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Abstract

This article analyzes the relationship between local self-government and
democracy, focusing on their significance for individual political freedom within
the context of Ukraine’s ongoing democratic reforms. The study highlights the
theoretical foundations of this correlation, examining the impact of decentralization
and governance at the local level on the country’s political system. Despite
Ukraine’s substantial efforts toward democratization, significant challenges remain
in effectively balancing the principles of local self-government with centralized
state power. The article explores three primary theoretical and methodological
approaches to understanding this relationship.

The first approach argues that local self-government and democracy are not
necessarily interconnected, and self-governance can exist even under authoritarian
regimes. This perspective is based on examples from states where self-governing
structures function autonomously, without direct influence from democratic
processes. The second approach emphasizes that local self-government acts as a
precursor to democratization, serving as a «school of democracy» where citizens
acquire participatory skills and foster political culture. This approach acknowledges
the role of local institutions in developing civic responsibility and engagement in
decision-making processes. The third approach asserts that democratization must
first occur at the national level, creating favorable conditions for the development
of autonomous local self-government systems.

The article concludes that a balanced approach to decentralization and
centralization is crucial for the effective functioning of local governance. The
Ukrainian experience demonstrates that decentralization can strengthen local
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communities’ capacity for self-organization and responsiveness to citizens’
needs. However, excessive decentralization, in the absence of strong democratic
traditions, risks consolidating power among local elites, which may hinder broader
democratization efforts at the national level.

Keywords: local self-government, democracy, political freedom,
decentralization, governance, civic participation, reform.

Introduction

The relationship between local self-government and democracy is a crucial
topic in modern political theory, particularly in the context of Ukraine’s efforts to
democratize its society and transition from a centralized political system. Despite
the progress made in the last few decades, challenges persist in defining the precise
correlation between local self-governance and broader democratic structures. This
article seeks to explore the theoretical foundations of this relationship, emphasizing
its implications for political freedom and effective governance in Ukraine. Special
attention is given to the relevance of these concepts in contemporary Ukrainian
society, where efforts toward decentralization are often seen as key to achieving
sustainable democratic governance.

A wide range of research has been devoted to exploring the connection
between democracy and local self-government, particularly in the context of post-
Soviet transitions. Scholars such as V. Dubinin, O. Holovko, and M. Baymuratov have
contributed significantly to understanding the historical and legal foundations of
local governance in Ukraine. Moreover, works by P. Andresyuk and S. Doroshenko
have examined the practical application of local self-government in Ukrainian
regions, while others, including I. Drobot and N. Moiseeva, have focused on
the broader implications of decentralization for democratization. However, as
decentralization reforms in Ukraine continue to evolve, many unresolved issues
remain, particularly concerning the autonomy of local bodies and their capacity to
serve as agents of political freedom.

Research methods

The methodological basis of this article involves a combination of general
scientific and specialized approaches. Comparative and dialectical methods are
primarily employed to analyze the theoretical correlation between local self-
government and democracy. Comparative analysis is utilized to juxtapose different
concepts regarding the role of self-government in democratic societies, while
dialectical analysis helps to reveal the strengths and weaknesses of local self-
government in the Ukrainian context. This methodological framework allows for a
nuanced understanding of the interconnectedness between local governance and
democracy in both theory and practice.

The purpose of the article is to investigate the relationship between local
self-government and democracy in Ukraine, focusing on how these two phenomena
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interact to shape individual political freedom. By analyzing different theoretical
and methodological approaches, the article aims to clarify the role of local self-
government in the democratization process, offering insights into the practical
challenges of implementing effective governance at the local level in both democratic
and non-democratic states.

Research results

In modern Ukraine, the ideas of political freedom have become especially
urgent in connection with the aspiration for the democratization of society and the
successful completion of transitional processes. At the same time, despite the fact
that this aspiration was expressed as early as the late 1980s and early 1990s, there
is still no clearly formulated strategy for building democracy, nor a comprehensive
vision of the tactics to achieve this goal. The areas of public life that require priority
reforms have not yet been identified, nor have concrete timelines been established,
even approximately, for the completion of each stage.

However, one of the possible tasks in this context is evident to the majority of
political actors in contemporary Ukraine. There is no doubt that the establishment of
a democratic regime will entail the formation of a qualitatively new system of local
self-government. Yet, there is no consensus on what is primary—democracy or self-
government—or whether these processes are even connected at all. Therefore, it is
essential to distinguish the main approaches to the correlation of both the concepts and
phenomena of democracy and local self-government, which will be done in this section.

It is worth noting that defining these approaches has a purely theoretical
and methodological value, as it allows for the structuring of the main views on
the concepts of «democracy» and «local self-government.» Understanding the key
perspectives on this issue enables a better grasp of the essence of both concepts
and the development of a methodology for further research on any issues directly
or indirectly related to these phenomena of social life.

Nevertheless, since the distinction between these approaches is purely
conditional, it would be inappropriate to focus solely on the systematization of
researchers’ views, ascribing them to one approach or another. In the works of
Western scholars from democratic countries, this issue is rarely raised. Ukrainian
researchers either ignore it as well, moving directly to the analysis of the
characteristics, functions, and models of local self-government, or present all three
approaches without distinguishing them as different, thus not aligning themselves
with any of them. At the same time, the starting thesis of most foreign and domestic
scholars is the inseparability of local self-government and democracy [1, p.485].

For this reason, we categorize approaches to the correlation of the
concepts of «democracy» and «local self-government» based on content, not the
citizenship of the scholars, their affiliation with a particular school, or even their
individual works. It is more important for us to understand which approach will
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have theoretical, methodological, and practical significance for modern Ukraine,
and which should serve as the foundation for the democratization of our state. In
adhering to scientific objectivity, we do not seek to formalize knowledge but rather
focus on the essence of these approaches, hoping that a discussion will arise and
the academic community will independently structure itself according to these or
any improved and modified approaches.

Overall, three main theoretical and methodological approaches to the
correlation of local self-government and democracy can be found in contemporary
Ukrainian political and legal science (as already noted, they are often encountered
even within a single scientific study, with the contradictions between them either
deliberately or unconsciously ignored). According to the first of these, the existence
and functioning of local self-government and democracy are not interdependent or
mutually conditioned. The primary purpose of local self-government, in this case,
is to meet the needs of citizens at the basic level. Its foundation lies in ensuring
individual and group interests, and political freedom is viewed solely as the right
to participate in solving everyday issues through pre-established structures and
institutions. As a result, local self-government can exist, and moreover, be effective,
not only in democratic societies but also in totalitarian and authoritarian ones.

In contrast, proponents of the second and third theoretical-methodological
approaches to the correlation between local self-government and democracy
emphasize that the development of one of these phenomena in a state necessarily
precedes the other. One perspective on this relationship suggests that local self-
government precedes the democratization of the state, as itis inherently democratic
and forms the corresponding traditions at the local level.

Adherents of this approach are based on the theory of A. de Tocqueville, who
emphasized that local self-government serves as a kind of «school» of democracy. It
is at the local level where practical participation skills are acquired, which fosters
engagement at the national level. Naturally, this process occurs even in «peaceful»
conditions. The presence of a well-developed local self-government positively
influences the socialization of each individual, forming the necessary skills. In other
words, political freedom «begins» locally, and after its traditions and corresponding
political culture have fully developed, citizens start to assert their rights at the national
level. This is one of the main methods and pathways of democratization, which
contributes to the relatively swift completion of all stages and successful outcomes.

Ultimately, proponents of the third theoretical-methodological approach
to the correlation between local self-government and democracy argue that it is
the democratization of public life in a particular state that allows for the creation
of an appropriate system of local self-government. In their view, participatory
skills cannot emerge in a system where political freedom, in its traditional sense,
is absent. If the state controls civil society and even personal life, the formation of
civic consciousness in individuals, the desire to participate in decision-making, and

155



ISSN 2415-881X Politology Bulletin, Issue 93 (2024)

active involvement in political processes are impossible. Accordingly, the process
of democratization must at least begin first, and only then can the establishment of
local self-government occur, which will be genuinely based on the political freedom
of individuals and citizens [2, p. 96].

Given that these approaches are distinguished based on content criteria, rather
than the individual views of specific scholars, it is still possible to systematize the
existing research on local self-government in Ukraine according to these criteria. For
example, the belief in the necessity of separating local self-government from democracy
has been found in the monographs and articles of the following scholars: V. Dubinin,
0. Holovko, V. Kravchenko, M. Lendel, and O. Yarmysh. In contrast, the thesis on the
interconnectedness of these two phenomena and the primacy of local self-government
as the source of democracy has been expressed in the works of O. Yatsunska,
P. Andresyuk, M. Baymuratov, K. Domashenko, S. Doroshenko, M. Hryshchuk,
L. Lanovyuk, H. Lebedynska, V. Lebets, O. Moroz, V. Nakonechnyi, Z. Pechar, T. Tatarenko,
A. Tkachuk, O. Vlasyuk, N. Prozorova, L. Yarichevska, and O. Zakharchenko.

The emphasis on the need for at least the formal proclamation of democracy
as a prerequisite for the development of local self-government in the state is
characteristic of the works of M. Baymuratov, O. Batanov, V. Demydov, 1. Drobot,
S. Filchashkin, V. Martynenko, N. Moiseeva, A. Nekryach, S. Sakhanenko, L. Savenko,
and V. Tkachenko. Finally, in the works of many scholars, at least two of the identified
approaches are presented without absolute conviction in the correctness of one of
them. These include A. Achkasov, H. Chapala, P. Liubchenko, and N. Proniuk.

Let us consider each of these theoretical-methodological approaches in
more detail, starting with the first one, which differentiates local self-government
from democracy, arguing that these phenomena should not be equated, as there are
democracies without local self-government, and local self-government, in turn, can
exist under totalitarian or authoritarian regimes.

One of the main arguments in favor of the view that local self-government and
democracy are not interdependent is the fact that local self-government emerged in
the pre-state period of societal development [3, p. 8]. At that time, self-governance was
the only form of social management. With the rise of state formations equipped with
specific governmental apparatuses, the self-governance of individual communities
gradually transformed into local self-government in its modern form. Regardless of
the political regime established in a particular territory, self-governance persisted,
and participation in it only required one to be a free member of the community.

Furthermore, proponents of this theoretical-methodological approach
argue that self-government is a social, rather than a state phenomenon [4, p. 71].
An attributive characteristic of local self-government is the combination of the
object and subject of governance, and this is possible not only in democracies but
also in other political regimes. Drawing a parallel, for instance, with the economic
sphere, one can find many examples of enterprises governed by rather strict and
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authoritarian methods, but where individual departments have mechanisms of
self-organization to solve local problems. Similar processes occur at the level of
the political system. Thus, it is not appropriate to equate the state phenomenon—
democracy as a political regime—with the social phenomenon of self-government.

Another important theoretical issue in this context is determining what
social-legal institution can be considered local self-government [3, p. 5]. In modern
political science, this term is often used rather narrowly, characterizing only
democratic systems of local self-government that exist and function in organic
connection with civil society and the rule of law. According to the supporters of
this approach, this leads to many absurd claims, such as the notion that local self-
government in Ukraine was revived after the declaration of independence, while
prior to that, it existed only in the pre-Soviet period. This claim was even made in a
1993 address by President of Ukraine Leonid Kuchma to the Verkhovna Rada, when
he spoke about the initiation of local self-government [3, p. 5].

Undoubtedly, democratic political regimes do indeed promote the active
and comprehensive development of local self-government. Under such conditions,
local self-government brings power closer to each citizen, creating additional
opportunities for participationin decision-making processes and in the management
of public affairs. In Western states today, local self-government is based on the rule
oflaw and has a clearly defined social character; as it is grounded in the needs of the
community as a whole and of the individual. To reach this state, it has undergone a
long process of evolution and refinement. Accordingly, Ukraine aspires to build this
type of democratic local self-government [3, p. 7].

At the same time, local self-government, as a social-legal institution, exists
under other political regimes as well. In world history, of course, exceptions can be
found, where certain authoritarian or totalitarian regimes do not even attempt to
maintain the semblance of local self-government, instead establishing their own
rules and appointing bureaucrats from the lowest to the highestlevels, even in small
towns or villages. However, this is indeed an exceptional case, as even dictatorships
do not seek to etatize societies to such an extent that they completely abandon self-
governing structures [3, p. 8].

Local self-government is necessary for any modern state, regardless
of the form of its political regime. In today’s conditions, where political life is
extraordinarily complex and dynamic, central authorities are physically incapable
of controlling all aspects and effectively resolving all issues, the spectrum of which
may encompass diverse manifestations of historical development, economic
potential, social sphere, political culture, and so forth. It is precisely the local self-
government bodies, serving as primary governance units, that possess sufficient
information and resources (including human and time resources) to act as quickly
and efficiently as possible, not only to solve problems but, more importantly, to
prevent their occurrence.
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Thus, proponents of this approach argue that local self-government can
function in both democratic and non-democratic states, differing only in the
principles of power organization at the local level [5, p. 7]. In a democracy, local
self-government enjoys a certain degree of autonomy from state power, and the
two are clearly distinguished. The state apparatus includes central authorities (the
president, parliament, government) and their representatives at the local level, who
are appointed «from above.» In contrast, local self-government is elected by the
population and is not necessarily confirmed by the central authorities. Elected local
bodies (mayor; local deputies) are seen primarily as representatives of a particular
territorial community, rather than as representatives of state interests at the local
level. For this reason, there is no hierarchy of local self-government bodies, and
they are not vertically subordinated to one another.

In contrast, in authoritarian and totalitarian states, the concept of unity
between state power and local self-government is affirmed and implemented.
Typically, there is no (or a destroyed) natural division of the state into natural
territorial communities. Instead, an artificial division into administrative-territorial
units (districts, regions, counties, provinces, etc., established by state authority acts)
is introduced [5, p. 7]. This is done to dismantle the historically formed traditions of
self-governance and create an entirely new system of local self-government.

Thus, local self-governmentis viewed differently—elected local bodies are now
confirmed by higher authorities and primarily represent the interests of the state at
the local level. However, this usually does not mean that local self-government ceases
to exist. The interests of the state become a priority, and their realization becomes
the primary task for any local official. Nevertheless, in areas that are not of significant
importance to the state, while the local community requires the resolution of certain
issues, there remains autonomy and the possibility of procedures characteristic of
democratic regimes: public hearings, public initiatives, general meetings, etc.

Therefore, it becomes clear that no political system can ignore the interests
of the people if it wants to continue existing. There are two possible solutions to
such a situation—either the state independently satisfies all needs and realizes the
interests that arise in all corners and at all levels of society, or it creates other bodies
with a certain degree of autonomy that will oversee resolving these issues. Even a
totalitarian political system cannot entirely ignore the interests of the people, as it
fears social unrest [6, p. 121]. Consequently, the second option is the best, which
involves creating a system of local authorities with certain powers and autonomy.

Moreover, non-democratic political systems especially need such
«assistance,» as they typically rely on myths of caring for the population, providing
full protection, and meeting its needs to the maximum extent possible. Even systems
that come to power by force will sooner or later lose control over society if they do
not employ other mechanisms of legitimization and establish relationships of trust
with the population. The simplest way to do this is through populist promises of
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achieving a certain ideal order, which, regardless of ideological foundation, typically
implies the absence of unmet needs.

Accordingly, in order to meet the people’s interests in areas where state
intervention and total control over all details and processes (housing and communal
affairs, education, healthcare) is impossible for certain reasons (too burdensome for
the state apparatus, too costly, etc.), even a totalitarian political system allows for
the existence and functioning of local self-government. However, it imposes strict
limitations on the autonomy and powers of these institutions and mandates the clear
and unconditional subordination of local and individual interests to national interests.

The level of democracy in a political system is not always directly related
to the level of decentralization and the development of local self-government [7,
p. 124]. Many democratic states prefer maximum centralization of governmental
powers, which means that in such cases, local self-government does not meet the
criteria set by those who argue that democracy and local self-government are
clearly interconnected. Therefore, it is incorrect to claim that the full autonomy of
local self-government bodies is an absolute good. Centralization allows for more
efficient problem-solving, better coordination of local services’ activities, and even
the reduction of costs for services provided by local public services [7, p. 124].

These views are typical of Continental European states, particularly France,
where the structural organization of the entire political system is based on the
belief in the primacy of popular sovereignty, which delegates power to the state.
The state, in turn, distributes powers between central and local authorities. As a
result, there is no separate local legitimacy; instead, the people, as the sole source
of power; authorize the state to act at its discretion to fulfill its primary function—
realizing political interests and guaranteeing the political freedom of citizens—and
the division of state institutions into different levels is merely a technical detail, not
an essential attribute.

On the other hand, in countries where established democratic traditions
are lacking, an excessive emphasis on decentralization can hinder democratization
and lower the overall level of democracy. Since the system of local authorities often
exists only formally and does not yet conform to the declared principles and ideals,
the powers transferred to the local level may be used to serve the corporate interests
of local elites, who are minimally controlled by the central government [7, p. 124].

Decentralization of power does not always promote democratization. The
transfer of powers to the local level can sometimes lead to opposite outcomes.
Renowned American journalist and political researcher Richard Miniter provides
numerous examples of how local authorities, once empowered, began to create
senseless obstacles and regulations, forcing citizens to constantly seek permits
[8]. And this happened in the United States—a country with well-established
democratic values and traditions of civic participation.
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This contradicts the widely held view that decentralization of governance
is the best way to meet all citizens’ needs and satisfy their political interests. In
new democracies, this process often takes the opposite direction. At the regional
and local levels, especially in areas identifiable as «outsiders,» there are tendencies
for power to concentrate in the hands of a closed, immobile traditional elite or a
coalition of elites, which, as a result, gain significant political, institutional, and
financial resources [9, p. 69]. Since this elite has the ability to control the region at its
discretion, it tends to preserve the existing decision-making system and reproduce
the current type of leadership, which does not contribute to the democratization of
that particular region, and ultimately affects the state as a whole.

Conclusions

The study of the relationship between local self-government and democracy
provides several important conclusions for contemporary Ukraine. Firstly,
local self-government is not only a mechanism of political governance but also
a foundation for the development of political freedom and civic participation. It
can function both in democratic and non-democratic regimes, yet in democratic
societies, self-government attains greater autonomy and a stronger capacity to
meet the needs of local communities. Secondly, the democratization process is
critical for the successful functioning of local self-government, as political freedom
is a prerequisite for citizens to fully exercise their rights to participate in public
decision-making. Thirdly, it is essential to recognize that excessive centralization,
even in democratic states, can hinder the development of local self-government,
while decentralization must be balanced and effective. The reform of local self-
government in Ukraine should take into account both national conditions and
international experience, particularly the need for a clear distribution of powers
and strengthening the capacity of local authorities.

References

1. Onyshchuk, S., Onyshchuk, I., Siryk, Z., & Turenko, V. (2020). Practice of
administrative and territorial reform in the EU and Ukraine: Regulatory
and management. International Journal of Management, 11(4), 487-
499. Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3601579

2. Nelipa, D., & Turenko, V. (2014). Key aspects of humanitarian policy
as countermeasure to information warfare by the Russian Federation.
Politychne Zhyttia, (1), 94-99.

3. Yarmysh, O.N. (1999). On the question of types of local self-government.
Zaporizkyi Yurydychnyi Instytut. Visnyk, (1)6, 3-12.

4. Chapala, H. V. (2006). Local self-government in the system of public
power: Theoretical and legal analysis. Kharkiv: Pravo, 219 p.

160



Tonimonoziunuii sichux, 93 (2024)

Anpilohova, Zh. D. (2007). Analysis of the current state of development
of local self-government in foreign countries. Derzhava ta Rehiony:
Naukovovobnychyi Zhurnal, (3), 4-8.

Dubinin, V. V. (2006). The role of people’s interests in the formation and
development of the political system of society. Kramatorsk: DDMA, 260 p.

Kravchenko, V. V., Kravchenko, N. V., & Lysiuchenko, V. P. (2000). Local
self-governmentin Ukraine: History, present, prospects for development.
Kyiv: Ararat-Center, 206 p.

Miniter, R. (1997). Small towns, big government: Local bureaucracies
can be tyrannical too. The American Enterprise, 8, 32-35.

Lendel, M. (2003). Therelationship between the nature oflocal governance
and the state of local democracy. Politolohichnyi Visnyk, 14, 65-74.

Cnucok nocu/aHb

1.

Onyshchuk, S. , Onyshchuk, I. , Siryk, Z. , Turenko, V. Practice of
administrative and territorial reform in the EU and Ukraine: regulatory
and management. International Journal of Management. 2020. Vol. 11,
No. 4, pp. 487-499. URL: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3601579 (zata
3BepHeHHs: 18.10.2024).

Henima /[I. , Typenko B. KitouoBi acriekTy ryMaHiTapHOI NMOJITHKHU fK
npoTtu/ii iHnpopmanifinii BikiHi Pociticbkoi ®enepanii. [losiTudHe XKUT-
T4. 2014. Nel. C. 94-99.

Apmum O. H. [lo mUTaHHA NpO TUNM MICLEeBOr0 CaMOBpPSJYBaHHS.
3anopi3pkuil PpUAUYHUHE IHCTUTYT. BicHuk. 1999. Ne1(6). C. 3-12.
Yamnauna I B. MicueBe caMmoBpsiiyBaHHS B CUCTeMi y6JIiYHOI BJaIU: Te-
OpeTUKO-TIpaBOBUM aHaui3. XapkiB: [IpaBo, 2006. 219 c.

Anninorosa K. /I. AHaJi3 cy4acHOr0 CTaHY PO3BUTKY MiCLeBOr0 caMo-
BpA/lyBaHHA B 3apyOiXHUX KpaiHax. /lep>kaBa Ta perionu: Haykoso-
BUPOOGHUYHKM )KypHast. 2007. Ne3. C. 4-8.

Jy6inin B. B. Posib iHTepeciB HapoAy B CTaHOBJIEHHI Ta PO3BUTKY MOJIi-
TUYHOI cMCTeMHM cycnisibcTBa. KpamaTtopcebk: JJIMA, 2006. 260 c.
MicueBe caMOBpAZyBaHHs B YKpalHi: icTOpif, Cy4acHICTb, IepCleKTHU-
BU po3BUTKY / [B. B. KpaBuenko, H. B. KpaBuenko, B. I1. JluctoueHko Ta
in.]. KuiB: Apapar-Llentp, 2000. 206 c.

Miniter, R. Small towns, big government: local bureaucracies can be
tyrannical too. The American Enterprise, 1997. No 8. P. 32-35.

Jlenaben M. 3B’130K XxapaKTepy MiclleBOro yIIpaBJIiHHS Ta CTaHY Miciie-
Boi fiemokparil. [losriTosoriunuii BicHuk. 2003. Bum. 14. C. 65-74.

161



ISSN 2415-881X Politology Bulletin, Issue 93 (2024)
YK 321.7 + 352 + 323.22 DOI10.17721/2415-881X.2024.93.152-163

Yepuuiu fApocias BacuiboBuY
3do6ysau, [leprcasHutl mopeo8esibHO-eKOHOMIUHULL yHigepcumem

(M. Kuis, Ykpaina)
https://orcid.org/0009-0009-1112-7975

e-mail: chernysh.ya@ukr.net

B3AEMO3B’A130K MK MICLLEBUM
CAMOBPSA/IYBAHHSIM 1 JEMOKPATIEIO B
KOHTEKCTI IHAUBIAYAJIbHOI OJITUYHOI
CBOBOJU

Pesrome

Y cTaTTi aHani3yeThCsl B3aEMO3B’I30K MiXK MiCIeBUM CaMOBPSIYBaHHAM i
JeMOKparTi€lo, 30cepePKyI04YM yBary Ha IXHbOMY 3Ha4eHHI [Jig [MOJIiITUYHOI CBO-
601 0COOUCTOCTI B KOHTEKCTi MOTOYHUX JeMOKPaTUYHUX pepopM B YKpaiHi.
Jocni>xeHHS BUCBIT/IIOE TEOPETHUYHI OCHOBH Lii€l KopeJiAlii, po3visaloyy BIIJIUB
JeleHTpaJiisanii Ta ylpas/aiHHA Ha MiclileBOMY PiBHI Ha [MOJIITUYHY CUCTEMY Kpai-
HU. He3Baxkarouu Ha 3Ha4YHI 3ycu/Lid YKpalHU Ha LIAXY [0 JleMOoKpaTH13alil, 3a1u-
IIA€THCS HU3KA BUKJIUKIB, 10B’s13aHUX 3 epeKTUBHUM 6alaHCYBaHHSM IPUHIIUIIIB
MicCLeBOro caMOBpAAyBaHHA Ta LeHTPaJi30BaHOI AepKaBHOI BJIaJU.

Y cTaTTi po3rig4al0ThCAd TPU OCHOBHI TEOPETUYHI Ta METO/0JIOTIYHI Mij-
X0l [0 PO3YMiHHS 1IbOT'0 B3a€EMO3B’sA3Ky. [lepmuil miaxia cTBep/Kye, 110 Mic-
1leBe CaMOBpslyBaHHSA Ta JAeMOKpaTisd He 000B’I3KOBO € B3a€EMONOB’A3aHUMY, i
CaMOBps/lyBaHHSI MOXe iCHyBaTH HaBiThb B YMOBaX aBTOPUTAPHUX PeXUMIB. Llg
JIYMKa 6a3yeTbCs Ha NPUKJIaJlaX TaKUX JlepKaB, /e CaMOBPS/IHI CTPYKTYpHU He 3a-
3HAIOTh MPSMOT0 BIJIMBY JIeMOKpPAaTUYHHUX MpOLECiB, aje GyHKLIOHYIOTh aBTO-
HOMHO. /lpyruii nixiz pobUTh akleHT Ha TOMY, 110 MiclieBe CaMOBpPS/yBaHHA €
nornepeHUKOM JIeMOKpaTH3allii, BUCTYNal4Yu CBOEPIIHO “IIKOJIO0 AeMOKpPATii”,
Jle TPOMa/isiHY HabyBalOTh HABMYOK Y4YacCTi B MOJIITUUHUX NpoliecaxX. Takui miaxiz
BU3HAE BAXKJUBICTb JIOKAJIbHUX iHCTUTYLiN Yy dopMyBaHHI MOJITHYHOI KYJbTY-
pU Ta HaBUYOK BiJIMOBiAasbHOI yyacTi y npuiHATTI pimieHb. TpeTii migxin BBa-
’Kag€, 1110 CIeplly Mae BiI0yTUCA leMOKpaTH3allisd Ha 3araJbHO/ep>kaBHOMY piBHi,
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o0 CTBOPHUTD CHpI/IHTJII/IBi YMOBH AJid PO3BUTKY dBTOHOMHHUX CHUCTEM MiCLLeBOr0
CaMOBpPAAYBaHHA.

Y BUCHOBKY CTaTTi pOOGUTLCA HAroJioCc Ha TOMY, L0 /sl ePEeKTUBHOIO
byHKIIiOHYBaHHS MiclleBOTO yNpaBJliHHA HeOOXiAHUM 36a/laHCOBAaHUM MiJAXif A0
JlelleHTpaJsi3zanil Ta neHTpaJsizanii. YkpaiHCbKHUH [0CBiJ| JEMOHCTPYE, 1[0 AeleH-
TpaJsisalis MoXKe 3MILHUTH 3/JaTHICTh MiCIleBUX IpoMa/J, A0 CaMOOpraHisaiii Ta
3abe3neyeHHsa noTpeb rpomassH. [Ipote HagMipHa JeneHTpasilanis, 3a BiAcyT-
HOCTI CTIMKUX JIeMOKPaTUYHUX TPaAHIliid, MOXKe MPU3BECTH [0 KOHLIeHTpallii BJ1a-
U cepejl MiclieBUX eJIiT, 110 MOTeHL[iMHO 3arpoXye NnoJaabliiil JeMoKpaTHU3alii
HallioHa/JbHOI NOJITUYHOI CUCTEMU.

KU/11040Bi c/10Ba: MiclieBe caMOBPsIyBaHHS, eMOKpaTis, MoJiiTUYHA CBO-
60/a, AeLleHTpasTi3allisi, yiipaBJiiHHS, TPOMa/iCbKa y4acTb, pedpopMma.

Cmamms Haditiwaa do pedakyii 09.11.24
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