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An Investment Acceleration, Outstripping the SSA Average

Figure 1: Annual Gross Capital Formation by Sector (% GDP). Source: INE Figure 2: FDI, Public & SOE Invest. (% GDP). Source: INE, BoM & SOE Accounts.
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Foreign Direct Investment Dominates Extractives, but not Jobs

Figure 3. Annual FDI by Sector (% GDP). Source: BoM.
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Trends From Announced Green Field FDI
470/0 Of annou nced ‘Capital’ FDI ﬂOWS went to Tete Figure 4: Green Field Inv. Announcements (07-15). Source: fDi Markets, FT Figure 5: Green Field Inv. Announcements (07-15). Source: fDi Markets, FT.
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Public Investment: large volumes but uneven results

36% of the Government'’s Investment Budget (cumulative 2009-15) went to recurrent expenditures. Figure 6: Composition — Public Inv. Budget (09-15). Source: Boost.
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Close to 80% of Public Capital Investment is executed at the central level, 12% at the provincial level and e
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Investment through State Owned Enterprises and other Public Entities
La rge pa rt of Public Investment is conducted Figure 7: Composition — Public ‘Capital’ Inv. (09-15). Source: Boost Figure 8: SOE vs Public Inv. (MZN 10/6) Source: Boost & SOE Accounts
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Impact of Public Capital Investment on Access to Basic Services

Figure 9: Pub. Inv. Water/Sanitation vs Access. Source: Boost & IOF 09-15 Figure 10: Pub. Inv. Electricity vs Access. Source: Boost & IOF 09-15. Figure 11: Pub. Inv. Edu/Health vs Access. Source: Boost & IOF 09-15
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Despite the Growth of Inv. on Rural Water, Access Remains Higher in Urban Areas Low Inv. on Electricity Appears to be Widening the Urb-Rural Disparities in Access Public Capital Investment has Effectively Reduced Distances to Health Units but not Schools
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