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Abstract

The article is devoted to the problem of the distribution of intergovernmental transfers in Ukraine, taking into account
fiscal decentralization trends. To perform the delegated functions, local governments need to have sufficient funding. However,
the revenues of local budgets are insufficient to cover all necessary expenses. Therefore, inter-budget transfers, which in Ukraine
are the main instrument of financial equalization, play an important role in ensuring the implementation of delegated powers
by local governments. The aim of the article is determination of the priorities for the distribution of intergovernmental transfers
in Ukraine in the context of fiscal decentralization. The research methodology combines quantitative and qualitative methods.
Using quantitative methods, the principles of fiscal decentralization in Ukraine are observed through the mechanism of distri-
bution of intergovernmental transfers. Using high-quality methods and based on the analysis, the priorities of the distribution
of inter-budget transfers in the context of fiscal decentralization are formulated. An analysis of foreign publications on fiscal
decentralization has shown that the uncertainty of priorities in this area reduces the effectiveness of fiscal decentralization and
inhibits the economic development of regions. Prioritization of the distribution of intergovernmental transfers is preceded by the
definition of principles for the distribution of intergovernmental transfers. Based on the results of a quantitative analysis, namely,
the identified dynamics of fiscal decentralization indicators and the impact of the distribution of intergovernmental transfers on
economic development, the following priorities for the distribution of intergovernmental transfers in fiscal decentralization are
identified: supporting the prevalence of targeted transfers over non-targeted transfers, increasing the share of capital transfers,
increasing the accountability of local authorities self-government regarding the use of funds received in the form of intergovern-
mental budget transfers.

Keywords: intergovernmental transfers, fiscal decentralization, subsidies, subventions, priorities.

DOI: 10.21303/2504-5571.2020.001140

1. Introduction

To perform the delegated functions, local governments need to have sufficient funding.
However, the revenues of local budgets are insufficient to cover all necessary expenses. Therefore,
inter-budget transfers, which in Ukraine are the main instrument of financial equalization, play an
important role in ensuring the implementation of delegated powers by local governments.

As A. Lysenko notes, “the need for inter-budget transfers — additional funds transferred
from the state budget to local budgets — arises due to a mismatch between the distribution of
powers between management bodies and the distribution of revenue sources for their implemen-
tation” [1, p. 3]. That is, the main idea of using financial equalization mechanisms is to reduce
the financial unevenness of the regions. However, the current mechanism for the distribution of
intergovernmental transfers is characterized by a number of shortcomings and does not fulfill
the full equalization function.

This situation is partly due to the imperfection of the formulaic approach to calculating
the volume of inter-budget transfers. According to experts of the Institute of Demography and
Social Research of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, the mechanical increase in the
share of social transfers in the structure of local budget revenues is not proportional to the degree
of inequality in society. The imperfect policy of providing social transfers has led to the fact
that social payments do not reduce, but rather increase inequality in the distribution of income
[2, p. 204]. As noted by N. Kuzmynchuk and A. Zyma, one of the key problems in the field of
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inter-budget transfers is that their distribution has an opaque and unpredictable nature [3, p. 205].
In our opinion, the problems in the distribution of intergovernmental transfers are deeper and
pose serious threats to the further development of fiscal decentralization in Ukraine. One of the
main problems, in our opinion, is the curvature of the priorities of budget regulation and the lack
of receipt of its basic principles.

A large number of works by both domestic and foreign scientists are devoted to the prob-
lems of inter-budget transfers. Analyzing the latest publications of foreign scientists, let’s came
to the conclusion that some economists have proved the positive impact of fiscal decentralization
on economic growth, while some believe that the positive impact is limited. So, A. Filippetti and
A. Sacchi prove that decentralization itself is not only one of the key factors of economic growth,
but also one of the important factors in the development of local self-government [4]. There are
publications in which the opposite effect of decentralization falls — slowdown of economic growth,
increase in corruption, increase in public debt, etc. [5, 6]. In our opinion, this difference in results
is due to the fact that the effect of fiscal decentralization depends on its balance, as well as on the
optimality of financial equalization policies.

The negative consequences of fiscal decentralization are primarily associated with the in-
consistency of “delegated expenditure powers and responsibilities with resources for performing
public functions” [7]. It should be noted that this is one of the most dangerous situations, its conse-
quences can be compared with the effect of a snowball. In the absence of the necessary sources of
financing, local governments can’t carry out their authority and meet the needs of the local commu-
nity. As a result, dissatisfaction with local authorities is growing, which can lead to destabilization
(political and economic), discrediting local authorities and decentralization itself.

One of the first fundamental studies in the field of fiscal decentralization is the book of W.
Oates [8]. This economist has proven that fiscal decentralization has a positive effect on a country’s
economic growth. However, the degree of positive influence will be different for different coun-
tries. An important role in ensuring this positive effect belongs to an effective policy in the field of
distribution of budget transfers [9].

The effect of fiscal decentralization depends on the institutional environment [10, p. 93—
121], the optimal distribution of the tax burden between territories [11], the elasticity of the reaction
of capital to the tax burden [12]. As for the influence of the institutional environment, in this case,
the role is played not only by the legislative formalization of the activities of local authorities, but
also by the willingness of the population to take responsibility for the development of society. In
addition, important institutional factors are the level of government accountability, attitudes to-
wards corruption, guarantee of property rights, the rule of law, and the like. If the listed informal
institutions are ineffective, then tax competition between territories will not become a factor of
economic growth. This is due to the fact that the elasticity of the reaction of factors of economic
development (including labor and capital) will be low to changes in tax rates, since the negative
impact of informal institutions will dominate.

T. Besley and S. Coate argue that complete decentralization is never optimal [13]. Let’s
agree with the opinion of these scientists, because, firstly, there are functions of the state (for ex-
ample, defense, foreign policy, etc.), it makes no sense to transfer to places for objective reasons,
so they will always remain centralized. Secondly, the degree of decentralization should take into
account the level of development of the territories, the existing infrastructure, that is, the potential
of the territories to build up their own tax base and search for other sources of financial resources.
Otherwise, the regions will remain dependent on grants from the state budget.

Some economists (D. Albouy [14], H. Blochliger and O. Petzold [15], T. Biittner, [16],
I. Francois [17] argue that fiscal decentralization is a key factor in the country’s development. This
is due to the fact that under decentralization, funds are spent more rationally, and financing deci-
sions are closer to taxpayers. However, fiscal decentralization is not always effective. An important
role is played by the balance of decentralization processes, especially the presence of decentraliza-
tion in the field of taxation and in the distribution of intergovernmental transfers.

In general, many foreign scientists come to the conclusion that the risks of a decentraliza-
tion failure are much higher in countries with developing economies. This is, in particular, stated
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in the publication of E. Dabba-Norris and P. Wade [18], which prove that fiscal decentralization
in transition economies faces a large number of challenges that are associated not only with the
non-optimal distribution of financial resources or powers, but also with a low level of competence
of specialists responsible for developing a decentralization strategy and its implementation, a low
level of accountability of governments (central and local), weak democratic traditions and the like.

O. Meloni connects the failures of fiscal decentralization with the opportunistic behavior
of the electorate [19]. The risks of opportunistic behavior of the electorate are higher in those
countries where there is greater dissatisfaction with the policies of the central government. That
is, such a phenomenon is not unique to those countries that have just embarked on the path of de-
centralization. Opportunistic behavior can be either the result of general dissatisfaction with state
policy, or the result of the seizure of local political power by elite groups of local politicians, more
characteristic of countries with undeveloped democratic traditions.

Also, decentralization failures are associated with the risks of corruption and the ability of
the state to reduce its level [20, 21]. This is due to the fact that the level of corruption is directly
related to the openness of the government, that is, if the activities of the government are trans-
parent, characterized by a high level of accountability, then the risk of corruption will be lower.
If on the contrary, the government’s activities are not transparent, the risk of corruption, and with
it the risk of inefficient use of taxpayer funds. Risks of corruption and dissatisfaction of the elec-
torate are growing for the inefficient distribution of intergovernmental transfers [22]. Ineffective
redistribution of inter-budget transfers in favor of certain territories in order to obtain loyalty of
the electorate leads to the development of a habit of passive consumption. This situation deepens
the imbalances in the economic development of the territories and leads to an even greater need
for inter-budget transfers.

To summarize the intermediate result, one of the key principles of the distribution of in-
tergovernmental transfers in the conditions of fiscal decentralization in Western countries is the
principle of efficiency, the observance of which is based on the principle of transparency and ac-
countability of power [23].

Ukrainian scientists mainly study the principles of the functioning of the budget system,
insufficient attention is paid to the principles of budget regulation. So, I. Forkun and T Gordeeva
determine the following principles of budget regulation [24 p. 262]: the principle of reality of bud-
get indicators; the principle of the inalienability of the function of territorial regulation in the public
administration system; the principle of the need to align regional development; the principle of a
clear regulatory mechanism for the system of intergovernmental relations at the state level; target-
ing principle; principle of social orientation; decentralization principle; responsibility for violation
of all principles of budget regulation.

However, in practice such principles are not always respected. Thus, the current procedure
for the distribution of intergovernmental transfers does not ensure compliance with the principle
of decentralization, which provides for the provision of fiscal freedom to local authorities. The
provision of fiscal freedom is often interpreted as the allocation of funds to ensure the exercise
of delegated authority. However, this is only one aspect of decentralization. The most important
aspect of decentralization is the ability of local governments to independently mobilize the neces-
sary financial resources. As the practice of budget regulation shows, an increase in the volume of
subsidized resources leads to a disinterest of local governments in the search for additional sources
of budget revenues to finance their own and fixed powers, a decrease in the efficiency of use of the
funds received, and, as a consequence, to the low efficiency of the entire system of inter-budget re-
lations [25, p. 123]. Also, in practice, the principle of the reality of budget indicators is not respect-
ed, since the planning of revenue and expenditure is based on poor quality financial information.
The remaining principles, in our opinion, can’t be considered principles in the literal sense of the
word, because the principle is the basic foundation of the organization (development) of a certain
process. In our opinion, the principle of the inalienability of the function of territorial regulation
in the public administration system, the principle of the need for equalizing regional development,
the principle of having a clear regulatory mechanism for the system of intergovernmental relations
at the state level are in essence tasks, not principles. Thus, in the Ukrainian financial literature
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there is no clear definition of the principles for the distribution of intergovernmental transfers,
therefore there are actually no clear priorities for the distribution of intergovernmental transfers in
the context of fiscal decentralization. Their justification requires not only a quantitative, but also
a qualitative study.

The aim of the article is determination of the priorities for the distribution of intergovern-
mental transfers in Ukraine in the context of fiscal decentralization.

2. Methods of research

The research methodology is based on quantitative methods, the use of which is aimed at
assessing the principles of decentralization in terms of the distribution of intergovernmental trans-
fers. For this, from 2008—2018 the following indicators were calculated:

— share of transfers in GDP;

— share of subventions in total transfers;

— share of subsidies in the total volume of transfers;

— volumes of transfers per person and per employee.

In order to evaluate how the distribution system of intergovernmental transfers affects the
level of socio-economic development of territories, the influence of the dynamics of intergovern-
mental transfers on the dynamics of gross regional product (GRP) is analyzed. The gross regional
product is chosen as an indicator characterizing the level of socio-economic development of the
regions, since it measures the total gross value added created in the region during the study period.
Thus, this is a generalized indicator characterizing the dynamics of the economic development of
the regions and the growth potential of their financial support.

To conduct the assessment, a regression analysis method is chosen, which allows to iden-
tify the relationship between two variables during the study period. GRP per capita, indices of
physical growth of GRP and GRP per capita are chosen as the dependent variables. The volumes
of intergovernmental transfers per person, the growth rate of intergovernmental transfers per
worker and one person are determined as independent variables. The reliability of the construct-
ed regression dependencies is checked using the Fisher criteria and p-value, the standard error
value estimation.

Based on the identified trends, using the method of logical generalization, the priorities of
the distribution of inter-budget transfers in the conditions of fiscal decentralization are formulated.

3. Results

Compliance with the principle of decentralization in terms of the distribution of intergov-
ernmental transfers can be estimated through the dynamics of intergovernmental transfers, their
share in GDP, as well as through the share of subventions and subsidies in the total volume of
transfers. Fig. 1 shows the share of the total volume of intergovernmental transfers, subsidies and
subventions in GDP.
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Fig. 1. The shares of inter-budget transfers, grants and subventions in the GDP of Ukraine in
2008-2018, %. Source: built by the author on the basis of information from the State Treasury
Service of Ukraine and the State Statistics Service of Ukraine [26, 27]
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As can be seen from the graphs shown in Fig. 1, the share of official transfers in GDP during
2008-2018 has grown. Although since 2015, reforms have begun to strengthen fiscal decentraliza-
tion, in 2017 the share of inter-budget transfers in GDP grew to 9.14 %, which is the highest value
during the study period. In 2018, the share of inter-budget transfers in GDP decreased to 8.4 %.
The share of subsidies in 2015 fell sharply, during 2015-2018. Its growth is observed from 0.37 to
0.71 %. Such dynamics of subsidies is associated with changes in budget legislation that provide
for the provision of benefits to targeted financing of local budgets through the provision of sub-
ventions. This is what caused the increase in the share of subventions in GDP during 2015-2018.

Fig. 2 shows the dynamics of the share of various types of transfers in the total volumes of
inter-budget transfers in Ukraine.
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Fig. 2. The shares of subsidies and subventions in the volume of inter-budget transfers in Ukraine
in 2008-2018, %. Source: built by the author based on information from the State Treasury
Service of Ukraine [26, 27]

As can be seen from the graphs presented in Fig. 2, since 2015 the share of subsidies in the
volume of inter-budget transfers has sharply decreased. However, such a decrease is not associated
with a general reduction in the volume of intergovernmental transfers, just inappropriate grants are
replaced by targeted subventions. Such a redistribution of non-targeted transfers in favor of target-
ed transfers can generally be characterized positively, since it contributes to increased accountabil-
ity of the authorities. However, to achieve a positive result, it is not enough only to mechanically
redistribute inter-budget transfers, an active position of the community residents is required, which
required full accountability of the funds at the disposal of local governments. Correct is the obser-
vation of V. Pismennyi that “excessive use of subventions may be somewhat discouraged by local
governments in increasing the volume of their own revenues and searching for alternative sources
of forming the resource base of local budgets” [28, p. 91]. However, most subventions are social in
nature, therefore, the state will not be able to sharply reduce their volumes in the near future; for
this, it is necessary to change approaches to social support of the population and gradually change
the model of the national economy.

It should be noted that with the beginning of reforms in the field of decentralization, the
importance of inter-budget transfers has increased due to the specifics of their provision of UTC,
because UTC can receive subventions for the development of community infrastructure. At the
same time, in order to receive such a subvention, the UTC must comply with the established re-
quirements regarding the borders defined by the long-term plan for the formation of their territo-
ries. Despite the fact that most UTC s do not meet these requirements, the process of transition to
direct inter-budget relations of UTCs and the state budget is slow.

In general, in order to ensure financial stability in 2016, the budgets of UTC transferred
from the state budget 3.5 billion UAH of inter-budget transfers, the basic subsidy is received
by 125 communities, and the budgets of 34 communities are financially independent from the
state budget, 23 of them are approved with reverse subsidies, 11 budgets are formed without
basic and reverse subsidies [29]. Most UTCs received educational subventions and subventions
to finance health facilities, but are unable to take the opportunity to receive subventions for
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infrastructure development. If this trend continues, the violation of the principle of decentral-
ization will deepen.

Given the nature and purpose of financial equalization mechanisms, in addition to the prin-
ciples of decentralization and the reality of budget indicators, it is necessary to highlight the prin-
ciples of efficiency and accountability. The principle of efficiency involves the use of resources
obtained through the mechanism of distribution of intergovernmental transfers, with the maxi-
mum positive result. Compliance with the principle of efficiency provides for the targeted use of
budget funds, therefore, let’s believe that it is not advisable to separate the principle of targeted
use of funds. The principle of accountability provides that the processes of formation and use of
financial resources of local authorities, including through intergovernmental transfers, should be
a shame and understandable for citizens. After all, the existing practice of publishing reports on
the execution of local budgets does not ensure this; it is impossible for a layman to understand the
published reports on the execution of local budgets. In addition, the information contained in these
reports does not have sufficient detail for an ordinary citizen. So, according to published reports it
is impossible to trace how much specifically the funds received and used by any organization that
is financed from the budget. This does not mean that budget execution reports should be changed,
but it is advisable to disclose information on the formation and use of local government financial
resources on the websites of local governments, including the volumes of inter-budget transfers.

Evaluating compliance with the principle of effectiveness is challenging. Although efficien-
cy is determined by the maximum effect of using available resources, in practice, this indicator
is much more complicated, since it contains qualitative and quantitative components. The quality
component is related to the targeted use of funds and accountability of local governments. If to take
into account the trend towards an increase in the volume of targeted subventions and a decrease
in the volume of subsidies, then there has been progress in terms of compliance with the principle
of effectiveness. If to talk about the quantitative component of efficiency, then it is necessary to
analyze the quantitative indicators of the provision of intergovernmental transfers, in particular, the
volume of transfers per person, one employed, etc., and how their dynamics are related to indicators
of economic development in the field.

It should be noted that with the onset of reforms aimed at fiscal decentralization, the vol-
umes of transfers per person and per employee increased (Table 1).

Table 1
Volumes of inter-budget transfers for one person and one working in Ukraine in 2008-2018, UAH.
Indictors 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Volume of intergovernmental
transfers per person

Rates of growth, % 10044 112.20 107.38 164.38 93.25 113.06 141.25 112.76 151.08 104.19

Volume of inter-budget
transfers per worker, UAH

Rates of growth, % 103.76 12371 11994 131.00 92.85 12726 14643 11345 118.33 130.72
Consumer price index 1223 1123 1091  104.6  99.8 100.5 1249 1433 1124 1137 109.8

Source: calculated by the author based on information from the State Treasury Service of Ukraine and the State Statistics Service
of Ukraine [26, 27]

1371 1377 1545 1659 2727 2543 2875 4061 4579 6918 7208

3032 3146 3892 4668 6115 5678 7226 10581 12004 14204 18568

As can be seen from Table 1, the volume of transfers per person in 2015 is increased by
41.25 %, and the volume of transfers per employee — by 46.43 %. During 2015-2018 The volume
of inter-budget transfers per person is growing on average by more than 12 % per year, and per
worker — by 20 % per year. Growth rates since 2010. Exceed the annual inflation rate, which indi-
cates a real increase in transfers per person and per worker.

Identified trends can’t be unambiguously assessed positively or negatively. The assessment
depends on what result ensures the use of funds received in the form of intergovernmental trans-
fers. As V. Volokhova notes, “the degree of financial independence of local governments (decen-
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tralization of power) depends on the characteristics of the organization of the system of inter-bud-
getary relations. The purpose of the relationship is to ensure a guaranteed level of the provision
of public goods throughout the country. However, the effectiveness of relations between the links
of the budget system is contained not in the level of balancing local budgets due to budget equal-
ization, but in promoting the socio-economic development of territories, as well as increasing the
welfare of the population” [30, p. 5].

Fig. 3 shows the dependence of GRP per capita on the volume of inter-budget transfers per
person in 2008-2018.
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Fig. 3. The dependence of GRP per capita on the volume of
inter-budget transfers per person in Ukraine in 2008—2018. Source: built by the author on

the basis of information from the State Treasury Service of Ukraine and
the State Statistics Service of Ukraine [26, 27]

As can be seen from the graphs shown in Fig. 3, there is a linear relationship between the
studied indicators — GRP per capita and the volume of inter-budget transfers per person. The deter-
mination coefficient shows that GRP per person in 91.5 % is determined by the volume of transfers
per person. Testing the model for significance using the Fisher criteria and p-value shows that the
model, although statistically significant, has a large standard error. That is, for further estimates
and for forecasting it can’t be used. This result is obtained because the data are not cleared of in-
flation, and the influence of the time factor is not excluded from the model. Therefore, for further
calculations, let’s use the relative values, purified from inflation, and without taking into account
the time factor.

Fig. 4 reflects the dependence of the index of physical growth of GRP on the volume of
inter-budget transfers per person in 2008-2018.
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Fig. 4. The dependence of the index of physical growth of GRP on the growth rate of the volume
of inter-budget transfers per person in 2008-2018 in Ukraine. Source: built by the author on
the basis of information from the State Treasury Service of Ukraine and
the State Statistics Service of Ukraine [26, 27]
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As can be seen from the graphs presented in Fig. 4, between the index of physical growth
in GRP and the growth rate of intergovernmental transfers per person during 2008-2018 there is
a weak second-order regression dependence, since the determination coefficient is only 18.72 %.
The model is statistically significant, since the calculated value of the Fisher criterion exceeds
the table, the standard error is small. The result shows that an increase in inter-budget transfers
per person does not have a positive effect on the real growth of GRP. This is partly due to the
fact that in the structure of expenditures of local budgets, current expenditures predominate, not
capital ones. That is, predominantly passive use occurs, asset investment occurs at a slow pace.
In addition, such a result may indicate a low efficiency in the use of funds transferred to local
budgets in the form of transfers.

Fig. 5 reflects the dependence of the index of physical growth of GRP on the volume of
inter-budget transfers per worker in 2008—-2018.
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Fig. 5. The dependence of the index of physical growth of GRP on
the growth rate of intergovernmental transfers per employee working in 2008-2018.
In Ukraine. Source: built by the author on the basis of information from
the State Treasury Service of Ukraine and the State Statistics Service of Ukraine [26, 27]

Graphs presented in Fig. 5 show that the relationship between the studied indicators is
very weak, the determination coefficient shows that the index of physical growth in GRP by only
9.74 % is determined by the increase in the volume of inter-budget transfers per worker. Testing the
model for statistical significance shows that the relationship is random, the calculated value of the
Fisher test is lower than the tabular one. The value of the standard error exceeds the value of the
coefficient of elasticity, p-value exceeds 0.5, which indicates that there is no connection between
the studied values. Thus, the dynamics of the growth of interbudgetary relations per person and one
worker does not have a positive effect on the physical growth of GRP. In fact, the mechanism for
providing intergovernmental transfers does not have a positive effect on the growth of economic
welfare of the regions.

Fig. 6 shows the growth rate of GRP per capita from the growth rate of intergovernmental
transfers per person.

As can be seen from the graphs shown in Fig. 6, there is a linear relationship between the
growth rate of GRP per capita and the growth rate of intergovernmental transfers per person. The
determination coefficient shows that the growth rate of GRP per person in 49.79 % is determined
by the growth rate of volumes of inter-budget transfers per person. The calculated value of the
Fisher coefficient exceeds the table, the standard error is small, which indicates the statistical sig-
nificance of the model and not the randomness of the relationship between the studied variables.
In general, a trend has been revealed that, provided that the funds received in the form of transfers
are effectively used, inter-budget transfers can contribute to the growth of economic welfare in
the regions. The fact that the determination coefficient is lower than 50 % indicates a significant
influence of other factors.
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Fig. 6. The dependence of the growth of GRP per capita on the growth rate of the volume of
intergovernmental transfers per person in 2008—2018 in Ukraine. Source: built by the author
on the basis of information from the State Treasury Service of Ukraine and the State Statistics
Service of Ukraine [26, 27]

Fig. 7 shows the growth rate of GRP per capita from the growth rate of the volume of in-

ter-budget transfers per worker.
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Fig. 7. Dependence of the growth of GRP per capita on the volume of inter-budget transfers per
worker in 2008-2018 in Ukraine. Source: built by the author on the basis of information from the
State Treasury Service of Ukraine and the State Statistics Service of Ukraine [26, 27]

As can be seen from the graphs shown in Fig.

7, between the studied indicators there is a

polynomial dependence of the third degree with a determination coefficient of 49.68 %. Testing the
connection for statistical significance showed that the model is insignificant, since the calculated

value of the Fisher criterion is less than the table value.

Thus, the results of the analysis of the impact of intergovernmental transfers on the dynam-
ics of GRP do not reveal either a stable negative impact or a stable positive influence. The presence
of models that confirmed the existence of a relationship between GRP indicators and the dynam-
ics of inter-budget transfers indicates the presence of potential in the mechanism for providing
transfers to positively affect the economic development of regions. Of the identified principles of
budget regulation none of the principles is fully observed, which leads to a risk of low efficiency
in the use of budget funds, a risk of deepening regional imbalances and a risk of passivity of local
governments in mobilizing sources of financing for delegated authority. In such conditions, accord-
ingly, the priorities for the distribution of intergovernmental transfers under fiscal decentralization

remain established.

4. Conclusions

The research results show that Ukraine has not defined priorities for the distribution of
intergovernmental transfers. As analysis of foreign publications on fiscal decentralization shows,
the uncertainty of priorities in this area reduces the effectiveness of fiscal decentralization and
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slows down the economic development of regions. Prioritization of the distribution of intergov-
ernmental transfers is preceded by the definition of principles for the distribution of intergovern-
mental transfers. The results of the analysis of foreign publications show that the basic principles
of the distribution of intergovernmental transfers are the principles of efficiency and transparency,
non-compliance with which leads to an increase in the risks of corruption and an inhibition of the
economic development of the regions. Based on the results of a quantitative analysis, namely, the
identified dynamics of fiscal decentralization indicators and the impact of the distribution of inter-
governmental transfers on economic development, the following priorities for the distribution of
intergovernmental transfers in fiscal decentralization are identified:

— support for the prevalence of targeted transfers over non-targeted transfers, which will
contribute to a more efficient use of budget funds;

— increase the share of capital transfers to improve the regional infrastructure. This factor
is one of the key to ensuring the economic growth of the regions, and hence the growth of their
tax base. In turn, an increase in the tax base will help ensure the financial independence of local
governments and reduce the need for intergovernmental transfers;

— increasing the accountability of local governments regarding the use of funds received in
the form of intergovernmental transfers.
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