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ABSTRACT

The growing importance of infrastructure investments in developed and transitional econo-
mies is driven by multiplier, production, and transport effects. This article examines their
role using a comparative structural analysis of investment trends from 1990-2023. Results
reveal major regional differences: in East Asia and the Pacific, mixed financing and greenfield
projects dominate new transport construction, while in Europe and Central Asia, invest-
ment focuses on modernizing existing infrastructure through balanced policies. Strategies
are shaped by institutional capacity, urbanization, population density, export potential, and
fiscal resources. The findings highlight how the experience of developed economies can
inform infrastructure development in transition economies.

Keywords: Infrastructure investments; Transport; Public-private partnerships; Financing
mechanisms; Institutional investments.
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RESUMO

A crescente importancia dos investimentos em infraestruturas nas economias desenvolvidas
e em transi¢do ¢ impulsionada por efeitos multiplicadores, produtivos e de transporte. Este
artigo analisa o seu papel através de uma andlise estrutural comparativa das tendéncias de
investimento entre 1990 e 2023. Os resultados revelam diferencgas regionais significativas:
na Asia Oriental ¢ no Pacifico, predominam o financiamento misto ¢ os projetos greenfield na
construgio de novas infraestruturas de transporte, enquanto na Europa ¢ na Asia Central
o investimento centra-se na modernizagdo das infraestruturas existentes através de politi-
cas equilibradas. As estratégias sdo moldadas pela capacidade institucional, urbanizacao,
densidade populacional, potencial de exportacédo e recursos fiscais. As conclusdes destacam
como a experiéncia das economias desenvolvidas pode informar o desenvolvimento de
infraestruturas nas economias em transi¢ao.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Infrastructure development requires significant private investment amid geopolitical
uncertainty, conflict, and a state funding deficit. Various types of investment resources play
an important role in the modernization, construction, management, and renovation of
roads, railways, ports, and airports, ranking second as investment targets after the electricity
sector (OECD, n.d.). Infrastructure investment covers the costs of building new transport
facilities, improving transport networks, developing multimodal networks and logistics, and
maintaining them (OECD, 2022; OECD, n.d.). Effective transport infrastructure requires
the involvement of various sources and types of financing, which in turn are determined by
the institutional, investment, and economic characteristics of different countries. Developed
countries traditionally have well-developed infrastructure, so investment in its modernization,
maintenance, and green transformation prevails. Broad access to private capital in developed
countries and efficient financial markets, as well as more stable institutions, contribute to
attracting private investment. In contrast, in countries with economies in transition, the
policy focus is on building new infrastructure, and capital investment is highly dependent
on public financing and funds from international financial organizations. Institutional weak-
nesses, administrative barriers in transition economies, and high corruption risks reduce the
level of investment attractiveness for private investors (Han et al., 2021).

In 2023, private infrastructure investment declined significantly compared to 2022,
amounting to $86 billion in low- and middle-income countries. The exceptions were the
Middle East and North Africa (MENA) and East Asia and the Pacific (EAP). At the same
time, thanks to a project-based approach, more countries were able to attract financing: 68
countries received funds to invest in 322 projects in 2023, compared to 54 countries and
260 projects in 2022 (World Bank, 2023). Institutional investors — pension funds, insurers,
sovereign wealth funds — play a special role, as they are increasingly viewing infrastructure
as a source of long-term and sustainable investment. However, their participation in invest-
ment depends on the level of development of the regulatory framework, the predictability
of concession rules, market transparency, and the reliability of contractual mechanisms. The
last two decades have also seen a significant increase in institutional investors’ interest in
investing in sustainable (green) infrastructure projects (Walter, 2024). In transition economies
with a less stable institutional environment, the potential for institutional investment is low.
In developed economies, such as in Europe, institutional investors are active participants in
the investment market. Given the above-mentioned features of investing in infrastructure
development in countries with developed and transition economies, it is important to explore
financial mechanisms for capital investment. Despite the growing role of private, public,
and institutional investment, there are a number of problems that need to be addressed.
These include limited access to long-term sources of infrastructure financing, an unstable
regulatory environment, imperfect models of public-private partnerships, imbalances in the
distribution of investment across regions and countries, and others.

The purpose of this article is to identify the role and importance of investment in infra-
structure development in countries with developed and transition economies.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Academic literature from the last five years highlights the role of infrastructure investment
in stimulating economic growth, reducing inequality, developing transport, and improving
social and environmental sustainability. Research directly links investment in infrastructure
projects to sustainable development goals, and the link between financing for transport and
transport networks, information and communication systems, and other elements of infra-
structure affects economic growth and the resolution of inequality issues (Chen and Chen,
2023; Gundes, 2022; Meng et al., 2024).

Within the scope of the importance of infrastructure investment, we highlight the follow-
ing areas of research: macroeconomic effects of infrastructure investment (Du et al., 2022;
Perez-Montiel and Manera, 2022; Hu and Li, 2025), transnational investment and initiatives
(Zou et al., 2022; Jiang et al., 2024; Duggan et al., 2024), infrastructure and transport (Cho
and Choi, 2021; Xin et al., 2022; Guler et al., 2023), infrastructure financing (Engel et al.,
2021; Dubas-Jakébezyk and Koziel, 2022; Shefer, 2024), social and environmental impacts
of investment (Xiong et al., 2022; Islam et al., 2022; Azad et al., 2021). Research on the role
of infrastructure investment in ensuring sustainable economic development focuses on the
impact of public and private capital investment in various infrastructure sectors. An analysis
of academic publications over the last few years (2021-2024) shows the multifaceted nature
of this issue, which covers economic, social, spatial, and environmental aspects.

Macroeconomic effects of infrastructure investment. Researchers have focused
considerable attention on the macroeconomic consequences of infrastructure financing. The
article by Du et al. (2022) empirically assesses and proves the positive impact of China’s
infrastructure projects in 2004-2019 on the quality of economic growth by promoting techno-
logical innovation, which stimulated structural modernization of the economy, improvement
of the industrial structure, and production efficiency. Similar conclusions are drawn in the
work of Perez-Montiel and Manera (2022) using the example of Spain: the authors found
a sustained long-term multiplier effect of public investment, which manifests itself in an
increase in production levels. Hu and Li (2025), on the other hand, draw attention to social
aspects, arguing that China’s infrastructure projects have the potential to reduce regional
inequality if strategically planned. This effect is achieved by increasing trade between regions
and reducing income disparities.

Geo-economic initiatives and transnational investments. Recent studies examine
the geo-economic role of investments. Zou et al. (2022) conducted an in-depth analysis of
China’s motives for infrastructure investments under the Belt and Road Initiative, highlighting
the synergy between geo-economic, energy, and political interests. One of the main motives
for investment under the initiative has been structural transformation in the country and the
need to support economic growth. As a result of geo-economic investment, China ensures:
accessibility between different regions, a smooth flow of production factors that reduce
production costs, and a stronger national currency. A study by Jiang et al. (2024) examines
the quantitative effects of the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank’s investment activities on
Chinese foreign investment, emphasizing the role of institutional investment in stimulating
the country’s foreign economic activity. The creation of the bank contributed to an average
increase in China’s foreign investment of 15.45% between 2014 and 2020, with the number
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of infrastructure projects increasing by 20.04% and the volume of direct investment flows
by 23.04%. In turn, Duggan et al. (2024) analyzed China’s strategic presence in the EU’s
agricultural infrastructure, revealing the dimensions of international infrastructure policy.
China’s Go Global foreign direct investment policy allows Chinese companies to increase
their own investments in the foreign agri-food sector. Chinese firms are increasingly acquir-
ing European agri-food companies as part of China’s policy to enhance food security. In
addition, the transfer of knowledge from European companies enables China to achieve its
national goal of modernizing its food system.

Transport infrastructure and accessibility. Academic literature pays particular
attention to transport infrastructure. Xin et al. (2022) propose a model for the joint optimiza-
tion of shipping networks and port infrastructure based on a case study of West Africa. Cho
and Choi (2021) demonstrate the positive impact of investment in sustainable transport and
increased transport accessibility on economic activity, which is particularly relevant in the
context of sustainable development. An analysis of the trade spillover effects of infrastruc-
ture investment in the EU under cohesion policy, conducted by Shevtsova et al. (2025) on
the cohesion policy confirms the multiplier effect of these projects on interregional trade.
In the target regions, policy measures led to a 0.03% increase in real exports and a 0.15%
increase in real GDP, as well as an increase in interregional trade.

Financing and management of infrastructure projects. Financial mechanisms
for infrastructure investment are examined through the prism of public-private partnerships,
fiscal policy, and the importance of external funds. Engel et al. (2021) provide clear criteria
for the feasibility of public-private partnerships, while Dubas-Jakébczyk and Koziel (2022)
analyze the effectiveness of financing medical infrastructure in Poland with EU structural
funds. Shefer (2024) systematizes approaches to investing in transport infrastructure in the
context of structural changes. The study by Nikonenko et al. (2022) and Kniaz et al. (2023)
examines the issue of attracting investment to various sectors of the economy.

Socio-economic dimensions of infrastructure investment. The studies by Azad
et al. (2021) and Islam et al. (2022) point to the need to take the human factor into account
in urban and road infrastructure planning. The article by Xiong et al. (2022) focuses on
environmental sustainability and the impact of infrastructure investments on the socio-
environmental vulnerability of regions. Kuybida et al. (2023) analyze social investment in
Ukraine. Chmyr et al. (2023), Shliakhetko et al. (2024) study the social aspects of investment.

In summary, despite the significant attention paid to infrastructure investment in the
current academic literature, there are several gaps that require more detailed study. First,
most studies focus on quantitative assessments of the economic effects of investment, ignoring
qualitative changes in the spatial structure of the economy. Second, there is an asymmetry
between regional cases, cases of countries with developed and transition economies, their
models, and types of infrastructure investment. Much of the work is devoted to China as one
of the largest investors in infrastructure development during the economic boom. This limits
the possibility of comparing different countries by type of investment and its importance for
transport development. Thirdly, some studies cover infrastructure financing, but financial
mechanisms and the use of various financial instruments for infrastructure development,
including comparisons of public financing, public-private partnerships, and international
institutional investor funds, are generally under-researched. Therefore, this study focuses on
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a comparative analysis of infrastructure investment in developed and transition economies,
including issues of financial provision.

3. METHODOLOGY

The study is comparative and analytical in nature, so the methodology is based on a
descriptive and analytical quantitative design. The method of structural comparative analy-
sis made it possible to identify the main differences between countries with developed and
transition economies in terms of models and types of investment in infrastructure projects
for the period 1990-2023. Regions of Europe and Central Asia, East Asia, and the Pacific
were selected for comparison of infrastructure investments.

The countries for comparative analysis of infrastructure investment in countries with
transitional and developed economies were selected based on UN classification criteria and
taking into account the following indicators: level of economic development, volume and
dynamics of investment in transport infrastructure and networks, financing models (types of
public-private partnerships, public financing or private investment), types of indirect state
support. The analysis of investments was conducted for countries with economies in transi-
tion and European countries with developed economies to reflect differences in investment
volumes and factors influencing investment.

The World Bank’s PPI Database was used to compare the sample of countries and to
conduct a comparative analysis of data on volumes, models, types of investment, and its
role in infrastructure development.

The main limitations of the study are the availability of complete and standardized
quantitative data on infrastructure investment in transition economies, including the unavail-
ability of data on various sources, types of public investment in infrastructure development
projects, differences in reporting methodologies for investment volumes, and investment
strategies of transition economies.

4. RESULTS

A comparative analysis of countries with transition and developed economies reveals
specific features and characteristics of infrastructure investment. At the end of 2023, 563
active infrastructure projects out of 570 projects for 1990-2023 were concentrated in Europe
and Central Asia, East Asia, and the Pacific. Most projects are concentrated in East Asia and
the Pacific (453 or 79%): in China (338), while other regions and countries have significantly
less potential for attracting investment (Cambodia 7, Philippines 32, Indonesia 24, Malay-
sia 23, Vietnam 14). Europe and Central Asia account for 117 projects (21%) for 1990-2023
(Albania 4, Armenia 5, Bulgaria 9, post-Soviet countries 46, Turkey 40, Ukraine 4). Of the
570 projects, 175 are local or municipal, 227 are national, 91 are initiated and implemented
in provinces, states or regions, and the remaining 77 are of international significance (ports,
airports, railways). The largest number of projects are being implemented in the road and
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port sectors. At the same time, roads and airports account for the largest share of invest-
ment in 1990-2023 (Figure 1).

Figure 1 — Total World investment volumes in infrastructure projects
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Source: Constructed by the author based on data from the World Bank (n. d.).

The structure of investment by investment area shows differences in infrastructure
development needs between developed countries and countries with economies in transi-
tion. In East Asia, the number of projects and the volume of investment are dominated by
areas such as financing the construction of roads, ports, railways, and airports. In contrast,

governments and private companies in Europe and Central Asia invest more in airports and

roads, with significantly less investment in ports and railways (Table 1).

Table 1 — Investment structure by investment areas (number of projects, investment volume)
East Asia and the Pacific Europe and Central Asia
Airports 36 projects (6%), $3,729.44 billion (2%) 45 projects (8%), $40,763.99 billion (24%)
Ports 96 projects (17%), $7,357.16 billion (4%) 32 projects (6%), $2,609.33 billion (2%)
Railways 42 projects (7%), $24,250.2 billion (14%) 11 projects (2%), $28.11 billion (0.01%)
Roads 279 projects (49%), $82,553.68 billion (48%) 27 projects (6%), $8,773.8 billion (5%)

Source: Summarized by the author based on data from the World Bank (n.d.).

The significant differentiation in investment areas in these regions is linked to several

factors. East Asian and Pacific countries have significant export potential, which requires
the development of transport corridors and networks and ensuring their accessibility. Rapid
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urban growth in this region requires investment in railways and transport systems. The
governments of the region’s most developed economies have identified the modernization
of aviation infrastructure as a strategic priority for development. The region’s institutional
capacity allows for strategic planning of infrastructure development. Factors influencing the
choice of investment areas include the high population density of East Asia and the need
to develop connections between different urbanized areas.

In Europe and Central Asia, on the other hand, the strategic priority is to develop air
transport, with a greater need to modernize and manage the existing transport network and
integrate it between countries. Solving the problem of urban congestion requires East Asia
to invest in mass passenger transport that is highly accessible. The growth of international
trade in East Asia has led to a need for airport development. Thus, East Asia and the Pacific
Ocean show a high degree of diversification in infrastructure investment, while Europe and
Central Asia show a low degree of diversification, with a predominance of investment in
roads and airports (Table 2).

Table 2 — Comparison of main investment areas in regions: East Asia and the Pacific, Europe and Central Asia

Criterion East Asia and the Pacific Europe and Central Asia

Low (dominated by investments in roads

Diversification of areas High (airports, roads, ports, railways .
gh (airports, > ports, ¥s) and airports)

Focus on high-speed roads and urban . L
Infrastructure strategy i Focus on infrastructure modernization

lransporL

High, especially in the direction of Light
Rail

Investments in railways Minimal

No data on innovation available in the

data sample Minimal (electric charging stations)

Technological innovations

Source: Summarized by the author based on data from the World Bank (n.d.).

Countries in East Asia and the Pacific are focused on high-speed roads, urban transport
development, and railways, while in Europe and Central Asia, infrastructure strategy is con-
centrated on modernizing airport infrastructure, with minimal investment in rail transport.

In the East Asia and Pacific region, investments in greenfield transport infrastructure
development projects dominate in terms of number and volume (337 projects or 59%,
$103,520.16 billion or 61%). Financing the construction and maintenance of new transport
facilities is linked to the need to create and develop infrastructure in the countries concerned.
These are often regions undergoing urbanization (e.g., Indonesia, Malaysia, Vietnam),
which require new transport links, networks, and appropriate financing. Investments in
the modernization and reconstruction or privatization of transport facilities account for a
significantly smaller share in terms of number and volume (80 projects or 14%, $11,081.34
billion or 7%). The privatization of 28 infrastructure facilities in the region amounted to
$3,170.85 billion for 2019-2023. This demonstrates a significantly lower level of renewal
of existing assets (Table 3).
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Table 3 — Differences in types of public-private investment (PPI) in countries with transitional and developed economies
by type of PPI agreement during 1990-2023

East Asia and the
Pacific (EAP)

Europe and
Central Asia
(ECA)

Differences, key characteristics

Greenfield project
(financing, construction,
operation of infrastructure
facilities)

337 units (59%),
$103,520.16
billion (61%)

47 units (8%),
$46,737.5 billion
(27%)

The predominance in EAP countries
indicates a shift towards new green
transport construction with the transfer of
ownership rights to the public sector.

Brownfield
(modernization,
reconstruction)

80 units (14%),
$11,081.34 billion
(7%)

48 units (8%),
$4,340.71 billion
(3%)

The largest share is in the ECA region,
with projects mainly focused on the
modernization of existing transport
facilities.

Divestiture (privatization
of a transport facility)

28 units (5%),
$3,170.85 billion
(2%)

11 units (2%),
$139.07 billion
(0.01%)

More diversified types of PPIs are used in
EAP as a form of privatization.

Management and lease
contract (management or
lease to a private partner)

8 units (1%),
$118.13 billion
(0.01%)

11 units (2%),
$1,150.63 billion
(1%)

More prevalent in the ECA, indicating a
more cautious approach to transferring
transport assets to private sector

management.

Source: Summarized by the author based on data from the World Bank (n.d.).

In European and Central Asian countries, there is a similar structure of investment in
infrastructure facilities, with a predominance of greenfield projects (47 units or 8%, $46,737.5
billion or 27%), modernization and reconstruction projects. This financing model indicates a
balanced strategy between transport construction and modernization. A pragmatic approach
to transferring transport management without changing the ownership structure is character-
istic of countries with transition economies in this region (especially Ukraine and Georgia).

Private partners’ investment costs under various types of PPI agreements in countries
with transition and developed economies are mainly covered by two main forms of state
support: state capital subsidies and income subsidies. Given that greenfield infrastructure
projects predominate in the East Asia and Pacific region, the state mainly invests in new
facilities in the form of capital subsidies for their creation. As a result, between 1990 and
2023, governments in this region covered $34,792.88 billion in construction costs for private
companies, while $2,660.27 billion was reimbursed in the form of income subsidies. This
indicates the significant profitability of greenfield projects in East Asia and the Pacific, low
demand risks, sufficient demand for new public services, and the ability to provide them
thanks to newly created transport facilities and networks. Capital subsidies were mainly
provided by the Chinese government as part of 84 ongoing construction projects.

By comparison, the use of capital subsidies is less common in Europe and Central Asia.
Total reimbursements to the private sector amounted to $1,192.14 billion in 1990-2023.
Income subsidies amounted to only $284.6 billion over the same period. Other forms of
state support for infrastructure development amounted to $50891.17 billion in 1990-2023.
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Such differences in state support explain the high degree of use of PPIs as an instru-
ment for infrastructure development in East Asia, especially in China, as capital subsidies
are paid at the construction stage. This indicates a high level of government responsibility
and institutional investment capacity to channel resources into infrastructure development.
Thus, in East Asia, state support objectives are focused on covering investment costs for
private companies, while in Europe they are focused on ensuring the profitability of transport
development projects in the presence of operational risks.

In East Asia and the Pacific, most investment projects (420 out of 570) received $105,207.76
billion in indirect state support in 1990-2023. The lack of detailed data on the forms of
this support makes it impossible to compare them and indicates low transparency and ac-
countability of governments. Income guarantees were paid for 11 projects worth §5,319.47
billion to cover lost income in the private sector. Compensation for changes in loan rates
amounted to $526.3 billion, and tax breaks amounted to $2,294.58 billion. Overall, China,
Indonesia, Malaysia, and Vietnam are the leading countries in terms of the volume of vari-
ous forms of state support provided.

In Europe and Central Asia, most investment projects (91 out of 570) received $46,929.61
billion in indirect state support in 1990-2023. Income guarantees amounted to $4,157.35
billion, and debt guarantees to $842.9 billion. Thus, tax incentives are more widely used
in East Asia, while debt or payment guarantees are more common in Europe and Central
Asia. This makes PPI more attractive for East Asia than for European countries.

Revenue generation mechanisms within public-private partnerships determine the
adequacy of financial support for infrastructure projects. Revenue sources affect the level
of investment attractiveness of projects for private companies, tariftf policy, and the ability
of solvent demand for services provided under contracts. In this context, it is important to
assess the revenue models of infrastructure projects in which investors’ funds are invested.

In East Asia and the Pacific, the structure of revenue sources from infrastructure invest-
ment is characterized by a combination of the following main elements: user fees for services
in all sectors (China, the Philippines, Indonesia) amounting to $36,967.94 bln; fixed and
variable payments from the state for the availability of services amounting to $32,670.44
bln; and a mixed financing model amounting to $3,727.43 bln, fixed and variable payments
from the state for service availability amounting to $32,670.44 bln, and a mixed financing
model amounting to $37,274.33 billion (particularly characteristic of China, Malaysia,
and Turkey). For example, in the road sector, 57 projects generated $20,076.77 billion in
revenue from the provision of services to users, in the railway sector — $12,050.06 billion,

in ports — $3,240.82 billion, and in airports — $1,600.29 billion (Table 4).
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Table 4 — Comparison of models for financing revenues from investments in infrastructure development in regions
(billion dollars)

Region Airports Ports Railways Roads . Total
mvestments

East Asia and Pacific 3729.44 7357.16 24250.2 82553.68 117890.48
Fixed annuity/availability payment(s) from 0 308.91 1914.51 30357.02 39670.44
the government
Not Applicable 2107.36 3612.63 8177.35 23376.99 37274.33
Other Toll 0 0 0 931.27 931.27
Other Viability Gap Funding 0 104.8 0 165.95 270.75
Pl:erhaSC 'a.gree'meflts or transmission fees 0 0 796.79 84.35 81114
with public entity(ies)
User fees 1600.29 3240.82 12050.06 20076.77 36967.94
Variable annuity/availability payment(s) 91.79 0 1381.49 7561.33 8964.61
from the government
Europe and Central Asia 40763.99 2609.33 28.11 8773.8 52367.91
Fixed annuity/availability payment(s) from 0 0 0 1071.98 1071.98
the government
Not Applicable 36170.4 100.88 0 0 36275.78
User fees 4593.59 2508.45 28.11 7702.52 15020.85
Total investments 44493.43 9966.49 24278.31 91327.48 170258.39

Source: Summarized by the author based on data from the World Bank (n. d.).

In European countries and Central Asia, mixed financing models prevail, amounting to
$36,275.78 billion, as well as direct payments by users for services provided by private com-
panies, amounting to $15,020.85 billion, so demand risks are also concentrated in the private
sector. The road sector accounts for $91,327.48 billion of revenue, airports for $44,493.43
billion, and the railway sector for $24,278.31 billion. Therefore, the financing structure in
this region is largely based on a commercial model and tariffs due to budget constraints
and the goal of efficient use of funds. Political and economic factors also influence the fi-
nancing structure of infrastructure projects in the region. Therefore, the income structure
in Europe is influenced by the lower financial capacity of governments compared to East
Asia, where the state compensates for expenditures. Political approaches to infrastructure
privatization in Europe are characterized by a greater tendency to delegate responsibility to
private market operators. Unlike Europe, in Asia, the level of effective demand in densely
populated regions of Asia and high passenger traffic, which ensures tarift coverage, are also
important factors. Mixed financing models are common in countries with a high degree of
institutional maturity and capacity and a developed regulatory framework.

A structural analysis of multilateral support for infrastructure projects in East Asia and
the Pacific for 1990-2023 indicates the use of loans for investment in the development of
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the transport sector and networks (Asian Development Bank (ADB), International Finance
Corporation, IFC), Multilateral Credit Guarantee Agency BCGA, International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD)). The largest investments, including direct
investments, joint lending, capital and quasi-capital, and guarantees, were made in port
infrastructure (Table 5).

Table 5 — Multilateral financial support for infrastructure projects in East Asia and the Pacific

Estimated total

Infrastructure funding, million Main partners Unique tools
USD
East Asia and the Pacific
) . Direct investment, joint lending, capital,
Ports 300 IFC, BCGA . . .
quasi-capital, guarantees, consulting
Roads 734 ADB, IFC, BCGA | Provision of guarantees
Airports 283 ADB, IFC D}rect loans, Joint loans, consulting
without financing
Railways 949 ADB Focus on thevpubh.c sec'tor and financing
exclusively of public railway networks
Europe and Central Asia
EBRD, EIB, IFC, [ Direct loans, joint lending, guarantees,
Ports 416 . . :
BCGA consulting, transaction services
Roads 1039 EBRD, EIB, ERB, Pro'v]dmg guarantees, Ijocusmg on
ADB regional transport corridors
Airports 1125 EBRD, IFC, ADB | Joint lending, consulting, large loans
Railways 108 EBRD, IFC Direct financing of the public sector,

limited diversification of instruments

Source: Summarized by the author based on data from the World Bank (n. d.).

In Europe and Central Asia, most financial resources in the form of multilateral support
were allocated to airports (US$1.125 billion) and roads (US$1.032 billion) between 1990 and
2023. To a lesser extent, investments were made in port infrastructure (US$416 million) and
railways (US$108 million). The combination of different financing instruments depending
on the type of infrastructure depends on various types of risks. To reduce risks for private
investors, investments in port infrastructure and airports with long payback periods combine
lending instruments, joint loans, and guarantees. Given the low return on investment in
railways, support is mainly provided in the form of government loans without private invest-
ment. In the road sector, where concession agreements predominate, loans and guarantees
are combined to reduce the debt burden on the government budget.
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5. CONCLUSIONS

A comparison of infrastructure investment in countries with developed and transition
economies reveals profound structural differences in capital investment in different regions,
determined by institutional, political, and financial factors. Regional infrastructure strate-
gies are shaped by various factors, including institutional capacity, level of urbanization,
population density, needs for construction or modernization of existing infrastructure, export
potential, and budgetary capabilities. Political approaches to regulating and attracting public
and private sector investment in infrastructure development play a key role in capital invest-
ment. East Asian and Pacific countries are focused on actively attracting investment and
combining different financing models, with a predominance of mixed models. Greenfield
projects dominate as a form of public-private partnership due to the need for new infra-
structure construction and the development of interregional transport systems. In Europe
and Central Asia, on the other hand, investment in the modernization of existing facilities
dominates due to the need to maintain and increase the accessibility of existing infrastructure
networks. In this region, a pragmatic, balanced approach to investment in new and exist-
ing facilities prevails, with a focus on airport development and support for the commercial
viability of projects. The use of various public-private partnership financial mechanisms is
determined by the nature of infrastructure projects and countries’ infrastructure develop-
ment needs, the level of risk, and the payback period and structure of project revenues.
Therefore, the effectiveness of infrastructure investment is largely determined by the ability
of countries to adapt financial instruments to the specifics of infrastructure facilities and
strategic national development goals, as well as the financial policies of governments. The
advantages of investing in East Asian infrastructure include high project profitability due
to solvent demand, market scale, effective implementation of public-private partnerships
thanks to state support during the construction phase, and active involvement of multilateral
support from institutional investors. In turn, the advantages of investing in European and
Central Asian countries lie in their higher level of institutional stability, predictability of the
regulatory environment, high level of engineering and technological support for projects,
and well-established legal mechanisms for partnership.

Further research should focus on developing effective models for financing infrastructure
in key transport sectors in transition economies, taking into account the characteristics of
investment in developed countries.
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