IpaiflBepoM U KIIOUEBBIM PECYPCOM Pa3BUTHS KOTOPOH SBIISIETCS 3HAHHE. PeXUM AHHAMUYHOTO allMKIHYECKOr0 HEHH(IAIMOHHOTO
pocTa HOBOH KOHOMHKH 3HAHHH YHHUKAJIEH H caMa BO3MOXKHOCTD €T0 CYyIIECTBOBAHMS OTPHIACTCS B PaMKaX TPAIHUIMOHHON MaKPOIKOHOMHUIECKOH
napagurmel [7]. Ognako, aHaisormdyHo dabpuke B 3moxy Ilpombinuennoit pesomonnu konna XVIII B., denoBek — NPOAYLEHT 3HAHWI B HOBOM
9KOHOMHKE, (POPMUPYET OCHOBBI OPTAHUYHOTO MEPEeX0/a BCei SIKOHOMHYECKOH CHCTEMBI K BBICIIMM TEXHOJOrHYecKuM ykinagam. Kak ciexcrsue, u3
MaIIMHHOM TexHomorud XX B. BO3HMKACT TEXHONOTWS HHTEIUICKTyalbHas, OCHOBAaHHAs HA KOTHHUTHBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTSIX HMHIMBHAQ, €r0O
BO3MOXHOCTSX IPOAYLIUPOBATh HOBOE 3HAHNE HA OCHOBE aKTHBHOTO HCIIOJIB30BaHUs MeTaTexHooruii 1 web 3.0 nHpacTpyKTypBI.
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PE3IOME

V cratTi npoananizoBaHo MiKHApOAHHI TpaHcdep 3HAHB B HOBIi ekoHoMiLi. HaBeneHo Moziesib 6araToBEKTOPHOTO MPOCTOPY €KOHOMIKH 3HAHb.
KorouoBi c1oBa: HOBa eKOHOMIKA, €KOHOMIKa 3HaHb, TpaHC(Ep 3HAHb, iHHOBAL], IH(pOPMALiHO-KOMYHIKAI[I{HI TEXHOJIOTIi, IHTepHeT-TeXHOIOT11,
TEXHOJIOTTYHUH KITyO.

PE3IOME

B crarbe mpoaHaNM3MPOBAH MEXAYHAPOAHBIH TpaHC(ep 3HAHHMII B HOBOI SKOHOMHKe. IIpuBeseHa MOJENb MHOTOBEKTOPHOTO MPOCTPAHCTBA
9KOHOMHKH 3HaHUH.

KuioueBble ci10Ba: HOBas SKOHOMHKA, SKOHOMMKA 3HAHHM, TpaHc(ep 3HAHHM, MHHOBALWM, HH()OPMALMOHHO-KOMMYHHKAIIMOHHBIC TEXHOJOTHH,
HHTEPHET-TEXHOJIOTHH, TEXHOJIOTHICCKHIT KIIy0.

SUMMARY

In this article the international transfer of knowledge in the new economy. A model of multi-vector space of the knowledge economy.

Keywords: new economy, knowledge economy, knowledge transfer, innovation, information and communication technology, Internet technology,
the technology club.
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Understanding the determinants of foreign direct investment is particularly significant for transitional countries and Georgia is no exception.
The most important positive effects of foreign direct investment in a recipient country include:

1) Promotion of the economic growth through capital accumulation;

2) Higher efficiency of resource use;

3) Dissemination of new technologies, knowledge and know-how and growth of human capital;

4) Increase in competition and production standard, etc.

Except for the above mentioned, international organizations, such as IMF and UNCTAD regard foreign direct investment a powerful force for
integration transitional countries into the global economy.[1]

Since gaining the independence, Georgia has been strategically orientated on open economic relations. External factor is regarded critical for the
country’s social and economic development; Due to the policy and institutional reforms that have been made towards the liberalization during the
transition period, international investors show greater interest to the country.

There are many suggestions about the main determinants of foreign direct investment in recipient countries. Dunning argues that the economic
and political characteristics of host countries determine the size of investments and investment locations [2]; IMF regards the most important
determinants of foreign direct investment location institutions and agglomeration economies.[3] Bevan and Estrin explored foreign direct investment
inflows to Central and Eastern Europe and established the following determinants: country risk, unit labor costs, host market size and gravity
factors.[4]

Georgia’s recent reforms have been significant in the last few years for foreign direct investment attraction. Large-scale privatisation has taken
place; tax and customs bodies are generally well run and good results have been achieved in fighting corruption. The business environment is
considered to be one of the best among the countries of Eastern Europe and the Caucasus. The World Bank’s Doing Business 2011 survey ranked
Georgia 12th out of 183 countries by its composite ease-of-doing business measure, Georgia’s ratings in both paying taxes and trading across borders
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exhibited especially large improvements, reflecting the progress with reforms in these areas. Georgia also moved up slightly in Transparency
International Corruption Perception’s Index for 2010 to 68" globally, a level above any Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) country.

The government has further simplified the tax system. The reforms implemented in 2011 include a number of tax breaks for micro and small
businesses, including the elimination of profit tax on small businesses, provided they submit relevant accounting documentation. These reforms
should help reduce the size of the shadow economy.[5]

Despite these reforms and considerable improvements in the investment environment, Georgia is unable to attract the sufficient amount of
investments for sustainable economic development and overcoming the economic backwardness. There is considerable uncertainty about the future
trends in foreign direct investment inflows. The available data confirm that the amount of foreign direct investment in Georgia was highest in 2007.
However it has considerably fallen during the following years. [6]

Table 1.
FDI inflows in Georgia in 2004-2011 (mln US §)

Year min US Dollars
2004 499.1
2005 449.8
2006 11904
2007 2014.8
2008 1564.0
2009 658.4
2010 553.1

2011 980.6

Such fall in 2008-2009 could be explained by the exogenous factors (global financial crisis) and the deterioration of the political environment
(the Russian aggression), but in 2010 the falling trend was maintained, which made the research of the main foreign direct investment determinants in
Georgia more actual.

Georgian scholars have studied various aspects of foreign direct investments and their importance for Georgia’s economy. Sikharulidze explores
foreign direct investment strategies in Georgia;[7] Kokiauri investigated investment policy and investment climate formation issues during the
transitional period,[8] etc. However the available research of foreign direct investment in Georgia is based on traditional economic theory and
thinking and does not take into consideration relational, cognitive, normative or cultural aspects. Therefore, research aiming at finding correlation
between foreign direct investment and the social capital in Georgia can be very important in theory and practice.

Study of foreign direct investment inflows in Georgia through the lens of economic sociology very important. Foreign direct investment results
from a relationship between two parties to an economic exchange. [9] Foreign direct investment as a socially constituted process will be influenced by
a) business and personal networks in which investors and hosts are embedded, ) political interests of the firms engaged in foreign direct investment
transactions, and c) culturally embedded understandings that investors and hosts have. If these forces actually affect foreign direct investment, we
come to the concept of social capital, as networks together with shared norms, values and understandings that facilitate co-operation within or among
groups.

According to OECD methodology, social capital can be measured using the following dimensions:

. [ISocial participation (involvement in organized groups and voluntary work);
. [ISocial networks and support (providing unpaid help to others outside the household; receiving
help from others; interaction with friends and neighbors.);
. [IReciprocity and trust;
. [ICivic participation (involvement in civic groups or political party, contacting politician or local government official, signing petitions. [10]

According to the definition of the World Bank, social capital depends on institutions, relations and norms, determining the quantity and the
quality of relationships within a society. Social capital is not a mere sum of social institutions, but glue which sticks them together. At the end of
1990s, the Thematic group on social capital was formed within the World Bank, which conducted much work on these issues. Since 2001 two
methods of measuring social capital have emerged: “Social Capital Assessment Tool” (SOCAT) and Social Capital Integrated Questionnaire (SOCAP
1Q).[11] They are based on six major parameters:

. [IStability and diversity of groups and networks, democracy in their activities, relations with other groups;
. [Trust - in family and social networks, towards government bodies and foreigners;

. [Collective action;

. [ISocial integrity;

. [Information and communication;

. [IParticipation in decision making and political actions.

The social capital approach towards the analysis of economic events and categories is relatively new and does not fit the traditional economic
theory and thinking. Not so much research work has been conducted up to now to study the relationships of social capital and foreign direct
investment and what is available cannot be generalized to other countries. As the World Bank’s Social Capital Initiative affirms, the best indicators of
social capital vary from one context to another. This means that unique social capital characterizes each country with unique affects on their economic
variables, so the conclusions made for various countries cannot be applied to Georgia.

Bandelj tested the utility of a relational approach for explaining the foreign direct investment flows into 11 countries of Central and Eastern
Europe;[12] Har et al emphasized, that in macroeconomic context, international relations could be an important determinant in attracting foreign
investment.[13] Analyzing Malaysia international relations with Islamic countries of West Asia, the authors conclude that win-win situation in
investment decision could be achieved.

Very important research is made by institutionalists, who study the influence of social relations and institutions on economics and business.
Heinsz and Swaminathan argue that institutional aspects affect all the activities of transnational corporation, including choice of the location,
technology, capital and labor.[14] Hence, their foreign direct investment decisions are considerably determined by the development of institutions
within which they have to operate.

Fukuyama identifies social capital with trust. Trust reduces the transaction costs and is essential for team work, participative management and
the formation of new businesses.[15] In the countries where trust is available at a wide societal level (USA, Germany), large concerns and
corporations are developed, while in cultures with highly developed interpersonal relations and trust, small family type enterprises operate more
successfully (China, Singapore).

In general, Georgian society is characterized by a low level of trust. Because of the distrust towards formal institutions inherited from the Soviet
system, Georgian society trust is towards informal networks and it relies on them in business activities. The 2008 World Values Survey found that 82
percent of Georgians felt that “you can’t be too careful” when dealing with other people — only 18 percent felt that most people could be trusted, well
towards the lower end of the international trust scale. In countries like this it is essential to build trust before beginning any business activities. This is
a time consuming process, therefore operations in such cultures go on very slowly. We can compare Georgia’s data with those of other countries. For
example, in Switzerland, 54 percent felt that most people could be trusted; in Norway and Sweden this figure rose to over 65 percent.[16]

In Georgia 95 % of people prefer to have business relations with Georgians. This attitude is a manifestation of distrust towards representatives
of other groups. This is one of the main impeding factors for people to participate in collaborative associations.[16]

345



MPOBJEMBI ¥ TEPCIIEKTUBBI PA3BUTHUSI COTPYJIHUYECTBA MEK/Y CTPAHAMH FOT'0-BOCTOYHOM EBPOIIBI B
PAMKAX YEPHOMOPCKOI'O 9dKOHOMHWYECKOI'O COTPYJHUYECTBA U I'YAM

The research of the Caucasus resource research centre shows that 81% of respondents see themselves as citizens of Georgia; 64% as members of
local community and 49% as autonomous individuals. A number of studies find connections between individualism and development of trust in a
society. According to Hofstede the higher the individualism score, the higher is the interpersonal trust in the society (more respondents agree with the
statement that most people can be trusted).[17] Allik in his empirical research come to the conclusion, that countries in which interpersonal trust is
developed, have high levels of individualism. He investigated the states in the USA according to the same variable and revealed that in the states,
where civil and political activity is higher and people believe that most people are fair and trustful, individualism is more evident. In these states
people find jobs on their own and as a rule live alone. Thus highly individualist states maintain a strong system of social networks based on
compulsory cooperation and mutual trust.[18]

These results confirm that individualist values are essential for the development of social capital. In 2010 a research initiative named “Capital
and Conflict: Georgia” revealed that 75% of foreign entries in Georgia were green-field investments. Only 10% of firms acquired the existing
businesses and less foreign companies chose mergers as an entry mode. These data show that foreigners prefer to own and control their business
themselves.[19]

The favourable factors which trigger foreign investors to enter Georgia are ease of starting a business, family and friendly relations with Georgia
and the geographical location of the country. The majority of foreign companies regard family and friendly connections as being almost unimportant
for profitability of business, while one thirds of firms confirm using social contacts and their positive role in purchasing real estate in Georgia.
Obviously, social contacts have a greater role in deciding on location and at the first stage of making a business transaction. The further operation of
business does not depend on them.
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PE3IOME

BuBueHHS IpUIIIKBY NPsAMUX 1HO3eMHHX iHBecTHIIH B I'py3ii uepe3 mpu3My eKOHOMIYHOI COIIONOTiI AyKe BaxIHBO. [0 CIPUATINBUAX YHHHUKIB, SKi
NPUBAOITIOIOTH IHO3EMHHUX iHBECTOpPIB N0 I'py3ii BiIHOCATBCS JIETKICTh BedeHHs Oi3Hecy, ciMelHi 1 apyskHi BimHocHHHM 3 I'pysieio i reorpadiune
mosoxeHHs Kpainu. CollianpHi KOHTAKTH MAlOTh BEJIUKY POJIb B YXBAJCHHI PIIICHHS PO Micle po3TallyBaHHs Oi3HECY Ta Ha MOYaTKOBOMY eTari
#oro po3ButKy. [Tomanpmriit po3BUTOK Oi3HeCy Maio 3anexuTh Big CollianbHUX KOHTAKTIB.

Kurodosi cioBa: iHo3eMHi iHBeCTHILIT, BeieHHs Oi3HECY, (paKTOPH 3aTydeHHs iHBECTHIIIH.

PE3IOME

V3ydeHne mpuTOKA MPSMBIX MHOCTPAHHBIX MHBECTHIMII B 'py3un depes mpH3My SKOHOMHYECKOH COLMOIOTMM OYCHb BakHO. K OraronpusTHbHIM
(hakTOpaM, KOTOPBIC IPHUBIICKAIOT HHOCTPAHHBIX HHBECTOPOB B I'py3HIO OTHOCSTCS JITKOCTh BEJICHNS OM3Heca, CEMEIHBIE U APYKECKHE OTHOLIEHHUS C
I'py3ueii n reorpadpuueckoe nosoxenue crpanbl. ColManbHbIe KOHTAKThl UMEIOT OOJBIIYIO POJIb B MPHHATHH PEIICHUS O MECTE PaCIOIOKCHHS
Ou3Heca ¥ Ha Ha4aJIbHOM dTalle ero pa3BuTus. JlanbHeiiieil pa3suTie 6usHeca Mano 3aBUcHT OT COlManbHBIX KOHTAKTOB.

KiroueBble c10Ba: HHOCTPaHHEIC HHBECTHIINH, BeeHHE OU3Heca, (haKTOPHI IPUBICUCHUSI HHBECTUIINH.

SUMMARY

Study of foreign direct investment inflows in Georgia through the lens of economic sociology very important. The favorable factors which trigger
foreign investors to enter Georgia are ease of starting a business, family and friendly relations with Georgia and the geographical location of the
country. Obviously, social contacts have a greater role in deciding on location and at the first stage of making a business transaction. The further
operation of business does not depend on them.

Keywords: foreign investment, doing business, the factors attracting investment.
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