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Abstract

This study explores the evaluation of investment attractiveness of Ukraine’s economy. 
The following factors are analyzed:  the social significance of the sector, the coefficient 
of support for the sectoral development, the coefficient of production efficiency, the 
index of fierce competition, and the inflation index. The results of applying the calcu-
lation of the average value of the weighting factor within a particular sector and the 
method of the sum of sets show that the most significant influence on the investment 
attractiveness of the economy sector are factors of economic efficiency and support 
of the sector by the state. The study is based on the development and calculation of 
an integrated indicator of sectoral attractiveness. This approach makes it possible to 
take into account a set of factors and more accurately describe the existing priorities 
of a particular sector of the economy. The conclusion is that that the most attractive 
sectors in Ukraine are industry, trade, transport and communications, as well as fi-
nancial activities. The education sector remains the least attractive for investment. It is 
estimated that its attractiveness does not exceed 10% of the threshold. Unattractive for 
investments sectors will need special attention from the government. Correcting the 
current situation and attracting additional investment in such areas can significantly 
reduce the burden on the state budget. The findings of this investigation can be used in 
order to expand the existing tools for the formation of economic policy of Ukraine and 
improve the practice of evaluation of sectoral investment.
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INTRODUCTION

Ensuring investment attractiveness is a priority for the national econ-
omy. Investment is a catalyst for the restructuring of the economy and 
the solution of socio-economic problems. Activation of investment 
activity, formation of investment resources is the basis for econom-
ic growth. Investments are a fundamental source of sectoral devel-
opment; they are inextricably linked with innovation processes and 
are one of the key elements of sustainable economic growth (Sonko 
et al., 2018). In the economy of Ukraine, there is a lack of sectoral 
investment, uneven distribution and reduction of public funding for 
investment processes. An important catalyst for the development of 
the sector is capital investment. It is primarily aimed at the reproduc-
tion of fixed assets, expansion, reconstruction and modernization of 
enterprises. Thus (according to the State Statistics Service of Ukraine) 
in the first half of 2020, capital investment in Ukraine decreased by 
34.9%. The volume of foreign investment currently does not meet the 
needs of Ukraine’s economy. In 2020, the highest outflow of invest-
ment was in Ukrainian industry – almost $1.6 billion. In the first 
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quarter of 2020, investments from Cyprus decreased by $1.4 billion, from Germany – by $427.5 million, 
from the Netherlands – by $178.4 million. The above shows that in today’s conditions, the issue of in-
creasing investment attractiveness is acute for the national economy.

Investment attractiveness as a set of subjective and objective factors that contribute to the investment 
process is primarily determined by a favorable investment climate. An important task of the govern-
ment is to increase investment attractiveness by ensuring a favorable investment climate within the 
country. This can be achieved through the development and implementation of effective investment 
policies that minimize risks to investors, tax benefits, customs incentives, the creation of plans and 
programs, application of state contracts, development of public-private partnership, etc. The investment 
climate is formed under the influence of political, economic, financial and institutional conditions. The 
investment climate determines the incentives and opportunities for efficient production and expansion. 
Today, the export of agricultural products, industrial development and trade promotion are promising 
for the Ukrainian economy. Each sector has its own characteristics.

Every investor is faced with the question of choosing sectors that are promising for effective invest-
ment activities. At the same time, the government is also faced with a significant choice in identifying 
sectors that need support. The solution to these problems is based on the assessment of investment 
attractiveness in the context of economic sectors. The key task in the process of studying invest-
ment attractiveness is to conduct a qualitative factor analysis and identify the most important factors. 
The analysis of the factors that determine the conditions of development of a particular sector will 
identify obstacles and prospects for future investment activities. That is why the study of integrated 
evaluation of attractiveness in the context of the sectoral distribution is especially relevant in today’s 
environment.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

The scientific world pays considerable attention 
to the study of the concept of investment attrac-
tiveness. Problems of investment attractiveness 
have repeatedly been the subject of research by 
leading scientists. Investment attractiveness is 
often understood as an ability to encourage in-
vestment through offering combinations of loca-
tion benefits possible to achieve within business 
activities. Areas offering an optimal combina-
tion of location factors create the best condi-
tions for enterprises to function, and in conse-
quence they attract investors (Borowicz, Kostyra, 
Dzierżanowski, Szultka & Wandałowski, 2016). 
The role of state and regional policy in increas-
ing sectoral investment attractiveness is of-
ten the subject of research by foreign authors 
(Globerman & Shapiro, 1999). At the same time, 
studies (Jantoń-Drozdowska & Majewska, 2016) 
note the similarity between the components of 
competitiveness and investment attractiveness 
as two additional categories and point to the role 
of new local advantages in determining the level 
of investment attractiveness.

Less often, the objects of research of the au-
thors are the analysis of the spatial and sec-
toral distribution of foreign direct investment 
(Ramachandran et al., 2020) or the sectoral 
aspect of investment activities (Irtyshcheva et 
al. 2014; Maliuta, 2019; Reverchuk et al., 2020). 
Among the scholars who have studied this is-
sue, it is also appropriate to single out I. Blank 
(Blank, 2001), who analyzed the prospects of the 
sectoral economy and proposed an integrated 
indicator of investment attractiveness, calcu-
lated using the ranking of indicators and the 
calculation of weights. Integral assessment is a 
widely used and effective tool for analyzing eco-
nomic processes and phenomena (Naumenko 
et al., 2016; Yehorov, 2012; Riabovolyk, 2017). 
This will also be addressed during the research 
process. 

Scientists often pay attention to the phenom-
enon of investment attractiveness and its assess-
ment, investment opportunities and potential of 
regions or national economy (Kharlamova, 2014; 
Krykhivs’ka & Chernyshova, 2017; Gutkevych, 
2019). At the same time, researchers (Nosova, 
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2003) often consider an approach that identifies 
the strengths and weaknesses of the object of in-
vestment, which in the future will allow the inves-
tor to determine the feasibility of potential invest-
ment in a particular economy sector. Other scien-
tists suggest a list of key factors determine the level 
of investment attractiveness of economic sectors 
and rational methods of calculating the amount 
of funds invested in the development of economic 
sectors (Yemelianov et al., 2003). (Yemelianov et 
al., 2003) continued to study investment attrac-
tiveness on the basis of factor analysis and applied 
an approach based on a set of indicators grouped 
by common features to assess it. Hajduts’kyj 
(2004) emphasizes that all current methodologi-
cal approaches do not provide an integrated as-
sessment of the aggregate content of investment 
attractiveness. According to the author, a compre-
hensive approach to assessing the investment at-
tractiveness of the economy as a multilevel system: 
at the national, sectoral, regional, business and 
project levels deserves attention. Ovcharenko and 
Stepanova (2017) point to the lack of a single uni-
versal method of assessing the investment attrac-
tiveness of the economy sector and the problem 
of completely different categorical understanding, 
which leads to significant differences in the choice 
of investment attractiveness. But most of the 
works of scientists focus on studying the problem 
of increasing the inflow of investment at the level 
of a particular enterprise, less often – the region 
Gliznutsa, 2016; Hryhoruk & Khrushch, 2016; 
Sydor & Davydovska, 2015; Dovhan, 2015. 

An important place is occupied by research on 
the factors of investment attractiveness. Modern 
researchers (Ovcharenko & Stepanova, 2017) pro-
vide such indicators as: net profit ratio, profitabil-
ity ratio, cost-effectiveness, production efficiency, 
capital efficiency, return on investment, social sig-
nificance of the sector, the share of employees in 
the total number of employees in the total in eco-
nomics, etc. According to scientists (Ovcharenko 
& Stepanova, 2017), “the creation of a methodol-
ogy for assessing the investment attractiveness of 
industrial development is possible on the basis of 
a thorough selection of a large number of indica-
tors by which investment attractiveness will be 
determined.”

2. AIMS

The paper is aimed at evaluating the investment 
attractiveness of economic sectors based on an in-
tegrated indicator using Ukraine as an example.

3. METHODS

The general method of research is based on the use 
of an integrated approach to assessing investment 
attractiveness in terms of industries. The research 
method involves the use of relative indicators, as 
well as the use of weight coefficients. The following 
indicators were expertly identified: social signifi-
cance of the sector, the coefficient of support for 
the sectoral development, the coefficient of sec-
toral production efficiency, return on investment, 
the index of competitiveness, the inflation index, 
and the investment attractiveness of the economy 
sector. Consider them in more detail.

a) Social significance of the sector (SSS). An in-
dicator that reflects the importance of the 
sector for society. It may include the ratio of 
people employed in the sector to the total eco-
nomically active population, the unemploy-
ment rate in the sector, etc., the sectoral level 
of GDP per capita.

ijL
SSS

WF
=  (1)

where ijL  – value of i-th parameter of employ-
ment in the j-th sector; WF  – the total number of 
economically active population.

b) Coefficient of support for the development of 
the sector (CSDS). This factor takes into ac-
count subsidies, transfers by sector, the share 
of capital investment, etc.

,
ijI

CSDS
I

=  (2)

where ijI  – value of i-th parameter of capital in-
vestment in the j-th sector; I  – the total value of 
capital investment.

c) Production efficiency ratio (PER). It is advisa-
ble to calculate the indicator using the ratio of 
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sales of goods and services within the sector 
to GDP.

,
ijQ

PER
GDP

=  (3)

where ijQ  – value of i-th parameter of sales of 
goods and services in the j-th sector; GDP  – sales 
of goods and services, volume of goods and servic-
es produced in the country during the year (Gross 
Domestic Product).

d) Capital productivity ratio (CPR). The indica-
tor reflects the efficiency of use of fixed assets 
and shows the volume of production per unit 
of fixed assets.

,
ij

ij

Q
CPR

F
=  (4)

where ijF  – value of i-th parameter of value of 
fixed assets in the j-th sector.

e) Competitiveness index (CI). The factor may 
be based on an increase in the number of eco-
nomic entities, or on an aggregate competi-
tion index and a dispersion of market shares.

( )

( )

1

1

,
t t

t

ij ij

ij

C C
CI

C

−

−

−
=  (5)

where 
tij

C  – value of i-th parameter of entities in 
the j-th sector during the period of time t.

f) Inflation index. The indicator is not integrated. 
It allows taking into account the disincentive 
effect on investment attractiveness of the pro-
cess of devaluation of money.

Given the different limits of change in the studied 
indicators – it is advisable to normalize them. For 
this purpose, were used the formula:

,
ij

ij av

n

x x
x

n D

−
=

⋅
 (6)

where 
ijn
x  – normalized value of i-th factor in 

the j-th sector; ijx  – value of i-th factor in the j-th 
sector; avx  – avarage value of i-th parameter; D  

– the value of the variance of the group of indica-
tors; n – number of periods in the research.

For each indicator, the coefficient of relative vari-
ance ( )iδ  was calculated in the context of the 
period.

max min

max

,
ij ij

i

ij

x x

x
δ

−
=  (7)

where maxijx  – maximum value of i-th factor in 
the j-th sector; minijx  – minimum value of i-th fac-
tor in the j-th sector.

Weights ( )iw  get the greatest value for those fac-
tors whose relative variance is the most significant. 
Weights are calculated by the formula: 

1

,i
i m

i

i

w
δ

δ
=

=

∑
 (8)

where m  – the number of factors in the research.

4. RESULTS

The effectiveness of investment measures de-
pends on investment attractiveness of the par-
ticular sector of the economy. It should be noted 
that our previous work in the context of factor 
analysis formed the basis of modern research. 
Determining the investment attractiveness of a 
particular area of activity, it is necessary to con-
sider a set of factors that make up the external 
conditions of the investment project. For exam-
ple: the importance of the sector (the value of 
products, its features, the share of exports, de-
pendence on imports, consumers of products; 
characteristics of consumption of the sector, the 
level of competition development, the peculiari-
ties of the market, the actual and potential mar-
ket volumes, the stability of the sector in rela-
tion to the general economic downturn in the 
country); the level of state intervention in the 
development of the sector (low, medium or high, 
including public capital investments, tax bene-
fits, the possibility of accelerated depreciation); 
social significance of the sphere of activity (the 
number of jobs, regional location of production, 
average wages, trade union activities, environ-
mental hazards of production and products, sta-
tistics of strikes and losses from them); financial 
conditions of the sector (the level of overall prof-
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itability, average profitability, return on invest-
ed capital, asset turnover, asset average liquidity).

Table 1 illustrates the indicators calculated on the 
basis of data from the State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. All data for 2014–2019 are given without 
taking into account part of the temporarily occu-
pied territories.

Table 1 shows that indicators have different lim-
its of change. It is necessary to normalize indica-
tors for further calculations. This will solve the 
problem of considering the limited number of 
indicators.

The factors selected were listed for the research, 
but it must be taken into account the fact that not 
all factors have the same effect. It is possible to 
solve this problem with the use of weights.

The process of determining weights ( )iw  of-
ten causes difficulties. It is difficult to formalize 
weights’ calculation and is usually performed by 
methods of expert evaluation. But such approach 
is quite resource-intensive and inevitably subjec-
tive. It is possible to formalize the process of ob-
taining weights if you use the numerical method, 
which is used to compare the characteristics of the 
set of variants of the researched system. The re-

Table 1. Investment attractiveness indicators
Source: Authors’ calculations.

Indicators
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H
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Social significance of 
the sector

2010 0.29 0.14 0.01 0.15 0.05 0.23 0.02 0.06 0.02

2011 0.30 0.14 0.01 0.15 0.04 0.25 0.02 0.06 0.02

2012 0.30 0.14 0.01 0.15 0.04 0.24 0.02 0.06 0.02

2013 0.30 0.15 0.01 0.15 0.04 0.23 0.02 0.06 0.01

2014 0.27 0.14 0.01 0.14 0.04 0.21 0.01 0.05 0.01

2015 0.25 0.13 0.01 0.15 0.03 0.20 0.01 0.05 0.01

2016 0.24 0.13 0.01 0.18 0.03 0.24 0.01 0.05 0.01

2017 0.23 0.13 0.12 0.20 0.03 0.31 0.01 0.05 0.01

2018 0.24 0.13 0.14 0.23 0.04 0.32 0.01 0.05 0.01

2019 0.22 0.13 0.15 0.26 0.03 0.35 0.01 0.05 0.02

Coefficient of support 
for the sectoral 
development 

2010 0.12 0.06 0.00037 0.31 0.16 0.21 0.01 0.05 0.03

2011 0.21 0.09 0.00023 0.44 0.18 0.27 0.01 0.06 0.03

2012 0.21 0.10 0.00021 0.51 0.23 0.27 0.01 0.06 0.04

2013 0.21 0.10 0.00016 0.54 0.23 0.25 0.01 0.08 0.04

2014 0.21 0.10 0.00015 0.48 0.20 0.23 0.01 0.09 0.03

2015 0.33 0.17 0.00031 0.49 0.24 0.28 0.01 0.10 0.04

2016 0.56 0.28 0.00026 0.65 0.25 0.35 0.01 0.14 0.04

2017 0.56 0.28 0.00034 0.68 0.25 0.33 0.01 0.14 0.04

2018 0.57 0.26 0.00036 0.64 0.31 0.34 0.01 0.14 0.05

2019 0.55 0.25 0.00038 0.69 0.32 0.42 0.01 0.14 0.06

Production efficiency 
ratio

2010 0.11 0.09 0.03 1.27 0.10 1.49 0.02 0.05 0.14

2011 0.10 0.08 0.02 1.14 0.09 1.12 0.01 0.06 0.13

2012 0.12 0.09 0.03 1.08 0.11 1.27 0.12 0.04 0.13

2013 0.11 0.09 0.03 1.02 0.10 1.28 0.06 0.04 0.11

2014 0.14 0.11 0.03 0.99 0.10 1.32 0.04 0.04 0.10

2015 0.25 0.14 0.04 0.96 0.08 1.34 0.12 0.05 0.10

2016 0.22 0.13 0.04 0.98 0.08 1.41 0.09 0.04 0.12

2017 0.21 0.14 0.04 0.97 0.08 1.42 0.09 0.04 0.13

2018 0.20 0.14 0.04 1.09 0.08 1.55 0.09 0.04 0.13

2019 0.21 0.14 0.04 1.00 0.09 1.63 0.10 0.05 0.13
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sulting matrix reflects the properties of the system 
in the whole range of variation of parameters and 
serves. On the one hand, the matrix can be used as 
a basis for finding optimal values, and on the oth-
er – a basis for formalized calculation of weights 
that take into account the relative importance of 

each factor. There were calculated the coefficient 
of relative scatter ( )iδ  in terms of the researched 
period (7) and weights ( )iw  for each indicator 
(8). The weights ( )iw  are the most important for 
those factors whose relative variance is the most 
significant.

Indicators
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Capital productivity 
ratio

2010 1.04 0.81 26.00 1.25 1.68 15.10 0.54 0.06 2.86

2011 1.08 0.84 30.34 1.32 1.75 13.99 0.71 0.05 29.00

2012 1.21 0.94 37.73 0.95 2.11 12.91 5.72 0.01 4.71

2013 0.54 0.82 0.25 0.85 1.75 14.49 2.87 0.01 2.89

2014 0.65 0.99 0.30 0.81 2.40 14.31 2.21 0.01 3.21

2015 0.89 1.36 0.42 0.50 2.42 15.95 8.45 0.06 4.03

2016 0.77 1.18 0.36 0.76 2.49 14.98 7.20 0.07 3.86

2017 0.79 1.19 0.35 0.73 2.43 14.85 7.25 0.07 3.75

2018 0.77 1.19 0.37 0.63 2.46 14.22 7.06 0.06 3.80

2019 0.76 1.19 0.35 0.53 2.86 14.03 7.00 0.06 4.05

Competitiveness index

2010 1.24 1.03 1.21 1.25 1.01 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.05

2011 1.46 1.04 1.29 1.71 1.02 1.03 1.03 1.05 1.06

2012 0.74 1.04 0.83 0.63 1.03 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.11

2013 1.02 1.05 1.05 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.05 1.01 1.04

2014 1.01 1.01 0.76 1.01 1.05 1.05 1.07 1.02 1.01

2015 1.02 1.05 1.75 1.01 1.03 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.03

2016 0.98 0.94 0.75 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.01 1.03 1.04

2017 1.18 1.05 0.96 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.01 1.03 1.04

2018 1.11 1.05 0.85 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.04

2019 1.26 1.03 0.90 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.05

Inflation index

2010 1.1825 1.18 1.11 1.05 1.09 1.09 1.07 1.10 1.04

2011 1.1120 1.11 1.06 1.04 1.17 1.07 1.08 1.18 1.02

2012 1.0270 1.03 0.98 1.01 1.03 1.04 1.05 1.08 0.99

2013 1.0310 1.03 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.02 1.02 0.97

2014 1.1445 1.14 1.12 1.08 1.16 1.11 1.07 1.25 1.02

2015 1.3955 1.40 1.46 1.39 2.16 1.39 1.24 1.37 1.33

2016 1.1080 1.11 1.09 1.12 1.35 1.10 1.13 1.07 1.16

2017 1.1222 1.22 1.27 1.26 1.26 1.17 1.32 1.11 1.18

2018 1.1256 1.21 1.36 1.30 1.31 1.22 1.33 1.21 1.20

2019 1.235 1.38 1.40 1.31 1.40 1.30 1.31 1.26 1.21

Table 1 (cont.). Investment attractiveness indicators

The next step is to build a matrix of weights:

Source: Authors’ calculations
1

2

3

4

5

6

.09 .07 .24 .08 .13 .12 .04 .06 .13

.28 .36 .16 .23 .24 .31 .15 .20 .20

.17 .21 .11 .06 .14 .21 .35 .30 .13

.20 .19 .26 .26 .21 .15 .37 .33 .38

.17 .05 .14 .26 .02 .01 .02 .01 .04

.09 .12 .09 .12 .27 .20 .07 .10 .11

x

x

x
W

x

x

x

=  (9)
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It becomes possible to determine the most influ-
ential group of factors in terms of evaluation us-
ing the method of weights. For this, the average 
value of the weighting factor within a particular 
sector was calculated using the sum of sets meth-
od. This method involves ranking the indicators 
by the place of the indicator by the value of the 
weights.

The factors of capital efficiency and state support 
of the sector have the most significant impact on 
the sectoral investment attractiveness. Such re-

sults are quite logical. The Production efficiency 
ratio reflects the real level of efficiency in the use 
of existing fixed assets. The government support 
provides favorable conditions for business opera-
tion. At the same time, the impact of competition 
on the investment attractiveness of the sector is 
insignificant.

Based on the above indicators, an approach to the 
integrated assessment of investment attractiveness 
of the economy sector was proposed. To build an 
integrated indicator of investment attractiveness, 

Table 2. Determining the most influential group of factors

Source: Authors’ calculations
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Production 
efficiency ratio 3 2 5 5 4 2 2 2 3 28 3

Inflation index 4 4 6 3 1 3 4 4 4 33 4

Social 

significance of 
the sector

4 5 2 4 5 4 5 5 3 37 5

Competitiveness 
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the method of weights was used. The proposed at-
tractiveness index varies from 0 to 1. The sum of 
the weights should equal one. The indicators con-
sidered above are stimulants. Given the weighted 
estimates (8), the following is proposed:

1

,
ij

m

m i

i

IAI x w
=

 
= ⋅ 
 
∑  at 0 1,

ijm
x≤ ≤  (10)

where IAI  – (investment attractiveness indicator) 
is an integrated indicator of investment attrac-
tiveness of the economy sector, its lower limit of 
change is determined by the fact that the calcula-
tion is selected normalized indicators whose val-
ues are less than one ( )0 1 .IAI≤ ≤

Using formula (10), the investment attractiveness 
in terms of industries was calculated (Table 3).

If the value of the index (10) grows, the level of in-
vestment attractiveness grows too. It will be useful 
to complement the existing tools with the proposed 
approach. This allows one to more completely and 
thoroughly study the processes of attracting invest-
ment in individual sectors of the economy.

Table 3 shows that in terms of the period un-
der study, the most attractive are industry, trade, 
transport and communications, as well as finan-
cial activities. The sphere of education remains 

the least attractive for investment. The problem 
of radical reform of this sector is especially acute 
in modern realities. Most reforms of education 
remain superficial. In the vast majority of cases 
the measures taken by educational institutions 
are aimed at achieving quantitative rather than 
qualitative indicators. Stimulating investment in 
education is possible only if it will give financial-
ly effect. In the near future, Ukraine will not be 
able to avoid the reduction of educational institu-
tions. It is necessary to provide the establishment 
of strict requirements for the quality of education. 
Also, education needs reform in the field of the in-
troduction of a national system for assessing the 
level of knowledge of graduates and coordination 
with employers. Comparing the obtained values   
with the actual situation of distribution of ca pi-
tal investments in terms of industries (Figure 1), it 
can be seen that this ratio is maintained.

From Table 3 it becomes clear that over the past 
10 years there has been a tendency to increase in-
vestment attractiveness. The exception is financial 
activity, which is quite sensitive to any economic 
fluctuations both within the country and abroad. 
At the same time, the average level of attractiveness 
remains sufficient. In Ukraine, industry and trade 
have traditionally been profitable for investment. 
Industrial giants feel quite confident in a destabi-
lizing economy. Another important area is trade. 

Table 3. Calculation of the integrated indicator of investment attractiveness of the economy sector

Source: Authors’ calculations
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2010 0.12 0.27 0.09 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.38 0.02 0.02

2011 0.05 0.21 0.04 0.26 0.17 0.14 0.30 0.01 0.03

2012 0.11 0.22 0.04 0.25 0.14 0.12 0.30 0.04 0.04

2013 0.15 0.25 0.17 0.24 0.14 0.10 0.25 0.06 0.05

2014 0.16 0.21 0.21 0.25 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.06 0.14

2015 0.11 0.22 0.21 0.24 0.28 0.16 0.16 0.01 0.23

2016 0.11 0.24 0.22 0.26 0.26 0.19 0.19 0.05 0.21

2017 0.12 0.27 0.22 0.27 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.08 0.25

2018 0.14 0.27 0.21 0.25 0.26 0.28 0.21 0.15 0.26

2019 0.14 0.26 0.23 0.26 0.25 0.34 0.18 0.15 0.27

Average sectoral 
value 0.12 0.24 0.16 0.24 0.21 0.19 0.24 0.06 0.15
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The COVID-19 pandemic shook the world in 2020 
and forced companies to switch a significant part 
of their trading operations online. This pandemic 
has significantly damaged the investment attrac-
tiveness of the trade sector. Transport and commu-
nications are becoming more attractive for invest-
ment as a result of recent road construction. In ad-
dition, the general trend towards informatization 
of society and the transition to modern technolo-
gies contributes to the development of the sector.

Particularly positive changes can be observed in 
the field of health care. According to Table 3, the 
attractiveness of this health care has increased es-
sentially increased by a factor of 10 to the initial 
researched period. Obviously, the key reason for 
such growth is the effective reform of the sector, 
increasing the number of private clinics and lab-
oratories, the introduction of a donor transplant 
system. The COVID-19 pandemic provided a sig-
nificant impetus for the development of the sector. 
In conditions of a high level of disease outbreak 
due to coronavirus, were observed a general acti-
vation of the sector. All this gave impetus to the 
development of domestic medicine, the need for 
new research and additional external funding.

Investment management also includes econom-
ic and regulatory methods, which can be used to 
provide the necessary direction of investment ac-
tivities and obtain the desired results. State regu-
lation of investment activities needs to implement 
economic, scientific, technical and social policy. It 

is determined by plans and programs for econom-
ic development, budgets and the amount of public 
funding provided for this purposes. This creates 
favorable conditions for investors who carry out 
investment activities in the most important areas 
to meet social needs, and especially in the direc-
tion of technical improvement of production and 
implementation of discoveries and inventions.

Thus, in the macroeconomic aspect, investment 
activity is a process of laying the future of the 
country’s economy. The growth of investment to-
day is the basis for high growth rates of GDP to-
morrow. The investment climate is formed under 
the influence of various political, institutional, 
legal, economic and social factors. The same fac-
tors determine how attractive the particular sec-
tor is to a potential investor. Thus, the creation of 
a favorable investment climate is associated with 

“good governance” of investment attractiveness.

5. DISCUSSION

The problem of taking into account the maximum 
possible range of factors is especially relevant for 
such studies. The significance of the factor is de-
termined by the degree of its impact on the object 
of study. A logical question arises as to what fac-
tors to use in the study. To this end, it is advisable 
to use methods of correlation-regression analysis 
to avoid multicollinearity and to determine statis-
tically significant indicators.

Source: Site of the State Statistics Service of Ukraine. 
Retrieved from http://www.ukrstat.gov.ua

Figure 1. Dynamics of sectoral capital investments
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Obviously, the proposed approach does not take 
into account some factors. These calculations were 
abstracted from a number of factors, such as legal 
restrictions, the impact of globalization, sector-spe-
cific risks. Risk assessment is a particularly impor-
tant stage of investment activity. Qualitative risk 
analysis involves identifying causal relationships, 
identifying potential risk areas; forecasting the pos-
sible negative consequences of the manifestation of 
risks. The results of qualitative risk analysis are the 
basic basis for quantitative analysis. Quantitative 
analysis is formalized using the methods of math-
ematical statistics. At the stage of quantitative risk 
analysis, it is advisable to calculate the numerical 
values of individual risks. It is also important to 
predict possible losses. An important step is also 
the calculation of the cost equivalent of anti-cri-
sis measures. Key risks are specific to each sector. 
For example, for education it can be a low rating of 
educational institutions or reduction of students / 
entrants. And for agriculture, it is seasonality, de-
pendence on weather conditions, etc.

Legal factors, the impact of globalization, the impact 
of the world market can be assessed on the basis of a 
system of points from 0 to 1 (where 0 – the impact is 
insignificant, i.e. such that can be neglected; 0.5 – there 
is a certain level of barriers that complicate but do not 
make it impossible for enterprises and organizations; 1- 
restrictions are high, market access for potential par-
ticipants is very limited or almost closed). Similarly, in 
our opinion, it is possible to assess the regulatory and 
legal environment: 1 – legal environment favorable for 
business development; 0.5 – existing liberal state reg-
ulation and minor restrictions; 0 – strict state control 
and significant legal restrictions, the need for a signifi-
cant number of permits and licensing.

Future study of these factors gives one the oppor-
tunity to take them into account when calculating 
the integrated indicator of investment attractive-
ness of the economy sector. It also involves the use 
of methods of economic and mathematical mod-
eling, therefore it will be the subject of further 
research.

CONCLUSION

This study presents the prospects for assessing the investment attractiveness of the economy sectors 
based on an integrated indicator using Ukraine as an example.

For this purpose, the factors were identified such as: the social significance of the sector, the coefficient 
of support for the sectoral development, the coefficient of production efficiency, the index of fierce com-
petition, and the inflation index. The results of the factor analysis confirm that the factors of economic 
efficiency and state support of the sector have the most significant impact on the investment attractive-
ness. At the same time, the impact of competition on the investment attractiveness was insignificant.

The calculation of the developed investment attractiveness indicator showed that the most attractive 
sectors are: industry, trade, transport and communications and financial activities. At the same time, 
it has been found that the education sector remains the least attractive for investment. Transport and 
communications have become more attractive for investment as a result of recent road construction. 
The study found that there have been positive developments in health care. Improving the efficiency of 
the industry becomes possible only if a favorable investment environment is created. It is possible to 
increase the effectiveness of measures and minimize the risks of investors by applying a comprehensive 
approach in the investment policy of the state.

These results are insightful, however some limitations are acknowledged, so it provides opportunities 
for further research. The existing tools for assessing the investment attractiveness of the economy sector 
can be supplement by the proposed approach. This will provide a more complete and thorough study 
of the processes of attracting investment in certain sectors of the economy. The conducted empirical 
analysis can become a basis for further research in order to make informed decisions to improve the 
investment climate in Ukraine, increase the volume of foreign and capital investment.
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