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ABSTRACT 
The article examines the key aspects of restoring socio-economic infrastructure in affected territories 
based on international experience of post-war and post-crisis reconstruction. The main approaches to 
defining recovery priorities are analyzed, including human-centered, economically oriented, integrated, 
and build-back-better approaches, and international practices of their implementation are 
systematized. It is established that classical post-conflict recovery models are based on a sequential 
approach implemented under conditions of a stable security environment. It is shown that in Ukraine 
the recovery process takes place under conditions of ongoing hostilities, high uncertainty, and a limited 
planning horizon, which leads to the formation of a non-linear and dynamic system of priority-setting. 
It is determined that the absence of a formally established long-term recovery framework is partially 
compensated by the emergence of new institutional coordination mechanisms. The results indicate 
the feasibility of transitioning toward the formation of an adaptive system of prioritization that 
correlates with international practices, acquires specific features shaped by the war, and is characterized 
by a tendency toward strengthening the human-centered approach as one of the key vectors of further 
development. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Over the past decade, Ukraine's economy has been permanently adjusting to the 

conditions of war, four of which are large-scale armed aggression. The Russian-Ukrainian 
war has completely changed the national and global socio-economic landscape, causing 
large-scale crises, exacerbating inequality and capacity problems, and increasing inflation, 
migration, and disintegration risks. Adequately responding to the latest challenges, 
Ukraine, with the help of international partners, stopped the deadly threats of early 2022 
and began to move towards forming a wartime economy. Unfortunately, the transition 
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takes place without a clear understanding of the final model, so the transformation of the 
economy is too slow.  

On the other hand, the Ukrainian industry has restarted, albeit on the old 
industrial and personnel base, but is working at the limit of what is possible. However, 
there is a significant lack of development or at least an increase in investment in technical 
education, science, innovation, or incentives for breakthrough industries, particularly the 
military-industrial complex (Kushch, 2024). With such trends, the margin of safety of the 
Ukrainian economy may not be enough to continue effective resistance to the aggressor. 
Moreover, today almost a third of public expenditures are carried out at the expense of 
international partners, which also have certain limits.   

Realizing the complexity of the situation, Ukraine is very actively rebuilding what 
was destroyed by the war. Recovery began with small-scale decentralized projects and then 
spread to all levels and areas. It should be noted that these processes do not have an 
approved plan, but function in the plane of fragmentary legal regulation. However, today, 
when security challenges and human losses are growing daily, losses from destroyed 
property are multiplying, migration of the population and businesses destroys all 
sustainable economic processes, and budget revenues are sorely lacking, the lack of a 
clearly defined strategy of action significantly increases the time and cost of achieving 
recovery goals.  

Under these circumstances, a clear and justified prioritization of reconstruction 
directions, which are critical and fundamental for further development, is as relevant as 
possible. It is necessary to significantly narrow the list of national programs presented in 
the Recovery Plan (National Recovery Council, 2022) in the context of the priority of their 
implementation, with the concentration of the main efforts on the restoration of 
infrastructure. Programs and the achievement of the set goals. Therefore, a clear definition 
of priorities, the formation of ways and methods of their implementation soon of 
Ukraine's recovery, that is, during the war, is an urgent task not only in the scientific and 
applied context but also in the security and political sense.  

 
1.1. Research problem and limitations 

World history has an impressive list of both military conflicts and natural disasters 
that required significant efforts to overcome their consequences and restore countries. 
Many of these events occurred in the modern era, enabling the formation of a substantial 
body of scientific and professional knowledge on the nature, planning, advantages, and 
limitations of various national reconstruction models. Despite certain differences, 
international experience demonstrates a clear pattern: resilience frameworks for conflicts 
and disasters are typically based on risk assessment, planning, intervention, and monitoring 
(Mitoulis, 2023). This implies that each affected country developed its recovery model 
based on a specific strategy or long-term plan. Their implementation generally took place 
after the cessation of hostilities, following country-specific programs (considering 
demographic characteristics, scale of destruction, territorial features, financial capacity, 
etc.) over a prolonged period. 

These cases of successful reconstruction, studied and systematized by 
international experts, are of significant scientific value, as they offer recovery priorities and 
their possible combinations depending on contextual conditions. However, the application 
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of this experience in Ukraine is substantially complicated, as recovery is taking place during 
an ongoing war, in the absence of a stable security environment and a defined planning 
horizon. Practices that proved effective in post-conflict settings may not produce similar 
outcomes in the Ukrainian context. At the same time, the urgency of Ukraine’s recovery 
under wartime conditions is driven both by the scale of destruction and losses and by the 
growing internal socio-economic challenges. As of the end of 2024, war-related damages 
exceeded USD 170 billion (Kyiv School of Economics, 2025), increasing to USD 195 
billion a year later (World Bank, 2026). In 2025, GDP growth slowed to approximately 
2%, the budget deficit reached 18.32% of GDP, and 5.6 million Ukrainian refugees 
remained abroad (Centre for Economic Strategy, 2026). Therefore, unfavorable domestic 
and global trends require not only the continuation but also the acceleration of recovery 
processes. 

Under these conditions, international experience in this study is treated not as a 
model for direct transfer, but as a comparative analytical framework. Its applicability is 
constrained by the specific nature of recovery under ongoing hostilities, high uncertainty, 
and the absence of a stable institutional and regulatory planning framework. In particular, 
the lack of a legally enshrined long-term recovery strategy complicates the maintenance of 
consistency and stability of priorities, which under such conditions are largely shaped by 
government decisions, operational needs, and financial constraints. Accordingly, such a 
dynamic of priority-setting cannot replicate the logic of classical post-conflict cases and 
requires an adaptive approach that combines strategic orientations with flexible 
implementation instruments. 

 
1.2. Purpose and research methods  

Despite the objective importance of this problem, the issues of its solution have 
long been out of the attention of the authorities, as well as the approval of the most 
important planning documents for reconstruction. The more significant task of the 
scientific and expert community is to convey not only the importance of reducing the 
directions of restoration and establishing their sequence of implementation over time but 
also to provide certain examples or projects for a constructive discussion of possible 
transformations. Therefore, the purpose of the study is to analyze infrastructure recovery 
priorities in post-conflict countries of Europe, Asia, and the Middle East, and to determine 
the possibilities of using international experience as adaptive reference points for Ukraine’s 
recovery under wartime conditions.  

In the study, general scientific research methods were used: analysis of 
international scientific literature, interpretation of empirical data, synthesis and statistical 
assessments, comparison, and formulation of a logical conclusion.  The analysis classifies 
approaches to the restoration of socio-economic infrastructure applied by post-conflict 
countries. The priority areas of restoration for various types of infrastructure and state 
decisions to create opportunities for their implementation were analysed. The 
methodological approach also included the ordering, generalization, and interpretation of 
information, followed by the formulation of data for inclusion in a generalized conclusion 
(table).  

The study consists of three parts: a theoretical analysis of key approaches to 
planning the revival of post-conflict countries in the context of determining the main 
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priorities of such a revival; an analysis of empirical data on the systematization of types of 
infrastructure that were subject to priority restoration; as well as evaluating how identified 
international recovery trends may serve as comparative reference points for Ukraine’s 
recovery under ongoing war conditions. 

 
2. Research results  

 
War and armed conflicts cause enormous losses, including physical infrastructure, 

which becomes a target during hostilities (Hay et al., 2019). Its restoration is a complex 
process, in terms of procedures, stages, decisions, and the involvement of specialists and 
resources. At the same time, this process is an invariable prerequisite for the revival of the 
country, its security, and its socio-economic development. People and communities may 
be unable to return to normal life. (United Nations Development Programme, 2023) 
Infrastructure restoration becomes all the more important and extremely difficult in the 
context of a long-term war (Schlör et al., 2018), both in terms of maintaining the country's 
defense capability and ensuring the livelihood of the population.  

As of 2024, there were 59 wars (armed conflicts) in the world, which is the highest 
figure in almost half a century (Uppsala Conflict Data Program, 2023). Each country that 
had this painful experience chose the path of its revival, based on data on the scale of 
destruction, economic capacity, the specifics of the political environment and conflict, etc. 
In addition, in case of failure to fully respond to the challenges and finance the work to 
eliminate the consequences of the war, governments attracted financial assistance from the 
countries of the European Union, the United States, and others (Kolesnichenko, 2023). 
Similarly, the affected countries relied on the comprehensive support of the international 
community at various stages of reconstruction: from providing humanitarian assistance 
and political support to participating in the development and implementation of national 
recovery plans. Although the international community often takes the lead in 
reconstruction through internal participation, there is a wide range of stakeholders in the 
development of the best recovery scenarios – international, regional, and local, with local 
people as the main stakeholders (Abboud, 2014) Successful reconstruction precedents 
need to be shared and compared to share methods and practices (Pullan and Azzouz, 
2019), as they are an important source for shaping reconstruction plans for post-conflict 
countries today.  

It is in this context that the advisor (Blanchard, 2022) from an internationally 
recognized expert in the field of long-term recovery draws attention. This is, on the one 
hand, a generalization of the actions of the authorities of countries that have experienced 
military conflicts or natural disasters to respond to crises, and on the other hand, a clear 
roadmap for the affected territories to recover from disasters in many areas. According to 
Blanchard, the restoration of post-conflict territories should include three mandatory 
stages, which are presented in Fig. 1. 
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Figure 1. Stages of reconstruction of post-conflict territories 
Built by the author based on data (Blanchard, 2022) 

In general, international reconstruction experience demonstrates that almost all 
countries go through the first two stages. Their content contains basic (mandatory) actions, 
so they do not particularly differ within one type of disaster (for example, the use of 
demining after hurricanes or earthquakes is hardly necessary). However, the third stage of 
recovery and its scaling in the long term is characterized by significant differences (Mygal, 
2022b), especially when it comes to armed conflict. Its duration, size, and intensity, the 
conditions for a peaceful settlement, and the level of development of the country achieved 
before the conflict influence the choice of prospects for recovery (UNDP, 2008). These 
prospects can be as follows: creating conditions for economic recovery and growth; 
creation of jobs and other economic opportunities; elimination of horizontal irregularities; 
management of natural resources and distribution of income transparently and fairly. It is 
around them that policies are formed, and recovery priorities are determined (UNDP, 
2008).  

According to Anand (2005), the priorities for rebuilding the infrastructure of post-
conflict countries should be determined after assessing the complexity of the conflict, the 
degree of development of infrastructure before the conflict and its new vision after 
reconstruction, the number of displaced persons, the media background in covering the 
conflict, the position of the authorities and the institutional capacity of the country. The 
very development of the structure of priorities should be based on the model of choosing 
alternatives according to the criteria: poverty reduction, effective governance and state 
reconstruction, conflict prevention, and peace.  

       Stage 1 

Life support 

 

Security 
 

performance of urgent tasks by military structures and emergency 
services to ensure security (elimination of fires or floods, demining, checking the 
territory for the absence of terrorists, work with hazardous waste, etc.)  

 

establishment of a life support system for the population (supply of 
electricity, water, gas, sewerage and water treatment systems, garbage removal, 
etc.); restoration of the functions of local authorities (introduction of temporary 
military administrations); establishing the provision of priority social services 
(medicine, preschool education, housing, pharmacies, food, etc.) 

 

Start of long-term recovery 
 

analysis of weaknesses and strengths, leadership and needs; abolition 
of the command-and-control style of management; identification of resources; 
determination of priorities (infrastructure, work, temporary IDPs, services, etc.), 
approval of the recovery plan; implementation of priority areas 

 

       Stage 2 
 

    Stage 3 
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Systematization of the practical experience of the revival of post-conflict countries 
showed that their priority areas were based mainly on infrastructural restoration, but were 
chosen according to different approaches:  

Socio-humanitarian approach – the main priority in recovery is the individual and 
society. That is, the socio-economic infrastructure is first restored (schools, hospitals, 
social institutions, housing for the most vulnerable groups (IDPs, veterans, families of the 
dead). 

An economically oriented approach is the main priority: the restoration of jobs and 
incomes (enterprises, transport logistics, banks, ports, and agriculture are being restored). 
The argument is that without the production infrastructure (work and wages), people will 
not return or stay in the country (region) (Collier, 2009; Vovchenko & Petrenko, 2023). 

The build-back-better approach is the main priority: reducing the risk of disasters and 
increasing the resilience of critical infrastructure (bridges, roads, railways, transport hubs) 
in the future. The argument is that without high-quality and disaster-resilient critical 
infrastructure, it is impossible to restore business and society (United Nations Office for 
Disaster Risk Reduction, 2017).  

An integrated approach is the main priority: a phased restoration of all areas at the 
same time, depending on available resources. Argumentation is a universal approach that 
allows you to adjust the reconstruction process to a specific situation (Easterly, 2006; 
Marshall Foundation, 2014). 

Ideological-symbolic approach – the main priority: the restoration of cultural and 
historical symbols (churches, monuments, historical centers of cities) as symbols of 
national revival. Argumentation – reconstruction is part of identity and strengthening 
morale (Ashworth, 2002; Macdonald, 2008). 

The presented set of approaches to planning recovery priorities confirms the idea 
that recovery, due to its ambiguity, means different things in different contexts and for 
different people (Lynch, 2018). Therefore, for a greater understanding of the course of 
these processes, we will consider the practical cases of the affected countries in a wide 
time-space (from the Second World War to the beginning of the XXI century). Decisions 
(Table 1). 

 
Table 1. Main priorities for the recovery of countries affected by conflicts and wars in 

the period 1945-2019 

Country Reconstruction 

priorities 

Important decisions  

Germany 

1945-1955 

Energy infrastructure, 

roads, railway infrastructure, 

housing, industry, innovation, 

human dignity, urban infrastructure 

Strict financial discipline; 

balanced budget; priority and 

freedom of entrepreneurship; 

reduction of the state's share in the 

economy; tax flexibility; restriction of 

monopolies and cartels; social 

support for the poor and IDPs 

France 

1945-1955 

Energy infrastructure; 

creation of new enterprises, 

nationalization of key industries; 

Participation in the 

development of recovery plans; 

widespread introduction of 
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dwelling; agriculture; highways, 

bridges, gates; reform of the 

educational system; financial 

sector; social protection; 

restoration of cultural heritage 

innovation; priority of industrial 

growth and export potential; 

efficiency of the use of human 

resources 

Italy 

1945-1955 

Industrial recovery 

(Milan, Turin, Genoa); railways, 

roads, ports; construction of new 

strategic facilities; agriculture; 

university reform; urban growth; 

tourism development; Social 

protection  

Differentiated approach to 

the recovery of severely and weakly 

affected regions; strengthening 

cooperation with Western European 

partners; a system of incentives and 

tax incentives for certain regions; 

International funds to control the use 

of funds  

Japan 

1945-1965 

Competitive industry; 

construction of thermal power 

plants (NPPs); education and 

technology; railways, subways, 

roads; dwelling; economic 

integration with the United States; 

demilitarization; financial reform; 

medical reform (insurance); Land 

reform 

reliance on high-tech 

processes and innovations; reforming 

education; post-war experience in the 

field of taxation (tax reduction); 

resource-saving technologies; 

Economic freedom 

South Korea 

1953-1960 

launch of large 

corporations (“chatbots”); 

construction of power plants; 

construction of ports, roads; Water 

supply; education (technical) and 

science; modernization of farming; 

financial reform; dwelling; defense 

sector; medical reform  

introduction of the creative 

economy; technological progress; 

development of the education 

system; formation of high-quality 

human resources within the country; 

creation of basic sectors of the 

economy (energy, petrochemicals, 

production of building materials and 

mineral fertilizers) 

Israel  

After the 

wars of 1948-1973  

Creation of the military-

industrial complex; integration of 

migrants and returnees; 

landscaping of deserts; 

construction of power plants; 

education and science; road 

construction; development of the 

IT sector; agriculture; defensive 

military fortifications; health 

insurance 

post-war stabilization 

strategy (regulation of economic 

activity; massive investments in the 

expansion of fixed capital; formation 

of a subsidy system; strict 

protectionism, orientation towards 

import substitution) 

Iran  

After the 

wars of 1980-2003 

reconstruction of oil and 

gas infrastructure; development of 

the defense sector; reconstruction 

of cities; agrarian reform; road 

construction; transport logistics; 

Structuring and distribution 

of responsibilities between levels and 

implementers of reconstruction 

programs; provision of micro-loans 

to small and micro-business entities 
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Water supply; Technological 

development 

to create new jobs; Coalition 

governance of the country 

Croatia  

1995-2005 

Mine; restoration of 

socio-economic and transport 

infrastructure; integration of 

refugees; strengthening the energy 

sector; privatization; tourism 

development; judicial reform; 

Decentralization 

deregulation of prices, 

freezing of salaries in the public 

sector; introduction of its own 

currency; fiscal reform, restructuring 

of public sector enterprises, 

restructuring of the banking system, 

restoration of the country's tourism 

potential 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 

1995-2005 

Restoration of cities 

(Sarajevo, Mostar); construction of 

bridges, roads, airports; 

Decentralization; integration of 

ethnic communities; attracting 

investors; creation of a single army; 

education reform; tourism 

development; Justice and 

reconciliation 

Coordination of donor 

funds; support for competitive 

enterprises, not state-owned ones; 

targeted programs to increase 

employment; a system of investment 

guarantees; inefficient spending of 

funds 

Afghanistan 

1978 – 2021 

Reconstruction of roads; 

water supply; agriculture; Energy; 

demining of territories; Education; 

medical infrastructure; Legal 

system 

Establishment of a special 

body for independent and objective 

oversight of recovery projects and 

measures 

Developed by the authors based on data (Rohwerder, 2024; Ed. board, Nebrat, 2023; Shvets, 
2022; Kelly, 2008; Diefendorf, 2023; Mygal, 2022a, 2022c, 2023; Manley&Cosper, 1972; 
Pidoricheva, 2022) 

 

In order to formulate the conclusions of the analysis of priorities of international 
recovery experience, certain assumptions were made. First, the usefulness of comparing 
recovery experiences is determined by specific points of comparison (Abboud, 2014), so 
the sequence of infrastructure restoration is chosen as such a point. Challenges of adhering 
to just such priorities.  Secondly, since there are no internationally agreed definitions or 
classifications of infrastructure, and the types of assets that are considered infrastructure 
are developing rapidly in response to global trends (PPIAF, 2023), the article provides 
well-known and generalized types of infrastructure. Thirdly, due to the maximum 
relevance of information to local features of reconstruction and development, some 
priority areas by country have different names with the same content. 

Therefore, even though the table presents a limited number of priority areas of 
recovery and not all post-conflict countries, it gives a fairly clear idea of the prevalence of 
human-centered approaches – socio-humanitarian and economic-oriented. In terms of 
types of infrastructure, unequivocal leadership belongs to socio-economic infrastructure – 
32 (mentioned in Table 1). This is followed, in descending order of the number of 
mentions, production (16), transport (15), security (9), energy (9), institutional and legal 
(9), and financial infrastructure (4). That is, the statistical leaders are the species that ensure 
the creation (maintenance) of a minimum standard of living and economy. At the start of 
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reconstruction (according to the international experience of 10 countries), countries, first, 
take care of the return of people to the affected territories, satisfying their minimal need 
for housing, education, medicine, and utilities, providing opportunities for employment 
and restoring the pre-war standard of living. The implementation of such tasks is 
impossible without a developed transport and energy network, an appropriate institutional 
and legal environment and finances, and most importantly security, in the context of 
minimizing the risk of a new conflict. 

Putting these priorities into practice in the process of reviving post-conflict 
countries becomes possible thanks to balanced management decisions of a systemic 
nature. Among the most important are (according to the international experience of 10 
countries) the prevalence of financial and tax transformations (from strict restrictions to 
tax benefits), the widespread introduction of the latest technologies, innovation, and 
creativity of solutions, and administrative reforms. Recovery planning is based on an in-
depth analysis of losses and destruction by the identified reconstruction priorities. 
However, having significant differences in the causes and consequences of conflicts, 
different countries rely on available resources – own or borrowed, credit or donor. 
Therefore, the implementation of financial and tax reforms, sometimes unpopular and 
painful, is the price of balancing the resources and costs of a certain revival scenario. 

The studied priorities and solutions for the post-conflict reconstruction of the 
countries of Europe, Asia, and the Middle East made it possible to trace a clear relationship 
"priority↔action↔reconstruction", which forms the basis for the success of the post-war 
revival of the country. For example, the experience of Afghanistan, the reconstruction of 
which has not been completed, demonstrates the lack of action of the national authorities 
to organize the reconstruction process, replacing it with external management. Here we 
are talking exclusively about regulatory, institutional, and financial decisions of the Afghan 
authorities since European countries after World War II were recovering with the 
maximum financial support and intervention of international donors, primarily the United 
States, but with an active position of their governments in planning and implementing 
recovery processes.  

Instead, a logical question arises: is the defined relationship 
“priority↔action↔reconstruction” relevant in the current conditions of post-conflict 
reconstruction? The security situation today is marked by significant geopolitical changes 
– an increase in the number of armed conflicts, their persistence, and duration (Myanmar, 
Iraq, Syria, Afghanistan, Nigeria, Yemen, etc.). In addition, the comparison of past and 
present experience is hindered by the discrepancy of the main feature, namely the absence 
of the fact of termination of conflicts (or its formality). That is, the entry conditions for 
classical (according to international experience) planning for the recovery of the affected 
countries are impossible since there is uncertainty about losses and destruction due to the 
war. The answer to the question posed is all the more relevant.  

The Russian-Ukrainian war, which has been going on since 2014, contains 
different periods in its history, which makes it possible to check the relevance of the 
connection both with and without adaptation to modernity. The first military clashes and 
armed confrontations at the start of the conflict were replaced by a period of a certain 
truce, which was repeatedly violated, but during which the reconstruction of the Luhansk 
and Donetsk regions took place. From 2015 to 2021, the political agreements on the 
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settlement of the conflict in the East of Ukraine (OSCE, 2014), the recovery processes 
went through several stages: 

2014–2015 – the start of the formation of the recovery policy. Development of 
regulatory legal acts (Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine, 2014aug.; Cabinet of Ministers of 
Ukraine, 2014oct.) and the introduction of institutions for coordination of processes 
(military-civilian administrations, the State Agency of Ukraine for the Restoration of 
Donbas). There were no clear priorities. Infrastructure facilities were rebuilt, and the 
population was provided with basic services. 

2016–2018 – priorities were identified: restoration of critical infrastructure and 
social services; economic recovery; strengthening social resilience, building peace and 
public security, development of a mechanism of social cohesion (Cabinet of Ministers of 
Ukraine, 2017). Annual regional programs of economic and social development of 
Donetsk and Luhansk regions with adjustment of recovery priorities.  

2019–2021 – recovery and reintegration policy. The Strategy for Economic 
Development of Donetsk and Luhansk Regions for the period up to 2030 (Cabinet of 
Ministers of Ukraine, 2021) was approved. Priorities: control of the movement of goods 
and people across the contact line; registration and registration of internally displaced 
persons; provision of social benefits and services; creation of special conditions for the 
admission of children from the temporarily occupied territories to higher educational 
institutions, etc. (Agency for Legislative Initiatives, 2023).  

That is, the policy of restoration of the reoccupied territories of Luhansk and 
Donetsk regions in 2014-2021 by its characteristics corresponded to an integrated 
approach with defined goals, and priorities, but without a sufficiently stable financial base. 
Significant volumes of socio-economic infrastructure were restored at the expense of 
donor funds and within the framework of targeted programs of large and small 
international funds (USAID, UNDP, URTF, GIZ, KFW, DANIDA, IOM, International 
Renaissance Foundation, Konrad Adenauer Foundation, East Europe Foundation, etc.). 

After the start of the full-scale invasion in 2022, after the deoccupation of the first 
territories in Ukraine, a targeted recovery was launched aimed at covering the most urgent 
needs of residents of the affected communities. Since there was no state support at that 
time, the reconstruction was carried out by residents and volunteers with the support of 
local governments. The official start of recovery during the second stage of the Russian-
Ukrainian war was the presentation of the Plan to international partners restoration of 
Ukraine (National Recovery Council, 2022). The scope of the identified priorities was quite 
significant – an interconnected system of 15 national programs. All of them not only met 
the basic needs of the country but also laid the foundations for the path to integration into 
the EU. However, this plan is still not regulated by law and needs to be finalized both in 
terms of the volatility of the military and economic situation in Ukraine and in terms of 
optimization (reduction) of priority actions by available funds. 

To implement such optimization, in 2023, methodological recommendations 
were approved for prioritizing projects to eliminate the consequences caused by Russia’s 
armed aggression (Ministry for Communities, Territories and Infrastructure Development 
of Ukraine, 2023), and the state digital ecosystem DREAM (2023) was introduced — a 
“single window” for working with recovery projects. In addition, a system of annual 
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identification of priority actions of the Government was introduced, within which the 
current priority areas of recovery are determined (Table 2).   
Table 2. The main priorities for the recovery of Ukraine for 2023-2025 

Year Reconstruction 

priorities 

Important decisions 

2023 Energy, housing, 

demining, critical infrastructure, 

restoration of railway, bridge and 

road infrastructure, defense 

capability 

Unified digital system for 

managing the process of infrastructure 

reconstruction, “Financial Rammstein”, 

the introduction of European procedures 

for the provision of services in the 

construction products market, deregulation 

for business. Is-home, Is-restoration 

2024 Humanitarian 

demining, heat supply, district 

water supply and sewerage 

facilities, transport, railway 

infrastructure, housing, energy, 

entrepreneurship development, 

social protection, digital 

infrastructure, defense capability 

European integration, 

improvement of the mechanism for 

providing compensation for the restoration 

of real estate damaged and destroyed as a 

result of hostilities, transformation of state 

social assistance, stimulation of renewal of 

fixed assets 

2025 Housing, energy, 

transport, education, healthcare, 

social protection, water, security, 

and defense capabilities 

«Ukraine Facility”, the program 

of cooperation with the IMF, approved the 

amount and indicators of the 

implementation of recovery projects 

Developed by the authors based on data (Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine, 2023, 2024; Ministry 
for Development of Communities and Territories of Ukraine, 2025) 

Based on the data presented in the table, it can be observed that the approach to 
the restoration of socio-economic infrastructure, as well as infrastructure overall, has 
shifted during the second phase of the war toward a more human-centered orientation, 
accompanied by the establishment of defined priorities. These include defense capacity, 
energy, housing, demining, transport, and social protection. The analysis of these priorities 
indicates that they largely correspond to the spectrum of international recovery priorities. 
This may reflect the significant influence of European experience and the professional 
engagement of international partners financing Ukraine’s public expenditures, including 
those related to recovery. 

However, a key difference lies in the continuous change of priorities within the 
sectors defined by the Recovery Plan. In this regard, Ukraine’s realities not only contradict 
the established academic and professional understanding of the need for strategic 
coherence in recovery goals and sequencing, but also reveal the limitations and 
vulnerability of the existing short-term planning practices. Such an approach requires 
reconsideration in light of adapting international experience to the conditions of an 
ongoing war. At the same time, this situation cannot be resolved solely through the 
introduction of strategic documents, as it is driven by a set of objective factors. First, the 
war is ongoing, whereas the recovery experience of the studied countries is based on plans 
developed in peacetime one to three years after the end of hostilities. Second, Ukraine has 
not yet fully standardized its recovery-related strategic documents and continues to operate 
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largely through annually updated plans that respond to evolving conditions on the 
battlefield and in the economy. Third, the stabilization of recovery priorities through long-
term, legally anchored strategies is constrained under wartime conditions, which 
necessitates the search for alternative institutional mechanisms for coordination and 
alignment. 

In the fourth year of the full-scale war, elements of such coordination are 
beginning to emerge in Ukraine’s recovery practice, partially compensating for the absence 
of a legally enshrined long-term strategy. Their emergence indicates the gradual formation 
of alternative institutional mechanisms for aligning recovery priorities under conditions of 
uncertainty. These include the combination of medium-term strategic frameworks, multi-
year financial planning, donor coordination, and the use of digital tools for managing 
recovery projects and public investments. An important component of this coordination 
is also the evolution of spatial planning approaches, particularly through the introduction 
of functional types of territories (including frontline areas), for which differentiated 
recovery strategies are being developed. Taken together, these mechanisms enable a 
relative coherence of priorities even under conditions of their annual adjustment. 

Despite the identified dynamism and variability of priorities, the results of the 
analysis suggest that approaches to defining recovery priorities for socio-economic 
infrastructure in Ukraine generally align with international practices, while acquiring an 
adaptive character shaped by ongoing war conditions. It has been established that the 
formation of the “priority↔action↔recovery” nexus, which in classical post-conflict cases 
occurred under conditions of stability, takes on a phased and non-linear character in 
Ukraine. This is reflected in the testing of different recovery approaches—from 
infrastructure-oriented to integrated and “build-back-better”—with a gradual 
strengthening of the socio-humanitarian dimension. Thus, in the absence of a single stable 
recovery model, an adaptive system of priority-setting is emerging in Ukraine, within which 
a tendency toward strengthening a human-centered approach can be observed as one of 
the key vectors of further development. 

 
3. Conclusions 

 
The study highlights the key priorities of infrastructure restoration, primarily 

socio-economic, by the countries of Europe, Asia, and the Middle East, demonstrating 
that the approaches applied in recent decades to their formation are relevant during the 
reconstruction of Ukraine in the context of the long-term Russian Ukrainian war and the 
increase in the instability of the geopolitical background.  

The analysis of the international experience in the reconstruction of post-conflict 
countries showed that the process of restoring socio-economic infrastructure has a clear 
pattern: in the first period (months or years) after the end of the conflict, priority is given 
to ensuring security and basic life needs of the population, while strategic reforms and 
economic growth become possible after achieving some stability. Despite the multi-vector 
and multipurpose orientation of the processes of the revival of countries affected by 
conflicts (wars), similar features were identified, which made it possible to form a system 
of basic approaches to determining priorities for infrastructure reconstruction. It is 
proposed to distinguish human-centered approaches – socio-humanitarian and economic-
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oriented; build-back-better and ideological-symbolic approaches, which are more selective 
and require creative design research; integrated approach. 

The study of practical cases of reconstruction in Europe, Asia, and the Middle 
East provided significant information on the main priorities formed during the planning 
and implementation of the restoration. Their sorting made it possible to obtain a certain 
rating of the priority types of infrastructure that were being restored: socio-economic, 
industrial, transport, security, energy, institutional, legal, and financial infrastructure. 
\u2012 socio-humanitarian and economic-oriented. The impact on the effective revival of 
the strict observance of the relationship «priority↔action↔reconstruction» is 
substantiated. 

The assessment of Ukraine’s recovery process during the Russian-Ukrainian war 
at its different stages (the period of temporary truce and the full-scale invasion) indicates 
that, despite its general alignment with international recovery patterns, it acquires a 
fundamentally adaptive character shaped by ongoing hostilities. Unlike classical post-
conflict cases, recovery in Ukraine is taking place under conditions of high uncertainty, 
persistent security threats, and the absence of a stable planning horizon, which leads to the 
formation of a non-linear and dynamic practice of priority-setting. The observed variability 
of priorities, while deviating from classical recovery models, at the same time creates risks 
of disruption in the sequencing of reconstruction processes and inefficient use of limited 
financial resources. It is noted that the absence of an approved, coordinated long-term 
recovery framework remains a significant constraint. However, this limitation is partially 
mitigated by the emergence of new institutional coordination mechanisms, including 
medium-term planning, donor coordination, the use of digital systems for managing 
recovery projects, and the differentiation of regional strategies. 

The practical significance of the study lies not in the direct transfer of international 
reconstruction models, but in their use as comparative analytical frameworks for shaping 
Ukraine’s recovery policy under wartime conditions. The findings suggest that effective 
recovery in such a context requires a combination of strategic orientations and adaptive 
implementation mechanisms, rather than reliance on rigid, predefined sequences of 
actions. In this regard, the ongoing formation of an adaptive, human-centered system of 
priority-setting can be considered one of the key directions for further development, 
enabling Ukraine not only to respond to immediate recovery challenges but also to lay the 
foundation for long-term resilience, sustainable development, and integration into the 
European space.   
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