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MEASURING OF REGIONAL DEMOCRACY IN NEW EUROPEAN
DEMOCRACY STATES (ON EXAMPLE OF EASTERN PARTNERSHIP COUNTRIES)
(PART 1)

The paper proposedn evaluation instrument for measuring of regiodamocracy in new
democracies and it is tested on example of six tcesnof Eastern Partnership. Index of
regional democracy consists of seven indicatorschivimeasure different aspects of subnational
processes with focuses on regional tier. This partepresented three indicators — regional
architecture, regional competence, administratived gpolitical autonomy — and results of
scoring for 6 countries.

Key worlds regional democracy, comparative analysis, indaxpnomy, region

ITanuenko T.B.
BUMIPIOBAHHS PETTOHAJIBHOI I[EMOKPATIT Y HOBUX €BPONNEMCHKUX
JEMOKPATUYHUX JEPKXABAX (HA IPUKJIAI KPATH CXIAHOI'O
IMAPTHEPCTBA)

Ilpononyemovca  incmpymenm Ol BUMIPIOBAHHS Pe2iOHANbHOI  OeMOKpamii 6 HO8UX
oemokpamisix i mecmyemuvci Ha npukaadi wecmu kpain Cxionozo napmuepcmea. Inoexc
PeCiOHANbHOI 0eMOKpamii CKIa0aemvcsi 3 cemu NOKAZHUKIB, AKI SUMIPIOIOMb DI3HI acnekmu
CYOHaYIiOHANbHUX npoyecié 3 (OKycomM Ha pelioHanbHOMYy pieHi. [lana uyacmuna penpe3eHmye
mpu iHOUKAMopu - pecioHAIbHA apXimeKmypd, pecioHaIbHA KOMNemeHyis, AOMIHICMPamueHa i
HONIMUYHA A8MOHOMIsL, A MAKOJC pe3yabmamu niOpaxyHKy O 6 KpaiH.

Knrwwuosi cnoea. pecionanvHa Oemoxpamis, NOPIGHANbHUL AHANI3, [HOEKC, A8MOHOMIsA,
PECIOH.

ITanuenko T.B.
U3MEPEHUE PETMOHAJIBHOMN JEMOKPATHUUA B HOBbBIX EBPOIEMCKHX
JEMOKPATUUYECKUX I'OCYJAPCTBAX (HA IIPUMEPE CTPAH BOCTOUYOI'O
IMAPTHEPCTBA)

IIpeonazaemcs OYeHOUHBI UHCMPYMEHM ONA USMEPEHUs DeSUOHANbHOU OeMOKpamuu 6
HOBbIX OeMOKPAMUAX U MeCmupyemcs Ha npumepe wecmu cmpan Bocmounoeo napmuepcmea.
Hnoexc pecuonanvHoll 0eMOKpamuyu cocmoum u3 cemu nokazameinetl, Komopbvie UsmMepsom
PA3IUuHble ACNEeKmbl CYOHAYUOHANIbHLIX NPOYecco8 ¢ (QOKYCOM HA PESUOHATbHOM YPOBHe.
Hanns wacmv npeocmasniem mpu UHOUKAMOPA — PESUOHANbHASL APXUMEKMYPa, PecUOHAIbHAS
KoMnemeHyus, AOMUHUCIMPAMUBHAS U NOJUMUYECKAs A8MOHOMUA - U pe3Yabmamsl noocuema
ons 6 cmpan.

Knwuesvie  cnosa:. pecuonanrvHas OeMOKpamus, CPAGHUMENbHbIN AHAIU3, UHOEKC,
A8MOHOMUSL, PECUOH.
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Background first of all in new democracies and it is tested on

Transformation of state sovereignty and the€xample of six countries of Eastern Partnership.
establishment of multi-level governance in __Iheoretical background for comparative
Europe lead to development of institutions of '€S€arch of institutes of regional democracy can
local and regional democracy. Administrative P& found in some research areas: studies on
reforms, started in the second half of the 20tt{ederalism and regionalism, that is mostly
century in order to strengthen and improvePaseéd on legal comparisonas a method of

democratic institutions, continued up to the 21@nalvsis —of governance —in multi-layered
century under the influence of globalization and SYStems; corporative public administration that
European Integration. The reforms, covering the!@KeS Into account organization structure of
majority of European countries, are seen as aSubnational ties, administrative culture and
attempt to give the regions a possibility for theirgad't'ons’ suttJr?attlonal corporative resgarq[h or}
self-growth and internal development, as a way em?.c'facy’ p ad concerns - on subna |on?
of survival the modern nation-states and as z\éa”a '(t)n‘?. t(') eTOCEﬁ:fy’ {nezj}surllrlg c}
result of the intensification of integration d€ce€ntraiization ——at —aierent  I€veis - o
processes and their transformation into Subnational authority in different countries and
competence of the regions. perl_?ﬂs- _ thodoloaical tool of th
Particularly, out of the 26 new democracies, eh main - metno ot_oglca tr?od OC e
which belong to Eastern Europe to some exten'€S€arch isa comparativeé method. Lross-
and are involved in different degree in Euro National comparisons of regional democracy
integration, the sub-government was establishe INStitutions are based on index construction
in 7 countries, was optimized in 8, was createcthrough data conversion. It is proposed an index

and then eliminated in 4, planning regions were©f regional democracy, for the construction of
established in 9. Besides that almost allWhich also apply a secondary analysis of
countries held local government reforms. guantitative data of World Bank, corporative

However regional and local institutions of SOCial surveys, electoral statistics.

democracy which appeared in the result of the  SPatial frameworks of the research are
reforms are substantially different. This is countries, which belong (fully or partially) to
especially true for Eastern Europe with the Central and Eastern Europe and are involved to

heritage of the communist past, political anddifférent extent in Euro integration as EU
socio-economic transformations. The mostMembers, recognized and potential candidates
essential gap between reformer’s intentions an1?”d Easktern ; Pﬁ_rtnershlp statles. Eln the
results takes place in the Post-Soviet countriesamework —of this  paper only Eastern

where the reforms weren’t accomplished or the)galrtnersh(ig stateﬁll Id(Armeniad Uﬁzerbaijan,
didn’t lead to real democratization. elarus, eorgia, violdova, an raine) are

Comparative study of newly created considered as a test set for proposed evaluation

institutions of regional democracy "in Easternins’[rRumem'I q i fics of |
Europe is necessary to assess their capacity and _deglc_)f_na . emoc(rja(_:y. t ed Specitics of its
perspectives. However this task is complicated ~!déntification, studying and measuring

by the fact that regional democracy is a concept . A Phenomenon of regional democracy is
which does not have clear definition in &fisen by activities the European Committee on

scientific literature as well as in international L]?Cil anld RedgioRnaI_Derrogre;%y, _:_he C(%n%ess
law. A phenomenon of regional democracy is% ogla faEn eglodnek u b‘?” |efsE0 €

arisen by activities the European international~>OUNcl! Of EUrOpE and ASsembly of European
organizations. They connect the phenomenorR€9iOns. They have been interested in regions
with regional authorities: their democratic 21d regionalism —since early 1990s; hence

structure, competences and own resources, the tncelr\)lt .:[Leg"?_lr_‘ﬁ" %emlocr?_cy’ emgge.d rr|1_uch
relations with other authorities and citizens. ‘2t€r- Neither Ihe Declaration on kegionalism

Hence some scientific researches prove thafl EUrope’ (1996), nor the draft of European
regional democracy is not only democratic charter of regional Self-Government (1997)
authorities. They take into account other factors,“se.?_rfh's conce?t. be found in d s of
among them political and administrative culture, . . IS concepf) Ecan € Toun 'Irt] ocumen S.Sl
patterns of public participation. So development;ONErences of Europeéan ministers responsioie

of an adequate instrument to measure regionaP’ l0cal and regional government, held in
democrac;l is a challenge that mustg bj—lelsmkl (2002), Budapest (2005) and Valencia
addressed in this research. (2007). In 2008 there was an attempt to use

So in the article is proposezh evaluation Eonceplt regmgal democracy ”s. a t'tl?EOf a new
instrument for measuring of regional democracy~0Uncll O EUrope convention European
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Charter of Regional Democracy’. However the responsibilities of subnational government, in
convention was not accepted, but its provisionsl6 countries for five-year intervals between
became the base for Council of Europel960-1995. Brancati [9] measured ,political
Reference Framework on Regional Democracydecentralization” as a vertical division of
(further Framework) [1], which was adapted in authority among subnational levels of
Utrecht. The Framework has two principal government in 40 countries, for the years 1985-
functions: to serve as a source of inspiration2000. Hooghe, Marks, Schakel [10] proposed
when countries decide to establish or reformthe index of regional authority, which measure
their regional authorities; and to act as a body othe capacity of all levels a sub-national
principles on which the Congress can rely ingovernment below the national level with an
monitoring regional democracy. The text average population greater than 150,000 in 42
stresses the principle of subsidiarity, the democracies over the period 1950-2006. The
principle of social and territorial cohesion and authors worked out noteworthy set of
the need for solidarity amona the componentsindicators, which were divided into two groups:
of a sovereign state. For regional authorities,self rule (institutional depth, policy scope, fisca
The Framework contains the criteria for autonomy and representation) and shared rule
regional democracy in four fields: regional (law making, executive control, fiscal control
architecture, regional bodies’ organization, and constitutional reform)Some indicators of
financing, national and international relations. regional self-rule, fiscal, administrative and
All these criteria concern, first of all, regional political decentralization can be suited for
authorities. Briefly they indicate three measuring of regional democracy.
autonomies of regional self-government — law, Indeed, self-governing regional authority is
organizational and financial, which were a prerequisite for regional democracy; however,
defined early in European Charter of local self- subnational comparative research on democracy
government (1985) [2] and also allow regional showed that this condition is insufficient. They
authorities to participate in national and clearly demonstrate that sub-national democracy
international decision-making. is not only democratic subnational authorities.
Many of the Framework’'s criteria of Even the first generation of the research (1990-
regional democracy are difficult to measure. So2000) noticed, ,although decentralization was
it is noteworthy to consider scientific attempts conventionally expected to improve local
to measure capacity of regional authorities bygovernance and, ultimately, democracy, by
using indexes of decentralization/ narrowing the gap between policymakers and
regionalization. The indexes include different citizens, subnational studies found that the
criteria and indicators of decentralization andconsequences of decentralization depended on
regional autonomy and often assume measuringhe nature of local- level informal institutions”
different levels of sub-national authority for [11,p. 5].
certain period. For example, Kearney [3] Loughlin, Aja, Hendriks, Bullmann and
measured assignment of fiscal, political, andLindstrom [12] in their research of subnational
administrative responsibilities to lower levels of democracy in 15 EU countries considered some
government in 49 countries from 1960 to 1995.dimensions of subnational democracy: history,
Lane and Ersson [4] measured territorial institutional expression and practices of
location of public decisions and their democracy, challenge and opportunities for sub-
implementation at various levels of governmentnational democracy. Important part of their
in 18 European countries in the post-Secondanalysis was study of role of parties, political
World War period. Woldendorp, Budge and network and presser groups, citizens’ attitude to
Keman [5] measured centralization and subnational government and patterns of public
autonomy of regional and local government in participation. Similar criteria were taken into
37 countries in the post-Second World Waraccount in extension study of subnational
period. Treisman [6] measured different typesdemocracy in twenty-seven member states of
of decentralization (vertical, decision-making, the EU, Norway and Switzerland by Hendriks,
appointment, electoral, fiscal and personnel) inLidstrom and Loughlin [13]. Some of them are
41 countries in the mid-1990s. Hooghe andtaken into account in this research.
Marks [7] measured regional autonomy in 14 Comparative public administration also
West-European countries in 1950, 1970, 1990gives us additional features which are helpful in
and 2000. Arzaghi and Henderson [8] measurecevaluation of quality of regional democracy.
‘institutional” decentralization or effective Among them is a differentiation of ‘hard’ and a
federalism, which they construct by assessingsoft’ formation of regions; centralizing and
fiscal, political, and administrative decentralizing effect in case of transfer of
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regional functions; political and administrative authoritative decision making then the lower
decentralization and deconcentration [14]. intermediate level. Hooghe, Marks, Schakel in
So analysis of recommendation of the their comparative study [10] encompasses all
Framework, indices of decentralization andlevels of government below the national level
literature on Sub-national corporative researchwith an average population greater than
on democracy and Corporative public 150,000.
administration is allowed to offer an instrument ~ Only one level is chosen for more detailed
for measuring regional democracy. Index ofanalysis in order not to overload the
regional democracyconsists of 7 indicators; measurement. It is considered in aeneral the
each of them ranges from 0O to 6, for a total ofmost authoritative level of regional government,

42 points. although for some indicators are taken into
* Regional architecture (0-6) account characteristics of all subnational tiers.
« Regional Competence (0-6) So if the most authoritative level is at the same
+ Administrative and political autonomy time as the first tier, it receives the highest
(0-6) score. . |
« Fiscal autonomy (0-6) Size of region is an essential feature. A
. Representation (0-6) status of region in the Nomenclature of
« National and international relations (0- Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS) is taken

6) into account, since _it correlate_s__v_vith the

. Participation (0-6 population and determine the possibilities of the

IndicatoFr) 1: Reéionél architecture region as a subject of EU regional policy. There

Concept .reqgional architecture” is used in EUEII'CJS y%zgivés"’tl&oﬂﬁ hset;id;igré:ountrles, SO
the Framework [1], covers a wide range of 9 ;

competence, relations. Here regional P

architecture is understood as a characteristic og?gt)gdal itsélgr?uggﬂaesss'urg e(;et%gtnfhega(\j/gvgl(())g%d
reglgirrlgtl s(t)rfuc;ﬁrexﬂgtltsi,sfo;m?goindn for this regional identity, certain administrative
research? ' 9 traditions and political culture. Scale for
SR . . measuring the age of a region is based on three
The reqion is considered as a ,territorial . S ;
entity situated between the local and nationaIChron()log'Cal periods: regions were created ,for

levels with a capacity for authoritative decision ages’/,during last century™/ ,by reforms”.

P - - - For a new-created region it is important to
;nbaz)k:l?qth[e}or‘gdi?)]r'l TQS'S gﬁﬁggggoﬁ\és r;%tggllg Orconsider the features of their formation. The

: : . regional level is usually created by transforming
gg:IEEJc:glleerr:ltrI:l\gnlttv?rlm?ghC:geiﬁvglcz}egl?rlumderﬁg;gggl the state terri_torial administration un_its or_the
of the region in ,Declaration of regionalism in SIUTSt slt_atlzncalthan_(il_ plannll?q reqions llntol
Europe” (1996) [15]. It focuses only place in ecentralised authoriies or by merging loca

i P authorities of an inferior level [16]. For
space (between state and municipality) anc . f ific of ions’ f LY
presence of authorities. However there is th measuring of specific of regions’ formation Is

: - - aken into account proposed by S. Kuhlmann
vexed issue of the possible existence of mor and H. Wollmann criteria of .hard” and a ,soft”

dovernment and national qovernments denote oTmation of regions (e fist case supposes
| . e creation of new regional territorial entities

lower and upper bounds within which there rnayéNhiIe abolishing related previous structures, the
be more than one intermediate level. How doe econd case supposes the creation of flexible
one determine which level is the regional? PP '

The region is often considered as the firstIargely mono-functional regional cooperative

administrative tier of subnational authority, the fcl);rrr]lﬁin '? ralrr:';[-etg:aﬁdre Sig%ts'a![ha?rzgsn o(t)rhal\?e
next level after national one. In particular this P 99 g 9

. he status of territorial bodies) and centralizing
é%%rr?glci;f d;&’%ggegn ('jn Atgseerggfyurgfegtjro(ge;hnetand decentralizing effect (the first - the transfer

. : : f regional functions ,upwards” (bottom up),
Eigégﬁelgéﬁggs as well as regional researcheg,, county to regions, the second - the transfer

Hooghe and Marks in their research of ~,downwards” (top down), from a state authority

multi-level governance [7] considered the mosttodo}.r,['.e relgl?n)tr[l14]. Theseb Cmem} and ISOTe
authoritative level of reagional qovernment.a iional feathers are base of scale for
Indeed there are countries where the firstmeagurl_ng.l hi 0-6
administrative tier has less capacity of egional architecture (0-6)
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- Place of regional tier in territorial structure
of country (0-2):

0: ‘hard’ formation of regions (the creation of
new regional territorial entities while abolishing

0: Noregional tier in territorial structure; related previous structures).

1: Regional tier is the most authoritative level - transfer of competence bottom-up /
of subnational government; top-down (0-1)

2. Regional tier is the first and the most 1: transfer of competence top-down: central or
authoritative administrative tier of subnational upper level to regional or under level;

authority. 0: transfer of competence bottom-up: from local
- Size of most regiongheir correspondence to or under level to regional or upper level.
NUTS (0-2): Six Eastern Partnership countries have

0: LAU 1,2 (less 150 000);
1: NUTS 3 (150 000 — 800 000);

complicated territorial structures. Four of them
have autonomies (Crimea is considered here
2: NUTS 2 (800 000 — 3 million). stil as an autonomy of Ukraine); some of
- Age of regions (0-2): entities are not controlled by states (Nagorno-
0: Regional level was created by reforms 1990-Karabakh Republic in Azerbaijan, Transnistria
2000; in Moldova, Abkhazia and South Ossetia in
1. Regional level was created during last Georgia). Also some of countries have capitals
century; and cities with both statuses of municipality and
2: Regional level has existed for ages. region (Yerevan in Armenia, Thilisi in Georgia,
- Specific of regions’ formation (only for Kiev in Ukraine and three municipalities in
countries that score 0 in previous measuring): Moldova). Thus here are not considered cities
- ‘hard’ / ‘soft’ formation of regions (0-  with special status and territorial entities, which
1): de facto are independent states or
1: ‘soft’ formation of regions (the creation of occupied territories. Only subnational regions
flexible, largely mono-functional regional are considered, some of them are autonomies.
cooperative forms in integrated spatial areas);

Table 1:
Regional architecture
Countries Regions place of | size of age of specific of formation score
region region region ‘hard’/ | bottom-up /
‘soft’ top-down

Armenia 12 regions 2 1 0 0 1 4
Azerbaijan | Nakhichevan 2 1 1 0 0 4
65 districts 2 0 1 0 0 3

Belarus 6 voblasts P 2 1 0 0 5
Georgia Adjara 2 1 0 1 1 4
9 regions 2 1 0 1 1 5

Moldova Gagauzia 2 1 0 1 1 5
32 rajons 2 0 0 1 0 3

Ukraine Crimea 2 2 0 1 1 6
24 oblasts 2 2 1 0 0 5

Results of scoring (see Table 1) demonstratehey are new units in Armenia and Georgia,
that all units are the first and the most where they were created to transfer state
authoritative administrative tier of subnational functions ‘downwards’. In Armenia they
authority. However these units are different inreplaced soviet division into 37 rajons, in
size and age. In particular only regions of Georgia they were created as additional
Belarus and Ukraine, which correspond toadministrative tier. Moldavian autonomy
NUTS 2, are really large and populated onesformally known as the Autonomous Territorial
They were created in days of USSR and theilUnit of Gagauzia is a new-created autonomy,
territories saved without changes. whereas the Autonomous Republic of Adjara

Most regions of Armenia, Georgia as well (Georgia), the Nakhchivan Autonomous
as autonomies of four countries, which Republic (Azerbaijan) and the Autonomous
correspond to NUTS 3, are middle-sized onesRepublic of Crimea (Ukraine) had autonomous
Namely these regions were created orexperience in the USSR. However, autonomous
substantial transformed in 1990s. In particular,experience of two from therwas interrupted:
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from 1946 to 1991 Crimea was converted toare pointed: regional economic policy, regional
oblast and lost the autonomous status; fronplanning, building and housing policy,

1991 to 2004 Adjara was not controlled by telecommunications and transport
Georgia. So these autonomies also aranfrastructures, energy and environment,
considered here as new-created ones. agriculture and fisheries, education at all levels,

There are two countries whose intermediateuniversities and research, culture and media,
territorial units are not regions according to thepublic health, tourism, leisure and sport, police
NUTS classification. In particular, only some and public order [15p. 4]. This declaration
districts of Azerbaijan (13 from 65) and none comprises exhaustive list of possible regional
rajon of Moldova correspond to NUTS 3. Thesecompetences, which in practice implemented
units generally were created in the days of thenot in all federations. But list of recommended
USSR. If in Azerbaijan they unchanged saved,the Framework looks like such that more
but in Moldova their structure underwent corresponds to reality.
significant changes. Firstly, 40 soviet rajons in  Beside that a list of possible regional
1999 were substituted by 9 counties, 2powers is available in scientific literature. In
autonomous territorial units and one particular Hooghe L., Marks G., Arjan H.
municipality. Later, in 2003 counties were Schakel group regional policies into three areas:
abolished and substituted by 32 rajons. In facteconomic, cultural-educational, and welfare:

the former structure was returned to most areas. - Economic policy encompasses regional
Thereby none country has got maximal development, public utilities, transport
score in regional architecture. including roads, environment, energy;
Results of scoring are the following: - Cultural-educational policy encompasses
* Ukraine scores 6 for Crimea and 5 for schools, universities, vocational training,
oblasts (both correspond to NUTS 2). libraries, sports and cultural centres;
 Georgia with new-created, middle-sized - Welfare policy encompasses health,
regions, Belarus which saved soviet hospitals, social welfare (e.g. elderly
administrative division into big oblasts homes, poor relief, social care), pensions,
and new-created autonomy of Moldova - social housing [10, P. 24].
5 Such a division into three areas is taken as

. A.rmenia with new-created, middle-sized @ basis, is clarified, taking into account

regions and middle-sized Nakhichevan -documents of Council of Europe, Assembly
4 European Regions and some available statistics

. A.zerbaiian and Moldova with their ©Of World Bank. In particular three Worlglank's
districts - 3. Since these units are notfiscal decentralization indicators, which
regions, they are not analyzed further incharacterize ~ some  sectoral aspects  of
most indicators. decentralization (subnational government share

Indicator 2: Regional competence of compensation of employees expenditure;
competence  as  decision-making and€éxpenditures; subnational government share of
administrative powers of regional authorities. It €ducation expenditures [17]) are chosen for

policy areas: characterize all sub-national expenditure, so it

- Promotion the regional culture and Should be used carefully. But these indicators
defending region's cultural heritage, @€ helpful because the leaislation doesn't

including regional languages; always reflect reality in many studied countries.
- Cooperation with economic operators in the  Thus indicators for measuring of
region; regional competence are shown below. 0,5 is

- Help in adaptation of education and training Scored for each of the following characteristics.
facilites to employment development  Regional Competence (0-6)

requirements in a region; - _ economic policy (0-2): o :

- Social welfare and public health, promoting 0-5:  regional  development; including
social cohesion in the region; partnership with economic operators in the

- Balanced development of the territory; region (1); .

- Protecting and enhancing natural resourced-5: public utilities: water, electricity, natural
and biodiversity. gas, telephone and telegraph communication

Examples of the existing reqions' powers take(z)?_ ] _ _
place in Appendix to article 3 of Declaration on 0-5: transport including roads (3);
regionalism in Europe. There following fields
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0.5: protecting and enhancing natural resources 0.5: public health, hospitals (9);

and biodiversity (4). 0.5 high level of Subnational Government
- cultural-educational policy (0-2) : Share of Health Expenditures (>24% according
0.5: schools, universities, vocational training,  to data of GFS) (10);

adaption of education and training facilites to  0.5: social welfare (e.g. elderly homes, poor
employment development requirements in the relief, social care), pensions, social housing
region (5); (12);

0.5 high level of subnational government share 0.5: high level of subnational government share
of educational expenditures (> 40% according of compensation of employees expenditure (>
to data of GFS) (6); 30% according to data of GFS) (12).

0.5: libraries, sports and cultural centres (7); 6,10 and 12 marks are based on secondary
0.5: promoting regional culture and defending analysis of quantitative data of World Bank and
and enhancing the region's cultural heritage, @GFS (% is defined on the base on the
including regional languages (8); calculation of the average for the 26 countries).
- welfare policy (0-2):

Table 2:
Regional competence .
Countries Regions | economic policy cultural-educational welfare policy score
policy
1 |2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7 |8 |9 10 |11 |12
Armenia 12regions| 050 | 05/05/05] 0| 05 O 05 O 0bO 3.5
Azerbaijan| Nakhichevan 0.5/ 0.5/0.5(05| 05| 0 | 05| 0.5 0.5 O 050 4.5
65 districts - - - - - - - - - 0
Belarus 6 voblasts| 0.5/0 |05/05/05|/05(05/05|/05 |05|/05/05| 55
Georgia Adjara 05/05/05/05/05|0 |[05/05/05 |0 |05]|0 4.5
9regions |0 |O |O |0 |O 05/05]|0 0 |0 1
Moldova Gagauzia | 05/05/05/05/05/05[05|05|05 |0 |05/05| 55
32 rajons | - - - - - - - - - 1
Ukraine Crimea |05/05/05/05/05|/05[05|/05|05 [05]/05|0.5 6
24 oblasts | 0.5|0 |05/0 |0.5 05]/05|05 0.5 5

Results of scoring (see Table 2) demonstrate The results of Armenia and Georgia, which
that competence of regional authorities differ created their regions in 1990s, deserve
considerably. The largest volume of particular interest. Whereas reqional authorities
competencies is accumulated by autonomou®f Armenia implement central government’'s
republics. They have jurisdiction in all policy policy in all fields (4 points), Georgian
areas. Differentiation in ranking is caused byauthorities do it only in cultural policy (1 point)
various indicators of sectoral decentralization, Results of scoring are the following:
which characterizes all subnational expenditures ¢ Ukraine — 6 for Crimea; 5 — for region
of countries: Crimea scores 6 points, Gagauzia « Belarus and Moldova for Gagauzia —
— 5.5, Adjara and Nakhichevan — 4.5. 5.5;

The regional authorities of Ukraine and « Georgia — 4.5 for Adjara and 1for
Belarus have also great competences in most regjons;
policy areas (5.5 and 5 points). Their legislation « Azerbaijan — 4.5 for Nakhichevan;
is a haritage of Soviet-style government. « Armenia — 3.5. _
Availability of wide closely-related jurisdictions It should be noticed that the scope of

of local and regional authorities and 1ining competences of regional authorities says
creates duplication and some interference in th‘?lothing about the nature of relations between
affairs each other. Although the powers andihe centre and regions; it only demonstrates
duplicated, there are very few sources of angpheres of responsibility of regional authorities.
alternative  policy ~ options. ~ Thus, their |5 some cases, for example in Armenia and in
relationship (first of all in Belarus) is based many areas in Ukraine, regional authority

mainly on the principle of subordination. Their ;,slements policy of central government
ranking is also increased due to World Bank’s P Indicgtor y3: Admi%istrative a.nd

indicators of sectoral decentralization. political autonomy
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Mentioned above provisions about regional0: No functioning general-purpose regional
competence of the Framework states ,regionabdministration;
authorities shall have decision-making and1l: Deconcentrated general-purpose,
administrative powers in the areas covered byadministration(the transfer of state functions
their own competences” [1]. Decision-making from central state institutions to sub-national
power can be considered as political autonomyand local state or semi-state administrative
and administrative powers as administrativeunits);
autonomy. ,These powers should permit the2: Administrative decentralized, general-
adoption and implementation of policies purpose administration (state tasks are
specific to the region. Decision-making powers delegated to the elected regional assemblies,
may include legislative powers” [1]. These which formally have neither influence nor
statements can be interpreted as following: atontrol over the conduct of such delegated
least administrative autonomy is necessarytasks, and the state authorities exercise an
requirement for regional democracy, political administrative supervision over the regional
autonomy is desired requirement. activity);

So it is taken into account degree of 3: Political decentralized, general-purpose
regional autonomy and character of relationshipadministration (political  decision-making
between regional and central government. Inpowers and responsibilities are transferred
order to measure a degree of autonomy it isalong with the respective administrative
helpful indicator of institutional depth proposed functions, while a direct intervention by the
Hooghe L., Marks G., Arjan H. Schakel. They state administration in the form of
definite institutional depth as ,a continuous administrative supervision is ruled out).

dimension ranging from no autonomy from the Relationship between the regional and
central government to complete autonomy” [10, central government (0-3)
P.21]. They distinguished four categories, - Separationist model  versus

which characterize specific of functioning administrative integrated modg0-2)
general-purpose regional administration. TheirO: State centred integrationist modghe state
scale is changed by using categoriesadministration carries out the functions of the
deconcentration, political and administrative regional governments in addition to its own
decentralization [14. 128]. tasks);

Relationship between the regional andl: Regional administration centred
central government are characterized by modelstegrationist mode(the regional governments
of vertical and functional distribution of perform ‘dual’ functions in carrying out their
responsibilities. self-government tasks and the ones that the state

Relationship between the regional andhas ‘delegated’ to them);
central government are characterized by model®: Separationist model(state and regional
of vertical and functional distribution of authorities execute their responsibilities
responsibilities. Vertical division of separately and largely independently from one
responsibilities between the local and centralanother);
government levels characterizes two models: - Multi-purpose model versus single
‘separationist’ and ‘integrationist’. Last one can purpose model (0-1)
be turn into ‘state centred integrationist model’1: The multi-purpose modela horizontal,
or ‘local administration centred integrationist territory-related administrative organization, in
model’. Functional distribution of which a region authority combines and executes
administrative responsibilities is characterizedall tasks relevant to the region in its own
by multi-purpose and single-purpose model [14,responsibility);

p. 27-29]. 0: The single purpose model (a vertical,
So indicator for measuring of regional function-specific administrative organization, in

competence is presented below. which an area-oriented organizational structure
Administrative and political autonomy  exists from the state to the regional level, and

(0-6) the political responsibility lies outside of
Institutional Depth (0-3) regional government).
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Table 3:
Administrative and political autonomy
centre-region relationship
Countries Regions
institutional separationist / multi- / single score
depth integrated model | purpose model

Armenia 12 regions 1 0 0 1
Azerbaijan | Nakhichevan 2 2 1 5
65 districts 0 0 0 0
Belarus 6 voblasts 2 1 0 3

Georgia Adjara 2 1 1 4

9 regions 1 0 0 1

Moldova Gagauzia 3 2 1 6

32 rajons 0 0 0 0

Ukraine Crimea 2 1 1 4
24 oblasts 2 1 0 3

Results of scoring (see Table 3) demonstrat&upreme Council of the Autonomous Republic
significant  differences in political and of Adjara, and regions of Ukraine and Belarus,
administrative autonomy of regions, first of all whose executives are also accountable to the
in their institutional depth. Political Presidents, are characterized by Regional
decentralized general-purpose administrationsadministration centred integrationist model.
take place only in autonomous republic of Rest regions of Armenia, Georgia and some
Gagauzia. Nakhichevan, Adja and Crimea aredistricts of Azerbaijan are characterized by state
rather examples of administrative decentralizedcentred integrationist model.
general-purpose administrations, since the state  Relationship between the regional and
authorities exercise an administrative central government are characterized by the
supervision over the respective autonomousmulti-purpose model in all autonomous
activity or take part in appointment of their republics. The single-purpose model is
executive. Administrative decentralized appropriated for regions of Ukraine, Belarus,
general-purpose administrations also wereArmenia, Georgia and some districts of
established in regions of Belarus and Ukraine.Azerbaijan.

Regions of Armenia and Georgia as well as  Results of scoring are the following:

some  districts of Azerbaijan  have » Gagauzia (Moldova) — 6;

deconcenf[rated_, general-purpose administration. Nakhichevan (Azerbaijan)- 5:
Relationship between the regional and Adiara (Georgia) and Crimea (Ukraine) —

central government are characterized by :

separationist model in autonomous republics of Regions of Belarus and Ukraine — 3;

Azerbaijan and Moldova, whose executives are . Territorial units of Armenia, Azerbaijan

accountable to appropriate  assemblies. and Georgia — 1.

Government of autonomy in Georgia shall is To be continued

accountable to the President of Georgia and the
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PadGorsarosa 1.B.
XapkiBChbKUH HAIlIOHATBHHM
yHiBepcuret iMeHi B.H. Kapa3ina

MMPOTOIHOJITHYHA JEMOKPATIA SAK XAPAKTEPHA JJISA
INOCTPAJAHCBKOI'O ITPOCTOPY CHEIU®PIKA IMTOJITUYHUX IHCTUTYTIB

3anpononosano konyenm , RPOMONONIMUYHI OeMOKpamiss' K Maxkuil, wo eioobpaxicae
Npesanto8anHs He@popManiz08aHo20 NONIMUYHO20 NOJA neped POopMAani308aHUM, J1e2albHUM.
Busnaueni knrouoei Hegpopmanizosami mMexawizmu nputiHamms ma peanizayii 61a0HUx piuiens,
wWo € mpaouyitiHumu, NPOMONOIIMUYHUMU O3HAKAMU CYYACHUX cycnitbems. Busnaueno cmynine
iXx 6nausy Ha NOAIMUYHUL NPOYec NOCMPAOAHCLKUX 0epiicas, 30Kkpema YKpainu.

Knrwouoei cnoea. nonimuunuii puHok,

mpaouyiuni

IHCMumymu, NnampoH-KAIEHMHI

BIOHOCUHU, 0APOOOMIH, CIAOOKOHKYPEHMHI NOJIMUYHI PUHKU, NPOMONONIMUYHT 0eMOKPAMIsL.
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IMPOTOHNOJIUTUYECKASA JIEMOKPATHUA KAK XAPAKTEPHASA J1JIA
MNOCTCOBETCKOI'O TIPOCTPAHCTBA CIIENU®UKA ITIOJIMTHYECKHUX

HUHCTUTYTOB
IIpeonoscen  Konyenm ,, ApomMonoIUMUYEcKas OemMokpamus’ — Kak — mom, KOmopbiil
omobpadicaem  npesaiuposanue  HeGOPMATUSUPOBAHHO2O — NOIUMUYECKO20 — NOAS  nepeo

Gopmanuzuposannvim, necanvhviM. OnpedeneHvl Kaiouegvle HepOpMATUUPOBAHHbBIE MeXAHUZMbI

NnpuHAmMuUs

u peaiusayuu

61ACNHbIX peweﬂuﬁ,

Komopbvle  A6AIOMCA mpabuuuouubmu,

npomonoaumudecCKumu npusHaxkamu CO6peMeHHblX O6W€Cl’l’l€. Onpeaeﬂeﬂa Cmenensb UxX 6JaUAHUA HA
NOAUMUYECKULL npoyecc nocmcoeemckKux 2ocy()apcme, 6 uacmHocmu YKpaqul.
Knroueewvie cnoea. nonumuuecxuii PBIHOK, mpaablI/ﬂ/IOHHble UHCmumymsl, nampoH-KJIUEeHmHbsle

ONMHOULeHUs,

oapoodomen,
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