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PECULIARITIES OF EVALUATING THE RESULTS OF IMPLEMENTATION
OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS IN UKRAINE

Purpose. To systematize current problems in the field of using modern methods for evaluating the effectiveness of regional
development programs in Ukraine and to substantiate the scientific foundations of program evaluation methodologies in accor-
dance with modern principles of program-target planning.

Methodology. In the process of work, generally accepted methods of scientific economic research were used, namely, system-
atic and comparative analysis of scientific literature, practices of development and implementation of spatial development pro-
grams in Ukraine and abroad, generalization, methods of logical abstraction and generation of conclusions.

Findings. As a result of the conducted research, a problem is established of the lack of a regional development program evalu-
ation system in Ukraine, which reduces the effectiveness of the creation and implementation of such programs. The research lays
out the foundations of a scientifically based methodology for monitoring and evaluating regional development programs, which
has been tested in economically developed countries and requires further scientific elaboration and introduction into the practice
of state regulation of post-war reconstruction and socio-economic development of the regions of Ukraine.

Originality. The scientific and practical prerequisites and the current state of the problem of forming a modern system for as-
sessing the effectiveness of regional development programs in Ukraine are revealed. The concept of the theory and methodology
of forming a modern evaluation mechanism of post-war reconstruction and development programs of Ukraine’s regions is put
forward, theoretically justified and confirmed by the practice of regional management in economically developed countries.

Practical value. The introduction of the proposed methodology for the development and implementation of regional develop-
ment programs will ensure compliance of the practice of regional management in Ukraine with EU standards, which will contrib-
ute to European integration processes; will increase the capabilities of state authorities and local governments to attract funds for
post-war reconstruction programs and further development of Ukraine’s regions; will ensure transparency of the use of funds in
the process of program implementation and reduce the level of corruption risks; will increase the efficiency of program implemen-

tation in general.

Keywords: evaluation, monitoring, program, development, region, management, methodology, European integration

Introduction. Regional development programs are a key
management tool in economically developed countries. With
the help of this tool, it is possible to reform other areas of the
economy of Ukraine. When analyzing this area of manage-
ment, i.e. programs, we can see that they exist in all regions
and communities. However, when considering the content of
these programs, it becomes obvious that they have a declara-
tive nature and are not used as a tool for managing the socio-
economic development of the territory.

There are many grounds for such a conclusion, namely: in
Ukraine, unlike economically developed countries, there is no
institutional body that deals with issues of socio-economic
planning and forecasting the development of territories; there
are no professionals and no training system for them, accord-
ingly; the existing system of training and the structure of the
programs do not meet the standards accepted today in the
world; there is no system of financing the needs provided for by
the program; there are no plans and schedules for the imple-
mentation of the program; the problems of creating and im-
plementing programs do not receive due attention of scientists;
management decision-making is not related to the needs of
the program implementation; there is no evaluation system for
program implementation.

From the entire set of shortcomings in this study, we con-
sider it necessary to emphasize the issues of evaluating the
implementation of regional development programs. Evalua-

© Radzihovska L.M., Hulivata 1.0., Husak L.P., Nikolina I.I.,
Ivashchuk O.V., 2023

tion and monitoring, according to modern methodology,
should be planned during the development of the program,
that is, these are a section of the program itself, monitoring
and evaluation should be systematically carried out during the
implementation of the program and after its completion. Im-
proving of the evaluation system of regional development pro-
grams, based on international experience, will speed up the
process of European integration of the country, give a power-
ful impetus to the improvement of the entire system of region-
al development programming in Ukraine and, accordingly,
will significantly contribute to the solution of the complex
problems of the functioning of the public administration sys-
tem in Ukraine in general.

Current scientific problems in the specified field of re-
search today are: conducting scientific research which is fo-
cused on the development of recommendations to the author-
ities of Ukraine at the national and regional levels regarding
the formation of a modern institutional system for monitoring
and evaluating spatial development strategies and programs;
introduction of modern methods for program evaluation based
on the experience of the USA and EU countries; determina-
tion of methods for increasing the capacity of government
structures of Ukraine to carry out activities concerning the
evaluation of the program implementation effectiveness.

Scientific substantiation and practical application of the
methodology for evaluating the results of the regional develop-
ment programs implementation in Ukraine will make it pos-
sible to solve a set of existing problems in this area, namely:
establishing and systematizing program effectiveness criteria;
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strengthening control over the rational use of funds allocated
for the implementation of programs; increasing the transpar-
ency of both the implementation of programs and the activities
of government bodies in general; wider involvement of the
public and business in the process of implementing positive
changes in communities through programs; ensuring the cycli-
cality of the program implementation (this is when the results
of the evaluation of the previous program are the analytical
basis for the formation of the next program).

This issue becomes especially relevant in the context of the
necessity to form and implement programs aimed at eliminat-
ing the consequences of Russian military aggression in certain
territories that have experienced the greatest destruction of the
socio-economic infrastructure.

Literature review. Some aspects of the methodology for
evaluating the effectiveness of regional development programs
within the framework of general studies of the methodology of
regional development programming are considered in the sci-
entific works by such domestic scientists and economists as:
V. Vartsaba [1], V. Vorotin, Ya. Zhalilo [2], N. Verkhoglyadova,
V.Olinichenko [3], G.Kish [4], V.Kuybida, A.Tkachuk,
T. Zabukovets-Kovachych [5], I. Shevchenko [6], and others.

At the same time, in the works of domestic scientists on
this subject, the emphasis is put on the methodology of creat-
ing and implementing the programs and strategies of regional
development, whereas insufficient attention is paid to the is-
sues of planning and implementation of the evaluation, which
largely neutralizes the potential practical effect of such practi-
cal developments. At the same time, the achievements of
world economic science and practice in the field of planning
and implementation of evaluation systems of regional develop-
ment programs are insufficiently taken into account.

It is also important to pay attention to such an aspect as
conducting the procedure itself (both in general when creating
programs and when creating and implementing program eval-
uation systems) being underestimated by domestic scientists in
the process of regional development programming research.
The last aspect can be obviously explained by the traditional
underestimation of the procedural aspects of the activity,
which is generally inherent in the national mentality histori-
cally, as well as in the field of programming and evaluation
procedures. In developed countries, procedural aspects are the
object of thorough scientific research in the field of program
evaluation. It is obvious that the attitude towards this aspect of
scientific research should be changed in Ukraine.

Unsolved aspects of the problem. The need and importance
for Ukraine of the scientific substantiation of the program
evaluation model in order to ensure the objectivity and adapt-
ability of the results in solving the problems of post-war recon-
struction and spatial development of the country is being actu-
alized after granting Ukraine the status of a candidate for
membership of the European Union.

Uneven development of the regions of Ukraine, and, tak-
ing into account the current realities, the different degree of
destruction of cities and regions of the country, the corre-
sponding growth of differences in socio-economic develop-
ment between regions is a well-known problem, although the
methods for solving the differences in the evaluation and evo-
lution of regional development are far from obvious. Method-
ological approaches to the evaluation of the level of economic
and social development within regions are a particularly prob-
lematic aspect both in Ukraine as a whole and in individual
regions.

Most of the existing approaches to the creation of territo-
rial development programs in Ukraine do not at all provide for
the creation of a system for evaluating the implementation of
programs, which reduces the level of effectiveness of their im-
plementation and makes it difficult to attract the necessary
funds and resources. Existing programs, as economic models
of development for large cities and regions, which have proven
their effectiveness, are often difficult or impossible to apply in

small towns and communities precisely because of the lack of
a standardized methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of
programs.

Not only in the practice of managing regions, but also in
the scientific literature in Ukraine, uniform approaches have
not yet been developed regarding the selection of a system of
indicators for evaluating the socio-economic development of
individual regions and for interregional comparison.

An important aspect that requires improvement of the
program evaluation approaches existing in Ukraine is the fact
that the availability of a modern and transparent evaluation
system for territorial development programs is an important
prerequisite for the allocation of funds from partner countries
and international organizations for the restoration of the infra-
structure of Ukraine destroyed as a result of the war. In a prac-
tical aspect, the scientific study on the content of the method-
ology of regional development program evaluation is also ac-
tualized by the fact that Ukraine lacks a state body that would
coordinate the development and evaluation of spatial develop-
ment programs of local authorities, local self-government
bodies at the national, regional, and local levels. Such a state
body could potentially form a request for relevant research.

The purpose of the article is to deepen the theoretical and
methodological provisions in the field of evaluating the effec-
tiveness of regional development programs in the context of
the European integration of Ukraine, the transformation of
the state administration system and procedures in accordance
with the standards of the EU countries.

Methods. In order to systematize trends in the process of
creating and implementing regional development programs
substantiated in the theories of regional development, as well
as to prepare a scientifically based methodology for evaluating
the effectiveness of spatial socio-economic development pro-
grams, there were used such methods, as: a systematic and
comparative analysis of scientific literature, practice of creat-
ing and implementing spatial development programs in
Ukraine and abroad, generalization, methods of logical ab-
straction and generation of conclusions. The following meth-
ods were also used in the research process: systematic and
comparative analysis of documents, forecasting and formation
of conclusions.

Results. Programs in the developed countries of the world
are used as a universal tool for managing regional develop-
ment. They contribute to the effective allocation of resources,
determination of priorities and selection of those projects that
ensure stability and regularity of positive changes. A program
is usually taken as a group, framework, or collection of projects
or activities that have a clearly defined time frame and are
aimed at specific goals that lead to desired changes.

Unfortunately, the practice of creating and implementing
territorial development programs without proper scientific jus-
tification has formed in Ukraine. However, since this process
of formation took place decentralized and without a proper
scientific basis, a situation arose when the programming
methodology, which is standardized in developed countries,
did not undergo integral adaptation to Ukrainian socio-eco-
nomic realities, and now only individual fragments of this
methodology are used. These fragments are mainly focused on
the use of modern methods of situation analysis, such as
brainstorming, goal tree. The elements of the modern system
of monitoring and evaluating the implementation of programs
are insufficiently used.

In 2002, the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine approved the
Concept of using the program-target method in the budget
process [7]. This concept does not provide for the application
of the methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of pro-
grams.

In 2020, the State Strategy for Regional Development was
adopted [8]. This strategy meets the modern requirements for
state regulation of regional development; however, it is obvi-
ous that it needs to be revised, taking into account the recon-
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struction of the infrastructure of the regions affected by Rus-
sian aggression. And it is evident that the effective implemen-
tation of the strategy is possible only if there is a modern meth-
odology for evaluating the effectiveness of regional develop-
ment programs in Ukraine.

An example of a superficial and fragmentary approach to
the process of evaluating the effectiveness of regional programs
and strategies is the “Methodology for creating, monitoring
and evaluating the effectiveness of the implementation of re-
gional development strategies at the initiative of the Ministry
of Regional Development, Construction and Housing and
Communal Services of Ukraine” approved in 2016 [9].

This methodology creates an illusion that a modern meth-
odology for evaluating the effectiveness of regional develop-
ment programs and strategies is used in Ukraine. By the way,
it should be noted that, as follows from the content of this
methodology and other developments of domestic scientists
and practitioners, there is still no unequivocal understanding
of the meaning and differences of the terms “program”, “strat-
egy”, “forecast” and “plan” in Ukraine. Although in the world
scientific community there are very clear and unambiguous
distinctions between the meanings of these terms. This aspect
requires a separate discussion that goes beyond the scope of
this study. In the present research, we abstract from the differ-
ences in the interpretation of these terms, taking into account
the fact that in general, any action plan should provide a sys-
tem for evaluating its implementation and general method-
ological approaches for conducting such an evaluation.

The methodology proposed in Ukraine does not properly
meet world programming standards. It is obvious that it was
developed without taking into account the scientific achieve-
ments of domestic scientists in this field, since there are actu-
ally no scientific publications and discourse on this issue in our
country, which would be based on modern achievements on
this subject matter.

The methodology provides “a system of monitoring and
evaluating the effectiveness of the implementation of the re-
gional strategy, which provides for quantitative and qualitative
indicators of the achievement of goals (which include gender-
sensitive indicators) defined by the regional strategy, a forecast
of the economic development of the region for the period of
the strategy implementation, as well as a forecast of the impact
on various groups of the population (women, men, gitls, boys,
persons with disabilities, etc.). At the same time, it is stipulat-
ed that the Council of Ministers of the Autonomous Republic
of Crimea, regional, Kyiv and Sevastopol city state adminis-
trations: create monitoring groups, determine their composi-
tion and approve the procedure for their work; define a list of
indicators for monitoring and evaluating the results of the im-
plementation of the strategic goals and tasks of the regional
strategy; determine the procedure for entering, verifying and
publishing the results of monitoring and evaluating the effec-
tiveness of the implementation of the regional strategy and
plan of measures on their official websites” [9].

The creation and publication of methods for developing,
monitoring and evaluating of the effectiveness of the imple-
mentation of regional development strategies is a step forward
in the direction of building a modern system for evaluating the
effectiveness of regional strategies and programs in Ukraine.
At the same time, it should be noted that compared to modern
approaches to evaluating the effectiveness of programs used in
developed countries, the proposed approach is quite limited
and insufficiently tested in practice.

This can be explained by the fact that, firstly, the subject of
programming, in this case the council of a certain level, evalu-
ates itself, which does not guarantee the objectivity of the eval-
uation process and results. In developed countries, in order to
ensure the objectivity of the evaluation, external arbitrators,
so-called “interested parties”, namely program clients, mem-
bers of the public, business representatives, etc. are involved
into the evaluation process on a systemic basis.

And the question is not even that these methods do not
allow for external evaluation of the program, but that it is not
clear from the methods how exactly the involvement and par-
ticipation of external stakeholders in the evaluation process
should be carried out, the appropriate procedures are not pro-
vided for.

Secondly, the independent determination of the system of
indicators by the subject of programming for the evaluation of
the program, which is provided for by this methodology, is a
rather strange approach and contradicts the approaches ac-
cepted in the world. After all, the possibility for the developer
and executor of the program to determine the evaluation crite-
ria of his/her own activity negates the objectivity and realism
of such evaluation. On the other hand, the question arises why
each council, developing a program, should “reinvent the
wheel” in the sense of forming a system of indicators for evalu-
ating the program at a time when scientifically developed and
institutionally determined indicator systems for evaluating re-
gional programs are used for this purpose in the world.

In our opinion, one of the reasons for this state of affairs is
the fact that in the Soviet times there were domestic planning
and programming methods that did not provide for result eval-
uation systems (the issue of program evaluation was the pre-
rogative of the Communist Party, not the program developers
or implementers). It is obvious that such an approach is men-
tally projected by domestic program developers for new eco-
nomic conditions, limits the possibilities of paying due atten-
tion in modern market conditions to issues of evaluation of
program implementation and planning of the evaluation sys-
tem as a constituent component of the program.

Most of the existing approaches to the creation of territorial
development programs in Ukraine do not at all provide for the
creation of an evaluation system of the program implementation,
which reduces the effectiveness of these programs and increases
the economic risks associated with their use (risks of misuse of
funds, risks associated with corrupt activities, etc.) [10].

Therefore, when forming a modern system for evaluating
regional development programs in Ukraine, the experience of
certain economically developed countries (first of all, EU
countries and the USA) should be taken into account, as well
as the generalization of this experience [11]. In the process of
improving the program evaluation system in Ukraine, the
work of experts of international projects implemented in
Ukraine in the field of regional development can also be an
important basis [12].

The process of measuring the effectiveness of regional de-
velopment programs is generally defined as a set of measures
intended to compare the compliance of the program’s mission
and goals with its actual results. The process of evaluating the
effectiveness of the program should be clearly regulated in or-
der to minimize the costs of conducting the evaluation, adapt-
ed to the specific conditions of a certain program, and also
should be simple and understandable for users. The evaluation
of program implementation results, in addition to descriptive
characteristics and expert assessments, must necessarily be
based on statistically reliable quantitative indicators [13], so
that the results are comparable with indicators of GDP or its
individual components [14]. Indicators and characteristics
should be presented in the most concise form possible. And
although the above mentioned general approaches to measur-
ing the effectiveness of programs have been used for a long
time, they remain the subject of scientific debate. The term
“measuring program effectiveness” is used to identify a system
of indicators for evaluating program effectiveness [ 15], to com-
pare planned and actual program results, and to assess the
level of clients’ satisfaction with the implementation of the
program [16]. The given methodical approach can be based on
the analysis of an array of quantitative data reflecting the main
goals of the program and regional development in general.

On the other hand, measuring the effectiveness of regional
development programs is a multi-criteria and continuous eval-
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uation process that is oriented towards long-term results and is
based on those positive changes that are achieved due to the
implementation of the program. Taking into account the pro-
visions of the Concept of Sustainable Development, an im-
portant aspect of the effectiveness measuring process is the
evaluation of the sustainability of the achieved results in the
long-term perspective.

There are informal and formal evaluations of regional de-
velopment programs. In informal evaluations, for example,
during meetings, program administrators ask clients to express
their wishes and suggestions for improving the activity. In ad-
dition to informal approaches to gathering information for
evaluation and due to the fact that program administrators
need to conduct evaluation regularly, evaluation is also con-
ducted through a clearly defined and scientifically based pro-
cedure with the appropriate design of its results in the form of
reports and recommendations.

Formal evaluation is also important from the point of view
that the public closely follows regional development programs,
finances them through the allocation of funds from the central
and local budgets, contributions from businesses and public
organizations, non-governmental funds. Therefore, it is quite
natural that the public of the respective region wants to get ac-
quainted with the received results of the program in the form
of a written report.

The grounds for the evaluation can be divided into two
main groups:

1. To prove, confirm, justify something (reporting).

2. To improve something.

It is obvious that most evaluations have a dual task, while
the conduction of each specific evaluation can be assigned to
the first or to the second group according to the evaluation pri-
orities. Thus, for example, in the process of conducting evalu-
ations, the task of which is only to write a report, information
is used that is helpful for improving the process of program-
ming work for the future.

There are many ways of conducting an evaluation, but all
of them contain two elements: the first is the acquisition and
accumulation of facts, indicators and evidence, the second is
the comparison of the obtained facts with certain criteria.

Conducting both intermediate and final evaluations of the
effectiveness of programs is determined by the necessity to:
create a basis for making decisions regarding the initiation of
programs, making changes to them, and terminating them;
substantiate personnel changes; determine priorities; substan-
tiate the directions of program implementation; form public
opinion about programs; deploy and redistribute resources.

In Ukraine, program evaluation has been considered as a
one-time and separate process, which is not related to the gen-
eral and long-term dynamics of the development of the region.
According to modern approaches, the evaluation of program
effectiveness is a cyclical process that ensures the interconnec-
tion of previous and subsequent regional development pro-
grams. This process is as follows: program creation — formation
of a system of evaluation criteria — creation of an information
database for evaluation — analysis of indicators and facts —
combination with the general process of regional management,
conclusions — use of conclusions for the formation of the
chronologically following regional development program.

Strategic planning involves taking into account the factors
of external influence of this or that program on the future. One
of these factors is stakeholders, organizations and people in-
terested in this program. Those interested in checking and
confirming the positive contribution of the program may be
representatives of such population groups as: taxpayers, mem-
bers of advisory committees of the program, representatives of
controlling organizations, administrators of higher manage-
ment levels. Another important category, which is also in-
volved in the evaluation process, involves program partici-
pants, that is, those people who benefit from the program and
at whom it is aimed. In addition, the opinion of those who

help to implement the program — volunteers and organiza-
tions, sponsors or partners — is also taken into account.

Theoretical studies on the participation of different cate-
gories of people in the evaluation process indicate that the
more actively interested parties participate in the evaluation
process, that is, in its planning, in the collection of factual in-
formation and in the process of reporting the results, the more
effectively the results of the conducted evaluation will be used.
Representatives of interested groups and organizations can act
as volunteers to perform the following tasks in the evaluation
process: telephone surveys, analysis of received data, reporting
on evaluation results.

The following form (Table) may be useful for planning the
evaluation process and involving stakeholders in it.

The expediency of conducting an evaluation when plan-
ning and implementing a specific program must be considered
through the prism of the following criteria: the benefit of con-
ducting an evaluation; realistic performance of the planned
evaluation; compliance with the principles of ethics and confi-
dentiality of the evaluation process; if an evaluation has al-
ready been conducted, how carefully it has been done.

Table
Form for planning the involvement of representatives of
interested groups and organizations in the implementation of
certain stages of the evaluation process

Representatives of interested groups and

organizations
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1. Selection of the
evaluation object

2. Goal setting

3. Task learning

4. Selection of the
level of influence

5. Decision-making
on “when, how and
who” issues

6. Selection or
creation of
documentation
formats

7. Validation or pilot
testing

8. Analysis of actual
data

9. Generalization of
the obtained data

10. Writing reports

11. Submission and
distribution of reports

12. Assessment of
the conducted
evaluation process
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Highlighting five main stages in the process of evaluating
the effectiveness of regional development programs, we will
describe them. At the first two stages planning of the evaluation
process takes place, whereas the last stage provides for the im-
plementation of the evaluation, which is the result of the work
carried out in the evaluation process. The first stage in con-
ducting an evaluation is the selection of the evaluation object.
This stage, in addition to a detailed description of the evalua-
tion object, also involves determining the goal of the evaluation
process, that is, it is determined what will be the main result of
the evaluation — proving (confirming) something or improving
it. The next, second stage of the evaluation is planning of the
evaluation strategy (procedure). The third stage involves the
collection of factual data for the evaluation. The fourth is the
analysis of the information database. And the last, fifth, is re-
porting on the results of the program implementation.

The criteria of the program evaluation can be as follows: pro-
ductivity, efficiency and satisfaction of customer expectations.

Quantitative and qualitative characteristics are used to
evaluate the effectiveness of the program according to the de-
fined criteria. Quantitative characteristics are used when it is
possible to display information in digital form, for example
through statistical data. Qualitative characteristics reflect in-
formation through a description of the return or contribution
of the program in the form of words, phrases, quotes. Com-
bined, the quantitative and qualitative components of the da-
tabase complement each other, resulting in a more complete
picture of the program’s positive return and contribution.

There are many possible ways of collecting factual data:
available reporting information (census results, production
and financial reporting of enterprises, internal reporting of
program administrators, statistical data, etc.); telephone sur-
veys; sent out or distributed (and collected) questionnaires;
personal surveys of respondents using questionnaires; work in
groups; modeling; observation; public feedback; personal in-
terviews with respondents (personal assessments of a private
nature, interviews with leaders).

Most of the above mentioned techniques for collecting
factual data can be adapted and used to collect information at
various stages of programming: planning, design and imple-
mentation, and evaluation of the program.

To ensure the effectiveness of the process and results of the
evaluation of regional development programs, group work
methods are used: “formal group process”, “target groups”
and “conceptual modeling”. They are generally accepted for
use. With the help of these technologies, factual information is
collected for planning and execution of individual stages of
programming, however, along with this, group work technolo-
gies can also be applied at any stage of the evaluation process.

In the process of group work, formal and informal group
processes are distinguished. The informal process is unregu-
lated and it makes it possible to form a general impression
about the effectiveness of the program. This process can be
called formal because it concerns only a certain narrow and
relatively permanent “formal” group and involves observing all
the “formalities” of group work. Productive group work in this
case is ensured by compliance with the appropriate procedure.

Program reviews are usually carried out in the last few days
of its implementation by group meetings, each of which con-
sists of at least three people who are “external” to the program.
Such a group usually includes the program administrator, a
specialist who has worked or is working in a program similar to
the one being evaluated, and a specialist in the relevant field.
Since the program review process is really time-consuming, it
is very important to limit this review to only the most impor-
tant issues and conduct it at a high organizational level.

Monitoring of the program, in the sense of controlling the
process of its implementation, is important, because it often
happens that the measures are not carried out as it was fore-
seen in the work plan of the program. During the implementa-
tion of the program, it may also be found out that, compared

to the plans, such available resources as time, personnel and
materials are insufficient or have been wasted.

The monitoring process performs the following tasks: to
provide evidence of the program being implemented; to deter-
mine whether the documentation and informational materials
of the program are used or not to serve the target audience; to
identify any difficulties and deviations from the plans that may
arise during the implementation of the program. Self-moni-
toring is also carried out, which enables staff and other people
involved in the implementation of the program to constantly
improve their work process.

Analytical processing of data in the process of evaluating
the program is carried out by means of various methods: cal-
culation of average values; multifactor analysis, etc.

Evaluation of program implementation is not considered
complete until the results of the evaluation are designed in the
report form, and the reports are submitted as assigned and/or
made public.

The report format should meet the needs and peculiarities
of the audience for which the report is presented. That is, as a
rule, the result of the evaluation is drawn up in several formats.
Possible formats of the report for the general public are publi-
cations in the periodical press, radio and television broadcasts.
Interested institutions and organizations can order the desired
report form. Possible formats of the report in this case are: a
video film, a booklet, a short or voluminous written report.

There is no generally accepted standard for a written re-
port. Each body that administers the regional development
program creates a certain general structure of the report,
which is then adapted to the specifics of each program. The
following report structure can be given as a general one: intro-
duction; purpose and tasks; methodology; limitations; the
results.

Conclusions. In general, it should be noted that, unlike
economically developed countries where regional develop-
ment programs provide the expected economic effect, in
Ukraine they usually do not achieve the declared goals at both
the state and regional levels. There are many reasons for this
state of affairs; however, in our opinion, one of the main rea-
sons is lack of a scientifically based modern methodology for
evaluating the effectiveness of program implementation. Mod-
ern methods are the main procedures and methods of evalua-
tion. Such a situation results in ineffective use of the funds in-
volved in program implementation, because it is difficult to
provide funds if the system of control over their use is unclear.
Given that the main modern tool for regional development
management is programs, the shortcomings and problems of
the program evaluation system are one of the main limiting
factors of regional development in Ukraine. This problem is
becoming especially relevant in the context of the necessity to
form post-war recovery programs for those regions of Ukraine
that suffered from the consequences of Russian aggression.

In order to solve the defined problems, in this study we
propose general methodological approaches to the evaluation
of the implementation of regional development programs in
Ukraine in accordance with the approaches that are generally
accepted in economically developed countries.

Prospects for further research on this topic have two direc-
tions:

- further research on evaluation methods and technologies
of regional development programs of Ukraine, their scientific
justification and approval;

- adaptation of modern methodology for evaluating re-
gional development programs of economically developed
countries to modern socio-economic realities of Ukraine.
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Meta. CucreMarusallis akTyaJlbHUX MpobsieM y cdepi
BUKOPHCTAHHSI CYy4acHOI METOMWKU OIIiHKM e(heKTUBHOCTI
BUKOHAHHS MPOrpaM perioHaJIbHOTO PO3BUTKY B YKpaiHi Ta
OOIpYHTYBaHHSI HAYKOBMX OCHOB METOAOJIOTII OLIHKMU MpPO-
rpaM y BilITOBIAHOCTi 10 Cy4YaCHUX MPUHLIMIIIB MPOrpaMHO-
LIThOBOTO TJIAHYBaHHSI.

MeTtoauka. Y mpoiieci poOOTM BUKOPUCTAHI 3arajibHO-
MPUIHSITI METOOM HAYKOBUX E€KOHOMIYHUX MOCTIIKEHb, a
caMe CMCTeMHM i MOPiBHSIbHUI aHaJli3 HAyKOBOI1 JliTepaTy-
pU, TIPaKTUKU PO3pOOKM I peasizallii mporpam mpocTopoBO-
rO PO3BUTKY B YKpaiHi Ta 32 KOPIOHOM, y3araJlbHeHHS, Me-
TOMM JIOTIYHOI abCTpaKilii Ta reHepallil BACHOBKIB.

Pe3ynbraTi. Y pesynbTaTi MpOBEAEHOTO MOCTIIXKEHHS
BCTAHOBJIEHA HAsIBHICTb MPOOJEMU 1100 BiICYTHOCTI B
VYKpaiHi cuUCTeMM OLIiHIOBaHHS IPOTpaM pPerioHaJbHOTO
PO3BUTKY, 110 3HUXKYE e(EeKTUBHICTh CTBOPEHHS Ta peai-
3alii Takux TporpaM. Y JOOCJiIKEeHHi BUKJaAeHi OCHOBU
HayKOBO OOI'PYHTOBaHOI METOJ0JIOTi1 MOHITOPUHTY Ta OLli-
HIOBaHHS MPOrpaM perioHaJIbHOTO PO3BUTKY, 11O arpobo-
BaHa B €KOHOMIYHO PO3BMHEHMX KpaiHax i morpebye mo-
NaJIbIIIOr0 HAYKOBOTO OIpAIOBaHHS i 3alpoOBalKEHHS Y
MPaKTUKY AEePKaBHOTO PEryJIOBaHHS MOBOEHHOTO BiTHOB-
JICHHS Ta COILiaJIbHO-€KOHOMiIYHOTO PO3BUTKY pPErioHiB
Ykpainu.

Haykosa noBu3Ha. Po3kpuTi HayKoOBi Ta paKTUYHI repe-
IYMOBU i cydacHU cTaH npobieMu hopMyBaHHST CydacHOL
CUCTEMM OLIHKU €(PEeKTUBHOCTI BUKOHAHHSI IIPOrpaM perio-
HaJILHOTO PO3BUTKY B YKpaiHi. BucyHyra, TeopeTuyHo 00-
IPYHTOBaHa W MiATBepIKeHa MPAKTUKOK PErioHaJbHOIO
yIpaBJliHHS B €EKOHOMIYHO PO3BMHEHUX KpaiHax KOHLIETILLis
Teopii il MeTonuKK (HhOPMYBaHHS CYYaCHOTO MEXaHi3My OLLiH-
KU TPOTPaM MTOBOEHHOTO BiMHOBJIEHHS Ta PO3BUTKY PETiOHIB
VYkpainu.

IIpakTiyna 3HaunMicTh. 3aTIpOBaIKEHHS 3aMIPOITIOHOBA-
HOI METOIMKU PO3pOOKHU Ta peasizallii mporpaM perioHaib-
HOTO PO3BUTKY 3a0€3MeUUThb BiAIOBIIHICTb MPAaKTUKKU PETio-
HaJIbHOTO YMpaBiliHHs cTaHAaptam €C, 10 CIPUsITUME €B-
pOIHTETpalLliiHUM TpoliecaM; 30UTbIINUTh MOXIMBOCTI opra-
HiB Jep>KaBHOI BJIAAW Ta MiCLIEBOTO CAMOBPSITYBaHHSI 111010
3aJTy4eHHSI KOIITIB [IJIs1 IPOTPaM IMOBOEHHOTO BiIHOBIEHHST i
MOAAIBIIOTr0 PO3BUTKY PETiOHiB YKpaiHu; 3a0€3MeUnTh Mpo-
30piCTh BUKOPUCTAHHS KOIUTIB y Mpolieci peanizauii mpo-
rpaM i 3HU3UTh PiBEHb KOPYMUIMHUX PU3MKIB; MiABUILIUTH
e(eKTUBHICTD peatizallil mporpaM 3arajoM.

KiouoBi caoBa: ouyinka, monimopune, npoepama, po3eu-
MOK, peeioH, YNpasainHs, Memodonoeis, espoinmeepayis
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