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CTAH IHBECTHULIIMHOIO 3ABE3MEYEHHS COLIAJIBHOI THOPACTPYKTYPU

Ilpedcmasneno pezyavmamu 00CAIONCeHHS IHEBECMUUILIHUX YMO8 PO3BUMKY COUIanbHOl IHgpacmpykmypu.
Cyuacnuil cman 006°ekmig couianvHoi cghepu, HaepomaddicenHs MOPaIbho i @izuuHo 3acmapisux @oudie
He2amueHo 8NAUBAIOMb HA eQheKmUBHICMb OiSAbHOCMI COUIANbHUX 2any3ell ma He 0036049H0Mb AKICHO |
CB0EUACHO Hadasamu nNocay2u HAcCeAeHHI0 3a Micuem npodcudans. Buseneno ocnosni mendenyii ma ocobausocmi
ineecmuuyitinoi disnbHocmi' y eanysax couiarvHoi inghpacmpyxmypu 6 Ykpaini'y 2001—2013 pokax; docaioxncerno
DPONb 0ePUCABHUX THEECMUYIL Y PO3GUMKY 0C8IMIU, 0XOPOHU 300p08°s, Hcuma08020 0ydieHuumea y cehepi
Kyavmypu ma cnopmy, OisabHocmi eomenie ma pecmopauie; OUHAMIKY 00cseie yeedeHHs 6 0it0 COUIaNbHUX
00°ekmie; 8U3HaAUeHO 0co0AUBOCMI cMPYKMYpPU iHéecmuyill 3a 0xcepeaamu ginancysanus. Emnipuuny ocnogy
00Cni0NCeHHS CKAGAU Mamepiaau 3i CmamucmuKky iHeecmuyiil ma 0CHOGHUX 3acobie Jepicasnoi cayicou
cmamucmuku Ykpainu.

Karouoei caosa: couianvha inppacmpykmypa, ingecmuuyii, ineecmuyitinuil npouec, 0CHO8HI 3acodu, coyianbHa
cpepa, oxopora 300pos’s, 3axKaadu oceimu.
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COCTOAHUE UHBECTULIMOHHOTO OBECTTEYEHU S COLIMAJIbHOM MH®PACTPYKTYPhI

Ilpedcmasnenvl pezysvmamol UCCACO08AHUS UHBECMUYUOHHBIX YCAOGULL PA3GUMUS COUUANbHOU UHP-
pacmpykmypul. CospemenHoe cocmosinue 006eKmoe coyuanvholl cepuvl, HaKoOnAeHue MOPANbHO U PuU3U4ecKU
ycmapesuiux (hoHdo8 ompuyamenvHo 6AUAIOM HA IGGeKmueHocms 0esmeabHOCMU COUUANbHBIX ompacaeil
U He N0380AAI0M KAYeCMBEHHO U C80€BPEMEHHO OKA3bl8amy YCAYeU HACEACHUN) NO MeCmy JCUumenscmea.
Buisigaenst ocnosHbie meHOeHyUU U 0COOEHHOCMU UHBECMUUUOHHOU 0essmeabHOCMU 8 OMPACAAX COUUANBHOUL
ungpacmpykmypot 6 Ykpaune 6 2001—2013 eodax; uccaedosana poav e0cy0apcmeeHHbiX UHEeCMULULL 8
pazeumuu 00pazoeanus, 30pagooXpanerUs, JHCUAUUHO20 CIMPOUMENbCmEd, & chepe KYAbmypsl U cnopma,
desimeabHOCMU 20CMUHUY, U PeCMOpanog; OUHamMuKa obsemos 6eoda @ delicmeue cOyUaIbHbIX 008eKmMo8;
onpeadenervl 0COOEHHOCMU CIMPYKMYPbl UHEECMULULL N0 UCIMOYHUKAM PUHAHCUPOBAHUS. DMAUPUHECKYIO OCHOBY
UCcne008aHus COCMABUAU MAMeEPUAsbl O CMAmMUCmuKe UH8eCMuyULl U 0CHoO8HbIX cpedcme Tocydapcmeennoi
cayacobl cmamucmuky Ykpaunol.

Karoueewvie caosa: coyuanvhan ungpacmpykmypa, uH6eCmMUyUl, UH8eCMUUUOHHbLI NPOUECC, OCHOBHbLE
cpedcmea, coyuarvHas cgepa, 30pasooxpanenue, yupescoeHus: 00pazoeanus.

Introduction. The degree of social and economic progress in society, quality of life and meeting
population’s needs in social services are largely determined by the status of social infrastruc-
ture, accessibility and quality of services provided on this resource base. The construction of
the Social Welfare State was proclaimed in Ukraine, and hence it is necessary to modernize
education, health care, and culture. This may only be possible through the growth in social
infrastructure investments.

Destructive economic and social processes resulted in the decay of the social infrastr-
ucture and despite a number of initiated and implemented reforms, the financing of social
needs on a residual basis still remains. Slow modernization and accumulation of obsolete and
outdated assets reduce the effectiveness of the social sector and cannot support the provision
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of quality timely services to the population. The current situation in social infrastructure in-
vestment is caused by the lack of financial, material and technical resources and the absence
of an effective mechanism for the formation and distribution of public funds. Additional
investment funds should be raised to create conditions for the steady development of social
infrastructure. The study of the causes of social infrastructure degradation is required to
reveal the terms of investment in social infrastructure.

Recent research and publications. Scientific studies on social infrastructure investment
conditions highlights general issues of social sphere functioning and its specific aspects. E.
Libanova and O. Makarova analyze the problems of social investment in terms of human
development [1]. V. Novikov researches the issue of financial support of social sphere in the
context of budget policy improvement and development of non-budget investment forms of
social infrastructure [2, 3]. The innovation and investment processes in the social domain and
the problems of budgeting for social standards are investigated by N. Deeva [3, 4]. Modelling
of influence of intergovernmental transfers on social infrastructure financing was suggested
by V. Semenov [5]. L. Logacheva explores the possibilities of diversification of investment
resources in social infrastructure [6]. The application of public-private partnerships for the
social investment in Ukraine and abroad is studied by 1. Zapatrina [7]. B. Akitoby, R. Hem-
ming. G. Schwartz examines trends in public investment and possibilities of investment in
social infrastructure through public-private partnerships [8]. A. Kirilenko and B. Malynyak
consider budget investments in social infrastructure as an effective tool of state regulation
of social and economic development and redistribution [9]. N. Vynnychenko analyses the
investment of social services through local development budgets [10].

However, the critical state of social infrastructure requires more research on causes of
insufficient funding and a detailed study of the state, features and trends of social sphere
investment for the development of effective measures to attract investment resources.

This article aims to determine trends and features of social infrastructure investment in
Ukraine from 2001—-2013.

Results of research. Each component of social infrastructure (health care, education,
public services and public utilities, culture and art, physical education and sports, trade and
catering, etc.) has its own economic and organizational specifics, different jurisdictions
and individual financial system support. Therefore, investment conditions of each social
infrastructure branches have their own characteristics.

The analysis of investment in social infrastructure should start with macroeconomic-level
indicators. The most common data characterisation of the investment process is through the
volumes of investments and their share in GDP (Table 1). Investments in capital assets in
Ukraine’s economy up to 2008 had a constant growth trend. The growth of investments in the
economy in general, including investments into social infrastructure was uneven and ranged
from 5 % to 56 % to the previous year. These trends indicate the absence of balanced deve-
lopment strategy for social infrastructure. In 2009, due to the financial and economic crisis
in the country, all major macroeconomic investment indicators fell sharply. In 2010—2012
the amounts of fixed capital investment in the economy and social infrastructure increased
but their share in GDP did not reach the levels of 2007—2008.

Total investment in social infrastructure from all sources up to 2008 increased steadily
and in 2009 decreased by 43 % owing to the general financial and economic crisis in the
country (Table 2). In 2010—2011 the investments significantly increased moreover the in-
vestments into certain branches of social infrastructure (education, public service, culture
and sports, hotels and restaurants) exceeded their levels in 2008. Investments in culture and
sport more than doubled: from 3.32 bln UAH in 2010 to 6.8 bln UAH in 2011, which can be
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attributed to the preparation for the 2012 UEFA European Championship. In 2011 invest-
ments in socially important areas, such as housing, health and social care were not renewed.
The State Statistics Service stopped publishing data on investing in capital assets in 2012,
instead publishing the data on capital investment statistics as per international standards.
Currently, these indicators are incomparable with previous data and significantly differ from
the results published in previous years. Therefore, the figures for 2012 are shown for the
information only.

During eleven years the fluctuations of indices of capital assets investments in social infra-
structure did not exhibit clearly defined trends. This situation discloses the ill-defined strategy
of social infrastructure development in the country and its regions and dictates the necessity to
develop sound strategies to improve the quality and accessibility of social services.

An important bottleneck is in limited investment size and insufficiency of investment
sources. In Ukraine investment activities are carried out by the following sources: investm-
ents from citizens, non-governmental enterprises, economic associations, unions, civic and
religious organizations, and other entities, based on collective ownership; public investments
made by state authorities from the national budget, off-budget funds and loan funds; state-
owned enterprises and institutions from their own and loan funds; foreign investments by
foreign citizens, legal persons and states; joint investments by individuals and legal entities
of Ukraine and foreign states.

A detailed analysis of the investment sources is difficult to make due to the lack of pub-
lished data on fixed assets investments by local budgets, enterprises and organizations funds
and other resources by social infrastructure sectors.

The dynamics of investments financed by the state budget shows that the share of the
state budget in social infrastructure investments during 2001—2011 fluctuated slightly and
increased to 6.4 % in 2011.

Until 2008, investments in capital assets of social infrastructure grew from all sources of
funding (including the state budget). Total amount and share of the state budget investments
in education, health care and social assistance, housing, hotels and restaurants increased.
At the same time, the share of the state budget investment in culture and sport, municipal
and individual services declined.

In 2009, investment in capital assets of social infrastructure from all sources decreased
significantly: in education by 43 % and in health and housing — by more than 50 %. The
amount and share of investments from the state budget in 2009 had a similar trend. Thus,
investment in education declined 1.7 times from 525.9 million UAH in 2008 to 311.7 million
UAH in 2009. Especially notable is the reduction in investing in higher education — 2.8 times;
investments in health care decreased 2.5 times from 1000 million to 401.9 million UAH.

The level of investment activity in hotels and restaurants dropped 1.5 times — from 29.6
million in 2008 to 19.8 million in 2009. Investment in housing was reduced by more than twice
from 658 million UAH in 2008 to 271.3 million UAH in 2009. The sharp decline of investments
from the state budget was due to lack of budget resources during the financial crisis.

The increase of state budget investments was observed only in primary education (from
17.8 million UAH in 2008 to 20.9 million UAH in 2009); and in culture and sports, which
nearly doubled, from 483 million UAH in 2008 to 901 million UAH in 2009. This was due
to the sharp growth of investments in sport by almost 7 times, from 117mIn UAH in 2008
to 787 million UAH in 2009. This trend continued and investment in sports reached 1.58
billion UAH in 2010 (68.6 % of the total investments in sport) and 1.14 billion UAH in 2011
(23.3 % of the total investments in sport). This is due to expenditures by the state in prepa-
ration to host the 2012 UEFA European Championship in Ukraine.

The trends of 2010 were uncertain: investment in primary and secondary education
increased slightly, while investment in higher education increased 3.5 times to 282 million
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and was 47.2 % of total investment in education. Such large fluctuations in the amount of
investment demonstrate the weaknesses of the strategy of educational sector development.

In 2010, investments in health care and social assistance, hotels and restaurants, resid-
ential construction increased, but did not exceed those in 2008. In 2011, public investment
in social infrastructure and its share in total investment reached the maximum values for the
previous 10 years (excluding housing investment and cultural activities and sport).

In 2013—2014 investment activity, including investing in social infrastructure, decreased
significantly due to the urgency for strengthening Ukraine’s national security and social
and economic issues related to internal migration of large populations consequently to the
military conflict in eastern Ukraine and alleged annexation of Crimea. The total amount
of capital investments decreased by 25 % compared to 2013, the amount of investment in
education was reduced by 35 %; the investments in health and social protection declined
by 60%; in art, culture and sport — by 70 %; in residential construction — by 17 %. There
was a significant reduction in capital investment from the state budget: in health care — by
90 %, in education — by 53 %, in the arts, sport and culture — by 80 %. Investments increased
only in temporary accommodation by 30 % compared to 2013 due to the increase of capital
investment into operation of hotels and other temporary accommodation [12].

Uncertain trends of social infrastructure investment demonstrate the necessity of dev-
eloping long term investment strategy to ensure equal access for all citizens to quality social
services, especially given the challenges and threats that Ukraine is facing.

From 2001 the dynamics of commissioning social infrastructure facilities (educational
institutions, health, culture and arts facilities) had a negative or neutral trend, excluding
dwellings that grew steadily until 2009 (Table 3, Fig. 1).

The number of officially endorsed secondary schools, kindergartens, hospitals and outpatient
clinics varied from year to year and decreased significantly in 2009 (Fig. 1). The commissioning
of new pupil places in secondary schools fell by 51 %; the commissioning outpatient clinics was
reduced by 44 %; the number of hospital beds declined by 10 %. In 2011—2013 the number of
commissioning of social infrastructure facilities grew to pre-crisis levels.

Table 3. Commissioning social infrastructure facilities

2009 to | 2013 to

Social infrastruc- | 5091 | 2905 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2013 | 2008, | 2008,
ture facilities % %

Residential bui-
I1dings, thousand

square m 5939 7816 10495.6 | 6399.6 | 9339.3 | 9410.0 | 11217 61.0 106.8

Secondary schoo-

Is, pupil places 14800 10586 12381 6064 7116 14648 5600 49.0 45.2

Pre-schools,

places 530 558 2310 599 550 3120 3900 25.9 168.8

Hospitals, beds 453 853 1098 1007 1051 787 900 91.7 81.9

Outpatient clinics,

visits per shift 3076 4012 4876 2736 5271 6440.0 3800 56.1 78.0

Clubs and houses

of culture, places 1100 900 720 700 1250 - - 97.2 -
Note: “—” no data

Source: Statistical Yearbook of Ukraine. 2012. State Statistics Service of Ukraine. K., 2013. 552 p. P. 207.
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Fig. 1. Commissioning social infrastructure facilities
Source: Statistical Yearbook of Ukraine for 2013. Kyiv. State Statistics Service of Ukraine, 2014.

From 2001 the commissioning of pre-schools was extra low, excluding the years of 2008,
2011 and 2013 (Table 3, Fig. 1). From 2001—-2010, the average number of commissioning
pupil’s places was 650, which is insufficient in terms of the high workload in existing facilities
(in 2010 the number of children exceeded the number of pupil places in pre-school by 8.4
thousand (68 % of'total)). In 2011—2013 significantly more pupil places were commissioned
in pre-schools and reached 3900, but the number of pre-schools, where the number of chi-
ldren exceeds the number of seats, increased to 9.5 thousand (68.5 % of total seats needed).

The number of commissioned dwellings grew steadily until 2009, when it decreased 1.6 times
as a consequence of the financial crisis in Ukraine. In rural areas the reduction was 1.5 times the
previous level whereas in urban areas it was 2.3 times. The decline was significantly influenced
by the decrease of commissioned housing erected by individual developers 2.5 times [12]. From
2010—2012 the number of commissioned dwellings grew and in 2012 exceeded the 2008 level.

The structure of capital investment in housing construction by funding sources changed
significantly from 2010—2012. (Table 4). Until 2009, private investors constructed their own
apartments and houses and contributed about 60 % of the total amount. Up to 10 % of inv-
estments were made through housing mortgage loans from banks and other loans, 11—14 %
were funds of enterprises and organizations. The funds from public budget did not exceed
5 % of housing investment. In 2010, the amount and share of contribution by private investors
(into own households) increased substantially and continued grow further.

The maintenance of existing housing and keeping it in good condition is important in
view of housing challenges in Ukraine. In 2013 the total area of the completely renovated
dwelling was 815 thousand sq. m. (including 807 in urban areas and 8 in rural areas); the costs
constituted 282.4 million UAH (278.2 million UAH in urban areas and 4.2 million UAH in
rural areas). The cost of capital renovations and repairs was 346.6 UAH per sq. m.

Today, the State budget is almost the only source for housing capital renovation/repair.
However, the limited funding resulted in the reduction of the works and deterioration of
real estate technical conditions, i.e. accelerated aging and service outflow. In 2013 almost 5
million sq. m. of housing (109.5 thousand residents [14]) with high decay rate (dilapidated
and wrecking) were in operation. Because of dilapidation and wrecking in 2013 significant
area of housing was written-off (almost 335 thousand sq. m.).
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In the context of social infrastructure one general challenge is the increasing load on the
social infrastructure due to growing number of consumers. The unsatisfactory state of financial
and technical support for social sphere is complicated by the excessive load. As a result of the
conflict in eastern Ukraine and Crimea, more than 1 million of Ukrainians were forced to
migrate; half of them are children, disabled and the elderly. Particularly, pressure on social
infrastructure increased in Donetsk, Kharkiv, Lugansk, Kiev, Zaporozhye and Dnepropetr-
ovsk regions which received 82 % of internally displaced persons. Both government and the
population are facing critical problems related to health care provision (including provision
of free drugs), provision of preschool and school education; provision of shelter, etc.

This situation requires development of a strategy to overcome the crisis. With the limited
state financial resources, it is necessary to attract private and foreign investors. The organizati-
onal and legal mechanisms of interaction between government, business and social institutions
should be developed in order to attract corporate investment in the social sphere. These may
include public-private partnership in large infrastructure projects; multi-channel financing
mechanisms; use the opportunities of financial leasing and credit mechanisms, etc.

Social infrastructure is important for the progress of society and the State is responsi-
ble for supporting and growing it. Thus, due to the State’s limited financial resources, it is
necessary to update and improve the investment policy to increase cost efficiency and meet
the needs of society. State and local government budgets do not have sufficient resources
to invest in the social sector. A perspective solution to the investment problem in housing,
culture and tourism, education and health care, is to combine public and private sources for
investment programs and projects.

Domestic and international experts emphasize the necessity to attract private capital for
both developed and transition economies [6, 7, 8, 13]. Attracting long-term private capital is
required to ensure the reliable and uninterrupted operation of infrastructure and provision
of sufficient public services.

Conclusions. The article outlines the main trends and characteristics of investment in
social infrastructure in Ukraine in the period of 2001—2013. The dynamics of capital asset
investment in social infrastructure had no clear tendencies. Decreased investments into the
social sector, including investments from the state budget suggest absence of a consistent
strategy both in developing and supporting social infrastructure and improvement of the
quality and accessibility of social services. The main trends are:

The role of public investment in education and health has increased significantly over
the period of 2001—2012 and accounts for almost 30 % of total investments. In housing co-
nstruction, trade, hotels and restaurants, the state budget investments were insignificant.

The numbers of social facilities being commissioned varied greatly but tended to decr-
ease. The number of commissioned pre-schools was relatively low considering the overload
at existing facilities. The numbers of commissioned housing was increasing constantly but
varied significantly per region and type of area (e.g. rural/urban).

The specifics of the investment structure by source of construction financing is as follows:
the share of investment by private funds of residents in construction of stand-alone housing
has increased; the share of investment by private funds of residents, housing mortgage loans
from banks, and other loans for construction of private apartments decreased; the share of
investment by the state and local budgets and enterprises and organizations decreased.

Accumulation outdated and physically decayed assets, reduction of capital assets growth
rate adversely affect the effectiveness of social infrastructure sectors. Consequently, moder-
nization is critical for social reforms, which requires considerable investments.

Considering limited state budget, a mechanism of stimulation of investment in social
infrastructure should be developed which uses regional features and attracts more private
investment. Social infrastructure has an important role in accelerating socio-economic
development, in the formation of labour potential and improving the population’s standard
of living.

76 ISSN 2072-9480. Demography and Social Economy, 2015, Ne 1 (23)



The Investment Conditions of Social Infrastructure Development

LITERATURE

1

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

. Jlodcokuii pO3BUTOK B YKpaiHi: MOXJTMBOCTI Ta HATIPSIMU COIIiaJIbHUX iHBECTUIIi/ (KOJeKTUBHA Ha-

YKOBO-aHaTiTUYHa MOHoTrpadist) / 3a pex. JlibaHooi E.M. — K. : [HcTuTyT neMorpadii Ta coniaabHUX
nocmimkenb HAH Ykpainu, Jdepxkomcrat Ykpainu, 2006. — 356 c.

. Hosukoeé B.M. CosepiiieHcTBOBaHUE (DUHAHCUPOBAHUS COLUATBHON MH(PPACTPYKTYPHI HA OCHOBE

HOBBIX OIOIKETHBIX TeXHOJoTuii // leMorpadus Ta counanbHast 9KoHoMuKa. — 2014. — Ne 1 (21). —
C. 121-132.

. Exonomiuni Ta TyMaHiTapHi HANpsIMM PO3BUTKY COUiaJbHOI iHPPaCTPyKTypu / 3a HAyK. pen.

B.M. Hosikosa. — K., 2012. — 510 c.

. brodicemne dinaHcyBaHHS couliajibHUX cTaHAapTiB Ta mocayr / H. M. Jleesa [Ta iH.] ; pen.

H. M. eesa. — . : BugaBaunrso JHY, 2007. — 100 c.

. Cemenos B.B.MopentoBaHHS BIUIMBY MiXXOIOIKETHUX TpaHChepTiB YKpaiHu Ha (piHaHCYBaHHS CO-

uianbHOI iHbpacTpyktypu // Jdonosini HanioHnanbHoi akamemii Hayk Ykpainu — 2013. — Ne 13, —
C. 54. [mateMaTuKa, MPUPOIO3HABCTBO, TEXHIYHI HAYKH .

. Jloeauosa JI. M. ITHBecTULIiifHI TiAXOAU OO PO3BUTKY collialibHOI iH(pacTpykTypu [EnekTpoHHMIA

pecypc] / JI. M. JlorayoBa // EkoHoMika mpomuciioBocti . — 2009. — Ne 2. — C. 197—202.

. 3anampum1 H. TloteHuman Hy6J’[I/I‘IHO—‘{aCTHOFO napTHEPCTBA AJId pa3BUBAIOIIMUXCA SKOHOMUK. — K.,

2011. —152c.

. Akitoby B., Hemming R., and Schwartz G. Public Investment and Public-Private Partnerships, Interna-

tional Monetary Fund // Economic. — 40 (June 13). — 2007.

. Kupuaenxo O. II. Teopis i mpakTrKa OW0OIKETHUX iHBecTHULiil : MoHorpadis / O.I1. KupuneHko,

b. C. Manunsxk. — Tepnominb : EkonoMiuHa gymka, 2007. — 288 c.

Bunnuuenxo H. B. IlHBecTuliiiHe 3a0e3IeueHHs ColialbHOI chepu 3a paxyHOK MiclLeBUX OIOJIKETIB
po3ButKy / H.B. Bunnnuenko // ®@iHaHcoBa cuctema YKpainu : 30. HayK. mpaiib. — Bur. 9, Y. 3. —
Ocrtpor : HamionanpHuit yHiBepcuteT «OcTpo3bKa akameMis», 2007. — C. 31-36.

Cmamucmuunuii opiyHUK Ykpainu 3a 2012 pik. JlepkaBHa ciiy>k0a CTaTUCTUKU YKpaiHU / 3a pell.
O.I' Ocaynenka. — K., 2013. — 552 c.

Cmamucmuunuii 61oneteHb «KarmitanbHi iHBecTH1lil B YKpaiHi» (civersb — rpyneHs 2014 poky). — K. :
JlepaBHa CJTy>k0a CTaTUCTUKU YKpainu, 2015. — 42 c.

Kessides, I. Reforming infrastructure: privatization, regulation, and competition. Policy research report.
Washington, DC: World Bank, 2004.

Kumaosuit ponna Yxkpainu y 2013 poui. Cratuctuunmii 6romneteHb. — K. : JlepxkaBHa ciry>k0a cTaTuc-
THKU YKpainu, 2013. — 100 c.

REFERENCES

1.

Libanova, E.M. (Ed.) (20006). Lyuds’kyy rozvytok v Ukrayini: mozhlyvosti ta napryamy sotsial’nykh inv-
estytsiy [Human Development in Ukraine: opportunities and trends of social investments]. Kyiv: IDSS of
NASU [in Ukrainian].

. Novykov, V.M. (2014). Sovershenstvovanye fynansyrovaniya sotsyal’noy infrastrukturu na osnove nov-

ukh byudzhetnukh tekhnolohiy [ Improvement of the social infrastructure financing on the basis of new
budget technologies]|. Demohrafiya ta sotsyal’na ekonomika - Demography and social economy, 1(21),
121-132 [in Russian].

. Novikov, V.M. (Ed.). (2012). Ekonomichni ta humanitarni napryamy rozvytku sotsial’noyi infrastruktury

[ The economic and humanitarian directions of social infrastructure development]. Kyiv [in Ukrainian].

. Deeva, N.M. (Ed.). (2007). Byudzhetne finansuvannya sotsial’nykh standartiv ta posluh [ Budgetary fin-

ancing of social standards and services]. D. : Vydavnytstvo DNU : RVV DNU [in Ukrainian].

. Semenov, V.V. (2013). Modelyuvannya vplyvu mizhbyudzhetnykh transfertiv Ukrayiny na finansuvannya

sotsial’noyi infrastruktury [Modeling of the impact of intergovernmental transfers of Ukraine on fina-
ncing of social infrastructure]. Dopovidi Natsional’noyi akademiyi nauk Ukrayiny — Reports of National
Academy of Science of Ukraine, 13, 54 [in Ukrainian].

. Lohachova, L.M. (2009). Investytsiyni pidkhody do rozvytku sotsial’noyi infrastruktury [Investment

approaches to the development of social infrastructure]. Ekonomika promyslovosti — Economics of Ind-
ustry, 2, 197-202 [in Ukrainian].

. Zapatryna, 1. (2011). Potentsyal publychno-chastnoho partnerstva dlya razvyvayushchykhsya ekonomyk

[ The potential of public-private partnerships for developing economies/. K. [in Russian].

ISSN 2072-9480. lemoepacpis ma coyianvra exonomika, 2015, No 1 (23) 77



A.G. GVELESIANI, I.N. LITVINE

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

78

. Akitoby, B., Hemming, R., and Schwartz, G. (2007). Public Investment and Public-Private Partnerships.

International Monetary Fund. Economic Issues, 40 [in English].

. Kyrylenko, O.P., Malynyak, B. S. (2007). Teoriya i praktyka byudzhetnykh investytsiy [ The theory and

practice of budgetary investment|]. Ternopil : Ekonomichna dumka. 28 [in Ukrainian].

Vynnychenko, N.V. (2007). Investytsiyne zabezpechennya sotsial’noyi sfery za rakhunok mistsevykh
byudzhetiv rozvytku [Investment security of social services by local development budgets]. Finansova
systema Ukrayiny: zb. nauk. pr. — The financial system of Ukraine: Collected papers, Vol. 9, 3, 31-36 [in
Ukrainian].

Statystychnyy shchorichnyk Ukrayiny za 2012 rik [Statistical Yearbook of Ukraine for 2012]. (2013). Kyiv.
State Statistics Service of Ukraine [in Ukrainian].

Statystychnyy byuleten’ «Kapital’ni investytsiyi v Ukrayini» za sichen’ - hruden’ 2014 roku [Statistical
Bulletin Capital investment in Ukraine. January - December 2014]. (2015). Kyiv. State Statistics Service
of Ukraine [in Ukrainian].

Kessides, 1. (2004.) Reforming infrastructure: privatization, regulation, and competition. Policy research
report. Washington, DC: World Bank [in English].

Zhytlovyy fond Ukrayiny u 2013 rotsi. Statystychnyy byulleten [The housing stock of Ukraine in 2013.
Statistical Bulletin]. (2013). Kyiv. State Statistics Service of Ukraine [in Ukrainian].

Crarta Hagiiia 1o penakuii xxypHany 10.11.2014

ISSN 2072-9480. Demography and Social Economy, 2015, N 1 (23)



