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Recent years decentralization has
received great attention in Ukraine.
Unfortunately, the historical background of
the budget system of our country represents
high level of budgetary resources
centralization and very limited revenue-
raising capacity of local governments, thus
making them highly dependent on the
central government subsidies [2, 4, 8 ,14].
This inevitably limits the capacity of local
governments to provide and enhance the
services their citizens require and diminish
their responsibility. Very low local fiscal
autonomy across the region is one of the
great obstacles for successful delivery of
services. As can be clearly seen in 2015
observed deterioration in fiscal
decentralization as revenue and
expenditures (Tab.1).

Ukrainian scientists [4, 9, 10, 13] consider

the current problems of financial
equalization, justifying the need for
decentralization of financial resources,

revealing the possibility of using positive
fiscal management foreign experience and
the need for economic methods and models
to determine their volume and distribution
mechanism of intergovernmental transfers.
One of the main reasons for the lack of
effectiveness of the intergovernmental
relations system was the lack of a clear
definition of fiscal decentralization (share of
local budgets in the consolidated budget,
allocation of responsibilities for funding
costs between levels of government,
revenue distribution among different
budgets), which should reach Ukraine. In
addition, the Law "On local government in
Ukraine" does not give a clear definition of
own and delegated powers, in many cases it
is difficult to establish their difference.
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JIBH3 «Kuiscvkutl HayioHaAbHUll eKOHOMIYHUU
yHisepcumem imeHi Baduma l'emovmaHa»

B octaHHi poku B YkKpaiHi noJsiTH4Ha Ta

dickanbHa AeneHTpasi3alisgs NpUBEPTAE 3HAYHY
yBary i HayKOBIIiB, I OJIITUYHUX AifA4iB. Ha kaspb,
ICTOpUYHUN 1IJIAX CTAHOBJEHHS O10JPKeTHOI
CACTEMM Hamol KpalHUW XapaKTepU3YETbCH
BHCOKMM piBHEM [eHTpasizanii 6o/ KeTHUX
pecypciB i BeJibMU 06MeXXeHUMHU MOK/JIUBOCTSIMU
MiCLleBUX OpPraHiB BJIa/l¥ Y FeHepYBaHHI BJIACHUX
JIOXO/IiB, po6JIAYU IX TUM CaMHUM B 3HAYHiH Mipi
3aJIeXXKHUMHU  Bijy iHCTpyMeHTIB ¢iHaHCOBOro
BUpiBHIOBAaHHA [2, 4, 8, 14]. OcTaHHE HEMUHYYe
00MeXXye 3/JaTHICTh MiCIleBUX OpTaHiB BJIaJU
3abe3nevyyBaTH B JOCTaTHbOMY 06csa3i
collia/IbHO-eKOHOMIYHUHA PO3BUTOK TEPUTOPIH i
3MEHIIYE iX BiANOBiJa/bHICTb. A OTXXe, He3Ha4YHa
dickasbHA aBTOHOMiS TEPUTOPIH € OJHiEH 3
HaMObiJbIIMX  Mepelkoj  JAJasA  YCIOIIHOTO
33/10BOJIEHHS MiclleBUX nmoTpe6b (Tabu.1).
Ak wMoxnHa HaoyHo OGauutH, y 2015 p.
CrocTepiraeTbca noripleHHAa NIOKa3HUKIB
610/ PKeTHOI JlelleHTpaJti3allii K 3a J0X0/1aMH, TaK
i 3a BUJATKaMHU.

BiTuu3HsaHa ¢iHaHcoBa Hayka [4, 9, 10, 13]
Jocaipkye  cydacHi mpo6JsiemMu  ¢$piHaHCOBOTO
BUPIBHIOBAHHS], OOIPYHTOBYIOYM HeOOXiZHICTH
JeneHTpaJsizanil ¢dinaHCcOBUX pecypcis,
BUABJIEHHA MO>KJIUBOCTI BUKOPHUCTAHHA
MO3UTHUBHOI'O CBiTOBOrO JIOCBiAy ¢ickasibHOro
peryJyitoBaHHs 1 HeoOXiJHICTb MPOBa/PKEHHS
aJleKBaTHUX EKOHOMIYHMX METOJiB i Mojesei
JUIST BU3HAUYEHHS 06CAry i MexaHi3My po3mo/iiiy
MikOIOKeTHUX  TpaHcdepTtiB.  OpHiero 3
OCHOBHUX NMPUYMH HeAOCTaTHbOI epeKTUBHOCTI
CUCTEMHM  MDXJep>KaBHHUX  BiJHOCMH  OyJia
BiCYyTHICTD  4YiTKOrO BH3HA4YeHHA  piBHA
dickanbHOI AenedTpasnizanii (4yacTka MicueBux
6r0/pKeTiB Yy 3BeZleHOMY OOJPKeTi, pPO3MOJia
dickasbHUX  TOBHOBaXXE€Hb  MiXK  piBHAMH
JEepKaBHOrO yIpaBJiHHSA, pPO3MNOLL [OXOAIB
cepesi pi3HUX PiBHIB O6HO/KeTiB), A0 sKOi Mae
nparHyTd Ykpaina. Kpim Toro, 3akoH "[Ipo
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Table 1

MEASURES OF FISCAL AUTONOMY IN THE UKRAINE (1991-2015)

Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal
Indicator | centralization, | decentralization, | Indicator | centralization, | decentralization,
% % % %
ears Share of Share of
y Revenues Revenues years Share of Share of
Revenues Revenues
1991 66,57 33,43
1992 79,31 20,69 2004 76,85 23,15
1993 54,61 45,39 2005 78,50 21,50
1994 68,04 31,96 2006 77,71 22,29
1995 58,23 41,77 2007 73,47 26,53
1996 63,76 36,24 2008 75,20 24,80
1997 56,82 43,18 2009 73,98 26,02
1998 54,31 45,69 2010 74,40 25,60
1999 60,00 40,00 2011 78,26 21,74
2000 73,76 26,24 2012 77,37 22,63
2001 72,31 27,69 2013 76,25 23,75
2002 73,39 26,61 2014 77,83 22,17
2003 73,16 26,84 2015 81,51 18,49
Source: own calculation, Reporting data of State Statistics Service, State Treasury, Ministry of Finance («Budget»)
Ta6aunga 1
PIBEHBb ®ICKAJIbHOI JIEHEHTPAJIIBALII B YKPAiHI (1991-2015)
PiBeHBb PiBeHb PiBeHBb PiBeHb
dickanbHOI dickanbHoOl dickanbHOI dickanbHoOl
Iloka3HUK . . ... | loka3HUK . .
neHTpaJisanii, | AeneHTpasizanii, neHTpaJisanii, | AeneHTpasnisanii,
% % % %
IIuToma Bara IIuToma Bara
POKH JOXO01iB AOXOiB T IMutoma l?ara IIuToma 1_3ara
AOXOAIB AOXO0AIB
1991 66,57 33,43
1992 79,31 20,69 2004 76,85 23,15
1993 54,61 45,39 2005 78,50 21,50
1994 68,04 31,96 2006 77,71 22,29
1995 58,23 41,77 2007 73,47 26,53
1996 63,76 36,24 2008 75,20 24,80
1997 56,82 43,18 2009 73,98 26,02
1998 54,31 45,69 2010 74,40 25,60
1999 60,00 40,00 2011 78,26 21,74
2000 73,76 26,24 2012 77,37 22,63
2001 72,31 27,69 2013 76,25 23,75
2002 73,39 26,61 2014 77,83 22,17
2003 73,16 26,84 2015 81,51 18,49

/JIxcepeno: ckaajieHoO aBTOpaMU Ha OCHOBI 3BiTHUX AaHux JKCY Ta MOY

Recent years, fiscal adjustment in Ukraine
does not meet the needs of local government

financial

resources,

given

out their

obligations; not based on the local financial
needs; increases the dependence of local
governments on intergovernmental transfers

MiclleBe caMOBpsiAyBaHHA B YKpaiHi" He Jae
YiTKOr0 BHU3HA4YeHHS BJIACHUX 1 Je/eroBaHUX
NOBHOBaXKeHb, y 06araTbOX BHUMAaJKaX BaXXKO

BCTAHOBUTH IX BiMiHHICTb.

B ocTraHHI pOKMU IHCTPpyMEHTHU MexaHi3My

6]-0,[[)KeTHOI‘O peryjroBaHHA
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from the Central Budget. If the post-socialist
EU countries for the past 10 years tended to
increase the share of local budgets own
revenues (Slovenia, Estonia - 62%, Czech
Republic - 73%) and a decrease in transfers
from the central government (their share in
most countries less than 50%), in the Ukraine,
the share of own revenues steadily decreased
(from 58.3% in 2008 to 40.9% today) and
transfers have become a major source of local
revenues (50-57%), an increase of financial
dependence of local governments from the
center. (Fig. 1).

Financial equalization must be conducted
fairly and transparently. To this end, many
countries use a formula approach in the

Bi/imoBijasin moTpe6aM MiclleBUX Tpomaj, B
3abe3neyeHHi ¢iHAHCOBUMU pecypcaMHu Ta
3a/l0BOJIEHH] CyCNniZIbHUMHK 6J1aramMy, a JiL,
MiICUII0BAJIM 3aJIEXKHICTh MiCLLEeBUX OpraHiB
BJIaZIM Bijg MiOI0/KeTHUX TpaHchepTiB. AKio
B IOCTCOIiaicTUUHUX KpaiHax €C 3a octaHHi 10
POKIB criocTepirasiacad TeHAeHLid 40 3pOCTaHHA
YaCTKH BJIACHUX JIOXOJiB MiCIleBUX OI0J[)KETiB
(Cnogewnis, Ectonia — 62%, Yexia — 73%) i
3MeHLIeHHs TpaHchepTiB 3 LEeHTPaJbHOIO
6romkety (ix yacTka y 6iabiiocti KpaiH He
nepesuinye 50%), To B YKpaiHi yacTKa BJIaCHUX
JIOXO/IiB HeBIMHHO 3MeHIyBaJsacs (i3 58,3 % y
2008 p. go 40,9% Huni), a TpaHchepTH
NepeTBOPUJIUCA Ha  TOJIOBHE  JDKepeJsio
HaJX0/KeHb 0 MicieBux 6tomkeTiB (50-57%),

provision of public transfers. Ukraine's 1m0 03Ha4ae 3pocTadHs GiHAHCOBOI 3a/I€3KHOCTI
financial needs defined areas of expenditure opraHiB MicmeBoro caMoBpSZlyBaHHS  Bif
on delegated responsibilities depending on uenTpy (puc. 1).
the number of these public goods consumers.
120
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0
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
—— i
Local budgets ba!an§e before fiscal 58,3 55,9 52,9 48,6 478 474 448 409
equalization
General Local budgets balance 98,9 98,7 99,8 100,3 100,1 99,7 102,4 105,1
= Transfer depending of local budgets 44,5 46,7 49,1 52,3 51,6 50,9 56,3 57,1

Source: own calculation, Reporting data of State Statistics Service, State Treasury, Ministry of Finance («Budget»)
Figure 1. INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS INDICATORS IN UKRAINE, % (2008-2015)
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/JIxcepeso: ckaajieHO aBTOpaMHU Ha OCHOBI 3BiTHUX gaHux JKCY Ta MDY
Puc. 1. IHAUKATOPU MIKBIO/P)KETHUX BIJTHOCUH B YKPAIHI, % (2008-2015 pp)
Demographic, environmental, climatic dinaHcoBe BUPiBHIOBAaHHA Ma€E

conditions of almost are not considered.
Financial equalization must not be full, or
"providing the citizens with public goods must
not be negated to a greater extent than private
goods, otherwise customers will" appreciate

MPOBOAUTHUCA Y€CHO i MPO30po. 3 Li€I0 METOI0
6araTo KpaiH BUKOPUCTOBYIOTb GOPMYyJIbHUMN
migxif B HaJaHHI Mi>KOI0/PKETHUX
TpaHcdepTiB. PiHaHCOBI NOTPe6U TepUTOpPiH B
YkpaiHi BU3Ha4alOThCA HallpAMaMu BUTpaT Ha
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"public good above private"; territorial units
(donors and recipients) lose interest in
growing their own financial base [15, c. 238].

Moreover, the neutralization of negative
effects concerned with the fiscal
decentralization, accordingly, with a horizontal
differentiation of the net fiscal benefits is a key
base for the policy intergovernmental
equalization. At the same time the main
instrument for balancing the advantages and
disadvantages of fiscal decentralization is the
system of intergovernmental transfers
(grants). Unfortunately, in recent years Ukraine
has been the dominant system of budgets
revenue equalization capacity. Equalization
grant was predominant fiscal adjustment tool
in the structure of intergovernmental transfers
(Fig. 2).

At the end of 2014 there were amendments
in the Budget Code, aimed to improve the fiscal
autonomy of the local authorities. All the year
2015 there was an active discussion about the
voluntary association of communities and
administrative-territorial reform, and finally
on August 31st, the parliament adopted
amendments to the Constitution in terms of
decentralization in the first reading [7]. In
addition, at the beginning of 2016, were
amended to the procedural aspects of transfer
and provision of new intergovernmental grants
[11,12] (Tab.2).
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JleJleroBaHi MOBHOBAXXeHHA B 3aJIeXKHOCTI BiJ
KiJIBKOCTi CIOXHBA4iB OIO/PKETHUX TOCJYT.
JlemorpadiuHi, ekosoriyHi, KJiMaTU4YHI yMOBU
MakKe He pO3IJ/AfaloThCs.

@diHaHcOBe BHpiIBHIOBAaHHS He NOBUHHO
OyTH MOBHUM, ab0 «3abe3MevyeHHs] TPOMa/sgH

CyCHiJIbHUMU O6JlaraMd He TIOBUHHI OyTH
3BeJieHi HaHiBenb B Oinbmid Mipi, Hix
NpUBaTHi TOBapd, B IHIIOMY BUNOAJAKYy

CMOXHMBavi ONiHATH "CycniJibHe 6J/iaro BUIIE
NpUBATHUX"; TepUTOpiasbHi oquHUI (JOHOPH
Ta penimieHTH) BTpavYamwTb iHTEpec /[0
HapoleHHs BJjacHoi ¢iHaHcoBoi 6a3u [15, c.
238]. Kpim Toro, HelTpasizalliss HeraTUBHUX

HaCJigKiB, MoB'dA3aHUX 3 dickanbHOIO
JeleHTpaJsli3alieto BiZIIOBiZIHO, 3
rOPpU30HTAJILHUMHU dickanbHUMU

JucbasaHCaMU € KJYOBOK OCHOBOK JJIf
NOJIITUKU PpiHAaHCOBOTO BUPIBHIOBAHHA. Y TOU
)Ke 4Yac OCHOBHHUM IHCTpyMeHTOM JJid
GaJslaHCyBaHHS nepesar i HeJ0JIIKIB
dickanbHOI geneHTpasizanii € cucrema
MixkOI0KeTHUX TpaHcdepTiB (rpantiB). Ha
)KaJb, B OCTaHHi poku VYkpaiHa Oyna
JOMIHYI0YOI0  CHCTEMOK  BUPIBHIOBAaHHHA
JIOXiJTHOT CIPOMOXKHOCTI MiclleBUX OOKeTiB
3a paxyHOK 3/1e6ib1I0TO JoTauil
BUPIBHIOBaHHS — Lie OyB IepeBaXKal4uiu
IHCTpyMeHT G6I/)KETHOTO peryJlBaHHSA B
CTPYKTYpi Mix61o;2keTHUX TpaHcdepTiB (Puc.
2).

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

M equalization grant (general purpose grant*) M social assistance subventions

additional non-earmarked grants
reversible grant

other subventions (sosial subventions**)

social subventions** include educational subvention, training workers subvention, medical subvention,
subvention for providing medical activities of individual government programs, reversible grant from local
budgets to the central budget

Source: own calculation, Reporting data of State Treasury, Ministry of Finance («Budget»)

Figure 2. INTERGOVERNMENTAL TRANSFERS (GRANTS) STRUCTURE IN UKRAINE (2008-2015)

62



80,00

60,00

40,00

20,00

0,00

2008 2009 2010

M f0Taujin BUpiBHIOBaHHA (6a3oBa foTauis)

[0AaTKOBI aoTau,ii

2011

2012 2013 2014 2015

M cy6BeHLU,i couiaNbHOro 3HaYeHHsA

IHWi cybBeHw,ii

BWJIYYEHHA KOLWTIB 3 micLeBux BroaxKeTis (peBepcHa AoTauin)

/JIxcepeno: ckaajieHoO aBTOpaMU Ha OCHOBI 3BiTHUX AaHux JKCY Ta MY
Puc. 2. CTPYKTYPA MIKBIO/P)KETHUX TPAHCOEPTIB B YKPAIHI, % (2008-2015 pp)

From the above, we see since 2014 in
Ukraine began a comprehensive structural
reform of intergovernmental relations that
will level the flaws that existed before,
including:

there was introduced a new budget
management mechanism and financial
equalization - horizontal equalization of the
tax revenue capacity of local budget while
incentives exchange to build the revenue
base balance system (principle 0,9-1,1). This
equalization is carried out only two taxes:
corporate income tax (10%) - in the regional
budget; personal income tax - the cities,
district and regional budgets. The remaining

payments are fully available to local
authorities. This system will promote
interest of local authorities to raise

additional revenues and expand existing tax
base (Articles 98, 99 of the Budget Code).
But the policy of horizontal equalization
should not be aimed at reducing the fiscal
differences related to differences in the
fiscal policy of sub-national authorities. In
this sense, the principle of horizontal
(territorial) justice in its narrow sense is in
contradiction with the fiscal federalism
theory and related benefits decentralized
decision-fiscal solutions. The optimal
solution to this problem, as a rule, is to
equalize the revenue capacity of the regions
to provide a similar level of public goods
without providing them with incentives for
the single (standard) financial policy aimed

B kin1i 2014 poky 6yJsio BHECeHO ps/ 3MiH 0
BroxeTHOTO KOJeKCY, CIpsAMOBaHI Ha
MOJINIIEHHSA dickanbHOI aBTOHOMII Ta
¢diHaHCcOBOI He3a/ieXKHOCTI MiclieBoi Bjasu. Bechb
2015 pik O6yB aKTUBHHM OOTrOBOpPEHHSM
JI06pOBiILHOTO 06'eJHaHHA rpomaj Ta
aAMiHiCTpaTUBHO-TepUTOpiasbHOI pedopmy, i,
HapeiwTi, 31 cepnHsi, mNapJaMeHT NPUUHSB
nonpaBku A0 KoHctuTyuili 3 TO4YKM 30py
JelleHTpaJsizanil B nepmomy yutaHHi [7]. Kpim
Toro, Ha no4yaTky 2016 poky, OyJu BHeceHi
MOIIPaBKU [0 NpoLeJypHUX aCIeKTiB nepegadi i
Ha/JlaHHS HOBUX MDKOIO/PKETHUX TpaHCcPepTiB
[11, 12] (Ta6a.2).

Buxojs4yu 3 BUILEBUKJIAJEHOr0, MU 6a4yUMO,
noynHaouu 3 2014 poky B Ykpaini modas

KOMILJIEKCHY CTPYKTYpHY pedopmy
MiDXKOIOPKETHUX BiJJHOCHH, $fKi BpaxXxOBYIOTh
HeJ0JIiKH, 110 iCHyBaJIU paHille, B TOMY YUCJII:

> 0OyB BBeJIEHU I HOBUH MexaHi3M
dickanbHOrO peryJloBaHHS B YaCcTHHI
¢diHaHCOBOro BUpPIBHIOBAHHSl - TOPU30HTAaJIbHE
BUPIBHIOBAaHHA noTeHLiany MOAaTKOBHUX

HaJX0/PKeHb /10 MiCIeBOro OI0/PKeTy SIK CTUMY.JI
Ui mifgBumeHHS ¢icKaJbHOI CHIPOMOXKHOCTI
MicieBux OtomxeTiB (mpunnun 0,9-1,1). Ie
BUPIBHIOBAHHSA 3[iMCHIOETHCS TiJIbKU 3a JBOMaA
noJaTKaMu: NOAATOK Ha NPUOYTOK NiJIPUEMCTB
(10%) - po obnacHoro 6r0mxkeTy; [1JPO - MicTa,
palioHHi Ta perioHasbHi GlomKeTH. g cuctema
Oyme CIpUsITH 3alliKaBJEHOCTI MiClleBUX OpTaHiB
BJIAJU 3 METOI0 MOO6iai3anii 04aTKOBUX J0X0/IiB
3 0JJHOYaCHUM CTUMYJIIOBaHHSAM J0
HapoIllyBaHHA JAOXiJHOI 6a3u B3aMiH CHUCTeMHU
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at providing a standard package of fiscal 36amancyBanusi (ctatti 98, 99 Bro/KeTHOrO
burden and public goods. KOJIEKCY).

Table 2
FISCAL ADJUSTMENT IN TERMS OF FISCAL DECENTRALIZATION IN UKRAINE (2015)

Strengthening Fiscal autonomy

irrespective of the decision approving the state

budget of local budgets generate local budgets

simplified procedures for local and guarantees of
local borrowing from international financial
organizations

awarded the right to carry local external
borrowing all the cities of regional importance

have the right of self-selection institutions (in the Treasury or the banks) to service the budget of local
budgets and own revenues of budgetary institutions

PIT distinction Standards

State budget (25%)
The regional budget (15%)
The budgets of regional centers, district, united
communities (60%)

Revenues in Kyiv
State budget (60%)
Kyiv Budget (40%)

Encouraging citizens to unite

Restructuring of local taxes and fees

The introduction of the excise tax on retailers of

excisable g00ds Reforming property tax

Increasing the number of property taxes:

Reform of the simplified system of taxation and e tax on real property other than land;
accounting e vehicle tax;

¢ payment for land.

Expansion of general revenues fund of local budgets

From the development budget: The single tax,
property tax (taxation of real estate and cars with
large engine capacity), transfer of the special fund
environmental tax (except for radioactive waste)

while increasing regulation enrollment to 80%

(the current rate - 35%)

From the State budget
100% of fees for administrative services
100% of the state fee,
10% corporate income tax the private sector

Latest payments: Excise tax on realization entities retail excise goods

Fiscal Governance

Installed standardized deductions of national taxes

(tax on personal income and corporate income Canceled indicative planning
tax) for each element of the budget
The list of sources of income of the general fund New fiscal equalization system

Source: own illustration [6]
Ta6aunga 2
IHCTPYMEHTH BIO/PKETHOTO PETYJIIOBAHHS B YMOBAX ®ICKAJ/IbHOI IEHEHTPAJIBALILT B YKPAiHI (2015)

3minHeHHs Qicka/bHOI aBTOHOMII Ta piHAHCOBOI HE3a/1€KHOCTI

Camocriline ¢popMyBaHHS MicClleBUX OIOKETIB
(He3asexxHe Bif TepMiHIB HPUUHATTS dopMyBaHHS MiclleBUX GIO/PKETIB
JIEPKABHOTO  GIO/KETY).
CnpolieHHd NpoueAypU HaJaHHS MiCIleBUX MpaBo 3/[[iHCHIOBATH MicClieBi 30BHILIHI
rapaHTiil Ta 3[iiCHEHHS 3al03UYeHb Bif 3aM03WYEeHHs OTPUMaJIU BCi MicTa 06/71aCHOTO
Mi>kHapoZHUX GpiHAHCOBUX opraHizanin 3HAa4YeHHS

CamocTiliHUM BUGiIp pO3MOPSJAHUKAMH KOUITIiB MiCl[eBUX OIO/PKETIiB yCTaHOBH 3
06C/IyroByBaHHSI BJIACHUX HAJIXOJKeHb GI0/KETHUX YCTAHOB (B opraHax Ka3HauelcTBa 41
0aHKIBCbKUX YCTAaHOBAX).

Crangaptu po3smenieHHs [P0

JlepxxaBHU# 6101KeT (25%)
O6aacHuii 610KeT (15%)
Bro/xeTH MicT 06/1aCHOTO 3HaUYeHHs paiioHiB Ta
00’eHaHUX TepuTopiasbHux rpomaj (60%)

Jloxoau M. KueBa
JepxxaBHui 610keT (60%)
Bromxet M. Kuea (40%)
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[IposoBxeHHs Tab.1.2

CTUMYJIOBAaHHS TEPUTOPiaJIbHUX TPOMajA, A0 06'€AHAHHSA

PecTpyKTypH3anis MiciieBUX NOJATKIB i 360piB

3anpoBa/i)KeHHs aKLU3HOTo nNoJaTKy (ctaBka 5%)
3 pP03/Ipi6HOr0 MPOJAXKY MiJJaKI[M3HUX TOBAPiB

3MiHa MexaHi3My O0NnoJaTKyBaHHS HEPYXOMOCTI

Pedopma cnpoiieHoi cucTeMy 0N0AAaTKYBaHHSA

36i/bLIEHHS KiJIbKOCTI MAaiHOBUX MOJATKIB:
e NOJATOK HA HEPYXOME MaWHO BiJIMiHHE Bif
3eMeJIbHOI JiJISSHKY;
e TPAHCNOPTHUH NOAATOK;
e [1J1aTa 3a 3eMJII0.

Po3mipeHHs A0X0/iB 3arajbHOro GOHAY MiCIleBUX G0 KETiB

3 Jlep>kaBHOT0 GIO/KETY

100% nu1aTH 32 aAMIiHICTPpAaTUBHI IOCAYTH
100% pepkaBHOTrO MUTA,

10% nosaTKy Ha NpUOYTOK NifIPUEMCTB

3 610/KeTy PO3BUTKY: EAMHUN MOJATOK, TOJJATOK
Ha MaliHO (onoJaTKyBaHHS HEPYXOMOCTI i
aBTOMOGIJIiB 3 BEJIMKUM 06'€MOM JIBUTYHA),
nepeziaya €K0JIOTIYHOTO MOAATKY [0
cnerniasibHOTO GOHAY (3BIIBHAIOTHCA Bif
OMOoJIaTKYBAaHHSA Pa/lioaKTUBHUX BiZIX01iB) npu
0ZJHOYAaCHOMY 36i/1bLIIeHHI OXONJIeHHS
perytoBaHHsA 10 80% (g0 3MiH piBeHsb - 35%)

OcTaHHI BUIJIATH: aKI[U3HOT0 MOJATOK 3 PO3/APiOGHOT0 MPOIaXy MiJaKIIM3HUX TOBAPiB

dickasbHe aAMiHiCTpYBaHHA

BcTaHoBJIeH] cTaHAApTHI BiipaxyBaHHA
3arajibHOJepKaBHUX NOAATKIB (M0JAaTOK Ha

Joxoau ¢pizuyHUX 0Ci6 Ta NOJATKy HA NPUOYTOK)

JLJ1s1 KOXKHOTO piBHS GI0/KETY

CkacoBaHO iH,Z[I/IKaTI/IBHe NJIaHYBaHHSA

[lepeJik Axepes A,0X0AiB 3araibHOro GoHAY

HoBa cuctema ¢iHaHCOBOTO BUPiBHIOBaHHS

Joicepeso: ckaileHo aBTOpaMu Ha OCHOBI[6]

there was introduced a new transfer
policy of strengthening the responsibility of
ministries for the fiscal policy
implementation in the respective sectors.
The central government has  full
responsibility for: providing educational
services to secondary schools, training of
workforce vocational schools, providing
medical care, public financing of social
protection of certain categories of citizens.
For this purpose, local budgets provided
new Kkinds of transfers. Although local
authorities declared independent in the
formation of their budgets, but in the
structure of local spending a considerable
part (about 63%) are expenditure on health,
education, social protection and social
security of the population, are financed by
subsidies, that is actually defined by central
authorities decisions (Tab. 3).

Despite the progress done in improving of
local budget capacity building in Ukraine,
main challenges still remain:

- thelegal framework does not ensure
the sustainability of capacity development
policies,

Ane MOJIITHKA rOpU30HTAJILHOTO
BUPIiBHIOBAHHSI He Ma€ OYTH COPSIMOBAHOIO Ha
3HMKEHHS MOJAaTKOBHUX BiZMiHHOCTEH,

MOB'SI3aHUX 3 BiAMiHHOCTAMHU y ¢ickaabHIN
HNOJITHLI MicueBoro ypany. Y LbOMy CeHCi
NPUHIUII TOPU3OHTAJNbHOI (TepuTOpiaJbHOI)
CIpaBeAJINBOCTI ¥ By3bKOMY CEHCl 3HAaXOAUThCS B
NpPOTHUPIiUUi 3 Teopieto ¢pickasbHOTO Qesepaizmy
i NOB'AI3aHMX 3 HUMU BUT0/, JeLleHTPpa1i30BaHOT 0
NPUUHATTA pimeHb. ONTUMaJAbHe pilleHHS Iji€el
npo6JsieMy, SK MpaBUJIO, € BUPIBHIOBAHHA
MOoTeHIliasy A0X0/iB perioHiB, 106 3a6e3MeYnuTH
noi6HUN piBeHb CycniJibHUX 6GJsiar 6e3 HaJaHHS
iM cTumyniB Jsis ogHoro (ctaHgapT) ¢piHaHCOBY
NOJIITUKY, CHpPsAMOBaHy Ha 3abe3mne4eHHs
CTaHJApPTHOTO piBHA MOAaTKOBOTO
HaBaHTAXXeHHs i CycniJibHUX 6J1ar.

» 0OyJio BBeJIeHO HOBY NOJIITUKY 3MillHEHHS
BiINOBiAANIbHOCTI MiHiCTepCTB 3a 3AiMCHEHHA
610/ PKeTHOI MOJIITUKHM y BiJIMOBIJHUX CeKTOpax.

LleHTpanbHU# ypan, Hece MOBHY
BiAIOBIZA/NIBHICTD 3a: HaJAHHA OCBITHIX MOCJYT
cepejHiX  IIKiJ, NiArOTOBKU  NpaLiBHUKIB

npodeciiHUX HABYAJIbHUX 3aKJ1a/liB, AKi HA/]AI0Th
MeJJMYHY J0NOMOry, JAepaBHe ¢iHaHCYyBaHHS
COLIiaJIBHOTO  3axXUCTy OKpeMHUX KaTeropiu
rpomajasaH. Jlng 1iel mMeTu MicieBi 6GromKeTH
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- the social standards of the services
are still not developed in education and
health treatment,

- ability to monitor the development of
the local government finances is still weak,

- there are still many gaps in human
resource capacity (especially in small size
local government units like towns, villages,
etc.),

OTpUMYIOTh HOBI Buau TpaHcdepTiB. Xoua
Micnesi Ooprasu BJIAAHY IIpOrOJIOIIEHO
caMOCTiHHUMH pu pOopMyBaHHI CBOIX OGI0/KETIB,
OJlHAK Yy CTPYKTYypi iX BULATKIB 3HAYHY YAaCTUHY
(6113bK0 63%) CTAaHOBJIATb BUJATKU Ha OXOPOHY
3/I0pOB's, OCBITY, cOIlia/IbHUN 3aXUCT i corliasibHe
3abe3neyeHHs HacesJeHHs, ki GpiHAHCYIOTbCA 3a
pPaxXyHOK CyOBeHIIiH, TOOTO dbakTUUHO
BH3HA4YalThCA pilleHHAMU LleHTpaJIbHUX
opraHiB Bjaau (Tabu. 3).

Table 3
NEW INTERGOVERNMENTAL TRANSFERS (GRANTS) IN THE UKRAINE, 2015
. . Th_e budgets of Combined
Regional budgets Kyiv regional centers
Intergovernmental transfers L budgets of local
(24) budget and districts L
communities
(642)
General Purpose Grant + + +
Educational Subvention + + + +
Training workers Subvention + +
Medical subvention + + + +
Subvention for providing
medical activities of individual + +
government programs
Reversible grant from local
+ + +
budgets to the central budget
Source: Ministry of Finance data
Tabuaunga 3
CHMCTEMA MIXBIOJ>KETHUX TPAHC®EPTIB B YKPAiHI, 2015
BrogxxeTH mMicT
. Brogxetun
0O61acHi 06J1aCHOrO0 ,
. . BomxeT 06’€eJHAHUX
Mixk6G104keTHI TpaHCepTHU 610/)KEeTH 3HAYeHHH, .
M. Kuesa TepUTOpiaJTbHUX
(24) G10PKETH rDOMa
parioHiB (642) P A
0a30By Ta peBepcHYy AoTarii (craTTi . N .
96, 98, 99 BKY)
ocBiTH#A cy6BeHIis (cratTta 1032 BKY) + + + +
Cy6GBEHIIisl HA NiJTOTOBKY POGITHUYNX . .
kazapiB (cratts 103-3 BKY)
i -4
MeauYHa cy6B¢]351;<L§;1 (crarTs 103 . . . .
cy6GBeHIisl Ha 3a6e3neYeHHs
MeJIUYHMX 3aX0/iB OKpEMUX
+ +
Jlep>kaBHUX nporpam (crarta 103-5
BKY)

Jcepeno: ckaaaeHo aBTopaMu 3a ganumu MOY

- municipal finance markets are still
not developed.

Consequently, further strengthening the
financial foundations of local development
requires an integrated approach and
structural modifications to the delivery
transfers mechanism, as well as
strengthening the responsibility of all
participants in the budget process.
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BUDGET EXPENDITURE OPTIMIZATION AS AFFECTED BY THE INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY
OF THE STATE AND THE MATURITY OF SOCIETY
ONTUMIBALIA BUAATKIB BIOJAXKETY: IHCTUTYLHIOHAJIBHA CITIPOMOZKHICTD AEPKABU
TA 3PUIICTD CYCIIJIBCTBA

Paientko T.

Dr., Prof.

Kyiv National Economic University
named after V. Getman, Ukraine

Budget management is one of the main
concerns of public finance for any country.
According to the history of finance, a national
budget became an independent institution
after a ruler’'s treasury was separated from the
state treasury. This process is accompanied by
the formation and development of an
appropriate institutional environment, which
determines the volume and direction of
government spending. Gradually, the idea of
state function funding was transformed into
spending which impacted the welfare of
society, but the degree of implementation of
this concept depends on the institutional
maturity of a society.

Imbalances in the development of this
institutional environment affect budget policy
and the dynamics of economic development.
The key characteristics of the role of budget
expenditures in the economic development is
not only their scope and structure, but also
compliance with the priorities of a society,
since the absence of such compliance is one of
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JIBH3 «Kuiscbkull HaQYioHa1bHUU eKOHOMIYHULT
yHisepcumem imeni Baduma 'emvmana», Ykpaina

OfHi€el0o 3 LeHTpaJlbHUX Mpob6JseM my(
¢diHaHciB  ana  6yAb-AKOI  KpaiHM €  yIhp:
BUAATKaMu GropkeTy. Kk cBiguuTh ictopia ¢
CTAaHOBJIEHHSl OIO/KETY fIK CaMOCTIMHOIO iH(
BiZ1OyJioCS He HA paHHIX eTanax eBOJIOIi Aepx
BiZjOKpeMJIeHHAM O10/PKeTy Bifi Ka3HU MpaBUTe
nporec CYyNpOBOJ»KyBaBCs dbopMyBaHHS
PO3BUTKOM BiJANIOBiZHOTO IHCTUTYLiOHE
cepelloBUILIA, Y MeXax AKOTO0 BH3HAYaKThCA O
HanpsMU BHUTpAuyaHHSA OIOJKETHHUX KOIITI
3abe3neyeHHs]  BUKOHAaHHA  QYHKLIIA  Je
[ToctynoBo ifess 3abe3neyeHHs BUKOHAHHA (
Jlep>kaBu TpaHcopMyBajacad B ifjero 3abe3n
3poCTaHHSA A0OpOOYTY CycHmibCTBa, OJHAK I
peasizauil  niel  igel  3a/JeXUATb  Bif
IHCTUTYLIIOHAJIBHOI 3piJIOCTI CyCIiJIbCTBA.

JlucbanaHcu y PpO3BUTKY IHCTUTYIIiOHE
cepeZ0BUIA HETaTUBHO NO3HA4YalOThCsA Ha Gopr
HNOJIITUKU  OHOJPKeTHUX BHUJATKIB, 110 Her
BIIJIMBA€E HAa TEMIIM €KOHOMIYHOIO PO3BUTKY [i¢
Kio4oBMMH  XapakKTepUCTUKaMHU  poOJIi Bl
O10/>KeTy y 3abe3nedyeHHi EKOHOMIYHOTO PO3BU”
TiIBKU iX 00CATH Ta CTPYKTypa, aje i BifMoE



