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Bikulov D. Political-Economic Characteristic of the Region
This article is devoted to the definition of indicators that characterize the administrative and

territorial unit – the area in terms of impact on the strength and effectiveness of governance
arrangements. The key circumstances in this context are considered political criteria, such as: the
power of local governments, the presence of management resources – primarily the budget and
sources of its replenishment. Government effectiveness also depends on the quality of relations
between local authorities, local administrations and the territorial offices of the central institutions
of the state. The basis of effective management of the administrative territory in the long run is the
presence of economic power and its instruments. We consider it as possible to influence the
processes of production, distribution and consumption of various kinds of social benefits. We
determine elements of society who are interested in a particular scenario. For effective
management and self-management, it is necessary to establish clear guidelines for all parties –
participants of the socio-economic processes in society: the representatives of governments,
employers, employees, members of civil society and indifferent citizens, who under certain
circumstances change opinion and change the political and economic situation in general. Politico-
economic characteristics of the region is important for the initial assessment of the situation and
decision-making managerial or financial nature: on the strength and nature of managerial
influence, accommodation or divestment.

Politico-economic characteristics of the region (region or city) will include a number of factors
that determine the control of territory and its ability to self-sufficiency. As the largest base defined
regions of Ukraine, which determine the socio-economic situation in general: Kiev and Donetsk
region. These territories are the most problematic in terms of budget flows objects. On the one
hand there is formed the largest number of gross domestic product, the largest population is
located. On the other hand, at these sites there is the greatest number of problems of socio-
economic nature. These problems reflect the problems of society as a whole, but it is in these
regions, their presence affects all Ukrainian society.

Key words: region, local government, budget, social-economic characteristic, administration,
authority unit, policy.


