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Aim. To determine the specificities of uniting territorial communities at the national and regional levels during
the process of power decentralization, to generalize the experience of its legal and organizational provisions, the
practice of reforming local self-government in the EU member states, to estimate the risks of decentralization
in Ukraine in general and in rural area in particular, and to establish the directions of its development at the fi-
nal stage. Methods. Monographic, mathematical-statistical, cartographic, abstract-logical, comparative, analytical
analysis. Results. The work conducted during the first stage of decentralization reform (2014-2018), was esti-
mated by the Council of Europe as the most successful reform in progress in Ukraine. As of January 01, 2015,
85.2 % of territorial communities were located in rural areas, where agriculture is the prevailing kind of the popula-
tion’s activity. Thus, power decentralization and reforming local self-governance refers to rural population, first and
foremost. However, the study has confirmed that the implementation of reforming remedies has been restrained,
as the main provisions of decentralization have not been enshrined in the Constitution, there are no definite plans
on developing united communities, it is impossible to overcome the removal of local councils from managing land
resources beyond the boundaries of settlements, the reform is being blocked by regional and district state authori-
ties. Conclusions. Current system of rural population settlements, characterized by a considerable number of small
villages, the specificity of territorial organization of power (40 % of local councils have less than 1,000 residents)
and village and town budgets, subsidized for almost 50 %, are prerequisites of uniting communities as the only way
of forming sustainable local self-governance. The centralization of authorities by the executive branch regarding
governance over territories, low spreading of local self-governance and absence of land resources in communal
ownership, financial limitedness of councils prove that without principal changes in the current position, most ter-
ritorial communities will still remain unsustainable in legal, organizational and financial aspects. The experience of
implementing decentralization tasks in regions demonstrates that the level of organizational and explanatory work
and control over reforming should be enhanced considerably. The issues of regulating the division of mountainous
territories and setting higher bonuses and benefits, improving budget limits of the communities via taxation system,
enhancing the role of cities of regional significance as centers of united territorial communities should be settled at
the legislative level. At this stage, the risks of implementing decentralization in Ukraine are as follows: the impos-
sibility of completing the plan of implementing the remedies of its second stage without amending the Constitution,
unclear mechanisms of implementing the remedies of reforming local self-governance, because regional councils
are too politicized, while state regional administrations perform functions, non-relevant for them, and resist; the
absence of promising plans of social and economic development of territorial communities restrains the process of
substantiating their capability and the terms of implementing decentralization; ignoring the requirements related to
needless district councils in cases called «one district — one community»; absence of actions in terms of determining
the boundaries of communities or changing the boundaries of districts; absence of work in reflecting the process
of land division by ownership forms in the State Cadaster; untimely solving the problems of human resources for
executive bodies of territorial communities and delegating relevant authorities to them.
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INTRODUCTION

Despite the implemented measures of reforming lo-
cal self-governance, the state power in Ukraine is still
too centralized. Local self-government bodies (village,
town, city councils), being government authorities, the
closest to people, are incapable of solving all the local
issues in accordance to the provisions of the European
Charter of Local Self-Government [1]. The delegation
of relevant authorities to local self-government along
with uniting territorial communities as well as provid-
ing them with land and financial resources and intro-
ducing widespread local self-government is the essence
of decentralization, which started in 2014.

Ukraine is the largest country in Europe. The total
area is 60.4 million ha and the population amounts to
45.4 million people. Agricultural land covers 41.5 mil-
lion ha, arable land — 32.5 million ha, and other areas,
covered with forest — 10.6 million ha. The agricultural
reclamation of territory is 68.8 % (the highest in Eu-
rope), ploughness — 53.9 % (the highest in Europe), and
woodiness — 17.6 %, i.e. the lowest among European
countries [2]. Almost 2/3 of the total area of agricultur-
al land in the country are covered by chernozem soils,
considered to be some of the most fertile soils, and its
area (27.5 million ha) is ranked the fourth in the world
(after Russia, the USA, and China) [3]. Land resource
potential of the country and other natural factors pro-
mote the development of agricultural production — one
of the main sectors of Ukrainian economy, which meets
domestic requirements for food and generates the ex-
port of agricultural products.

Pursuant to administrative-territorial structure as of
January 01, 2015, Ukraine consisted of the Autono-
mous Republic of Crimea, 24 regions, cities with spe-
cial status — Kyiv and Sevastopol, 490 districts, 460
cities, 885 towns, 28,388 villages. The mentioned
settlements were united in 12,063 councils, including
490 district councils, 458 — city councils, 783 — town
councils, 10,279 — village councils [4]. Out of the to-
tal number of councils (12 thousand), over 6 thousand
have fewer than 3 thousand residents, including 4.8
thousand which have fewer than 1 thousand residents,
and 1,129 councils — fewer than 500 residents. In most
of'the latter, the executive bodies of the village councils
have not been formed, there are no budget institutions
and communal enterprises. The 5.4 thousand budgets of
self-governance bodies were subsidized for over 70 %,
483 village councils were kept at the expense of state
budget [5]. Therefore, reforming local self-government
has become more relevant.
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The decentralization in Ukraine was started in 2014
with the adoption of the Concept of reforming local
self-government and territorial organization of power
(January 01, 2014) and the Law of Ukraine «On Co-
operation of Territorial Communities» (June 17, 2014).
The conceptual documents stipulated the introduction
of amendments to the Constitution of Ukraine. These
changes were related to the formation of executive bod-
ies of regional and district councils, reorganization of
state local administrations as executive authorities into
the bodies with supervising and controlling functions,
improvement of administrative-territorial structure and
determination of territorial community as its basic unit
(at present, these units are villages, towns, cities). As
the amendments to the Constitution have not been sup-
ported by the Parliament of Ukraine, the reform is done
within current constitutional norms based on new ad-
opted legislative acts: on amending the Budget and Tax
Codes; on voluntary uniting of territorial communities;
on fundamentals of state regional policy; on extend-
ing the authorities and optimization of the provision of
administrative services by self-government bodies. A
relevant role in reforming local self-government was
played by the Methodology of forming sustainable ter-
ritorial communities, approved by the Government of
Ukraine (April 08, 2015).

The decentralization process in Ukraine includes
several interrelated reforms: territorial organization
of power, local self-government, regional policy and
interbudget relations. Simultaneous implementation
of a number of the abovementioned decentraliza-
tion reforms in conditions, when the land reform is
in progress in the country, is one of the specificities
and differences of the Ukrainian reform. It should be
noted that this implementation was negatively im-
pacted by the occupation of the Autonomous Repub-
lic of Crimea and some territory of the Donetsk and
Luhansk regions. The decentralization reform was
practically suspended on these territories. Temporar-
ily occupied territories cover the area of 4.5 million
ha [6]. Thus, the territory with the ongoing decentral-
ization reform was reduced by 13.4 %, the number of
territorial communities was decreased by 1,111, and
the number of districts — by 25 %.

Among the territorial communities, existing as of
January 01, 2015, 85.2 % were the communities, unit-
ing village and town councils, i.e. the ones, located
in rural areas. The area of agricultural fields in these
communities was 41.13 million ha or 99 % of all the
area of the mentioned fields in the country. In this ter-
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ritory, agriculture is the prevailing kind of activity.
Therefore, power decentralization and reforming local
self-government is related to rural population first and
foremost, the location and functioning of agricultural
enterprises and rural households [2].

The issue of decentralization has been a point of
dispute in most European countries within the recent
decade [7].

The European Union continues the program of sup-
porting decentralization in Ukraine, «U-LEAD with
Europe», which is financed by the EU and its mem-
ber-states: Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Poland, and
Sweden. International projects for reforms in Ukraine
are also implemented by other expert and public orga-
nizations. The generalization of the experience of le-
gal and organizational provisions and implementation
is of considerable interest both for Ukraine and for
other countries of Europe. This experience is interest-
ing for Belarus, Moldova, Slovakia, Czech Republic
and Belgium [8].

The analysis of long-term experience of reforming
local self-government in Slovakia demonstrates that
the need for progress in the field of state local self-gov-
ernance and local development is among the stimuli for
positive consequences: democratization, decentraliza-
tion and modernization [9]. 25 years of reforming local
self-governance have demonstrated that the reform of
state administration in Slovak Republic is not complet-
ed yet, as the own income of the municipalities com-
prises only 11 % of the total income [10].

During recent 45 years the territorial issue has had
the central position in Belgium, which witnessed con-
siderable transformations in the field of state decentral-
ization [11].

Special relevance is attributed to the study of the di-
rections and ways of implementing the second stage of
decentralization, which was started in 2019 at the ini-
tiative of the Government of Ukraine, in particular, in
terms of forming a new territorial basis of the country
at the level of communities and districts.

In recent 10-20 years, the process of uniting com-
munities concerned over a dozen of European coun-
tries. The reforms of territorial organization of power
have had considerable differences. For instance, there
is no division of local self-government bodies into rep-
resentational and executive ones at the lowest level in
Great Britain. In Scandinavian countries, reforming
was based on the principles of economic independence
of local communities, partnership and cooperation. In

68

Southern Europe (France, Spain), the main prerequi-
site of decentralization was completely voluntary par-
ticipation in the communities. This fact conditioned the
incompleteness of reforms in some countries, refusal
from the participation or establishing the network of
intercommunale [12].

There are different deadlines for implementing de-
centralization reforms. For instance, in Norway the
completion of the decentralization reform is sched-
uled for January 01, 2020. The number of regions will
be reduced from 19 to 10, and municipalities — from
428 to 356, the main principle of reforming is volun-
tary participation, but it may be omitted for especially
small municipalities. The decentralization process in
this country will last for two and a half years. Den-
mark conducted the reform in 1960-2007, uniting 270
municipalities into 98, and from 2003 to 2015 Sweden
reformed 25 regions into 10 [13].

The specificity of the Polish decentralization reform
was its being enshrined in the Constitution. In Poland,
the decentralization of the country occurred due to ad-
ministrative, political and economic reasons [14]. There
is a declared principle which states that «the territorial
structure of the country ensures the decentralization of
public authority, and self-governed community performs
public functions on its behalf and at its responsibility»
[15]. The preparatory period to implementing decentral-
ization lasted ten years, and the reform was conducted
from 1989 till 2000, i.e. 11 years [16]. The stage-by-stage
approach, designed for reforming, envisaged the holistic
vision of its implementation even at the first stage. Spe-
cific positions and criteria were specified later. Poland is
believed to be one of the most decentralized countries of
Europe, as the local self-government controls a third of
all the state expenses [17].

The complexity of adapting international experience
in terms of introducing decentralization is conditioned
by unique conditions of each country. According to
the Constitution, the territorial structure of Ukraine is
based on the fundamentals of unity and integrity of its
state territory, balanced social-economic development
of the regions. Historic, economic, ecologic, geograph-
ical and demographic specificities were taken into
consideration along with ethnic and cultural traditions
[18]. The scientific substantiation of stage-by-stage ap-
proach to decentralization should be based on mutual
impact and predicament of all the abovementioned fac-
tors, specificities and traditions.

The problems of decentralization were studied by
many domestic and foreign scientists. The most known
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articles are scientific works by V. Bordenyuk, O. Bo-
ryslavska, Ch. Tiebout, Z. Varnaliy and N. Nyzhnyk.
The analysis of local self-governance in foreign coun-
tries demonstrates the use of several models. As it was
pointed out by V. Bordenyuk, the efficiency of any
administration system is determined by the ratio of
functions and authorities of state power bodies, their
distribution by functional and branch-wise principles.
Depending on the relations with state power bodies and
the volume of authorities, there are models of local au-
tonomy and decentralization. Spain and Italy serve as
an example of autonomy, and France — that of decen-
tralization. During reorganization of local self-gover-
nance in France, the number of regions in the country
should be reduced from 22 to 13. The reform came into
force on January 31, 2016 [19, 20].

0. Boryslavska states that the essence of decentral-
ization is the division of tasks and functions, accord-
ing to which most of them are delegated from the lev-
el of central authorities to the lower level and become
the task and authority of the latter. [21] One may not
ignore the conclusion of the American researcher, I.
Tiebout, who said that decentralization of production
met the needs of citizens better than centralized plan-
ning [22].

However, decentralization is not always related to the
delegation of public services to local self-governance
authorities. The main form of decentralization in many
developed countries is the Alternative Services Deliv-
ery (ASD). Non-state and private sectors are known for
their provision of services with smaller expenses.

According to the plan of implementing the mea-
sures for the second stage of decentralization, its
essence lies in solving key issues regarding the for-
mation of new territorial basis of the country, delega-
tion of the authorities to the self-government bodies
and creation of the proper resource basis for citizens
to exercise their authorities. Due to the fact that the
processes of power decentralization have been under
way in our country for five years, complex mono-
graphic studies of the experience obtained are still
limited. The monographs and other publications of
A. Tkachuk and Yu. Hanushchak contain the analy-
sis of the course of reforms and the ways of their
completion [23, 24].

The aim of the article is to determine the specificities
of uniting territorial communities at the national and
regional levels during the process of power decentral-
ization, to generalize the experience of its legal and or-
ganizational provisions, the practice of reforming local
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self-government in the EU member states, to estimate
the risks of decentralization in Ukraine in general and
in rural area in particular, and to establish the directions
of its development at the final stage.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

In order to solve the aims of the study, the mono-
graphic method of analyzing specialized literature, leg-
islative and program documents, regulating the forma-
tion of united territorial communities, including rural
areas, was used along with abstract-logical and com-
parative methods.

While processing statistical materials, including the
data of the State service of Ukraine on geodesy, car-
tography and cadaster, the authors used mathematical,
graphic and mapping methods.

On-line media, systematically publishing information
on this topic, include the national portal «Decentraliza-
tion». The Monitoring of power decentralization pro-
cess and reforming local self-government in Ukraine is
published monthly regarding each region [6].

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

As of May 10, 2019, 4,187 communities were united
into 899 united territorial communities, out of which
65 communities joined the newly created ones, and 63
joined 26 cities of regional significance®. In 2018 the
communities of the cities of regional significance were
recognized to be capable by law. The area of united
territorial communities is 217.5 thousand sq.m. (38.9
% of the total area of the country, without temporar-
ily occupied territories). The number of residents in
the united territorial communities is 9.5 million people
(27.0 % of the total number of Ukrainian population,
without temporarily occupied territories). The number
of united territorial communities in terms of regions is
presented in Fig. 1, and the dynamics of forming com-
munities in Ukraine in general in 2015-2019 is charac-
terized by the data, presented in the chart (Fig. 2) (as of
May 10, 2019).

As of May 10, 2019, in Ukraine 6,774 territorial
communities (61.8 % of the total number of councils at
the basic level) remain non-united (without temporar-
ily occupied territories) (Fig. 3).

The number of districts, where no united territorial
community has been formed, is 94, and the promis-
ing plans of forming capable territorial communities,
approved by the Government, cover 81.9 % of the
territory of the country. Odesa (34.3 %), Vinnytsia
(41.3 %), Poltava (48.5 %) regions have the smallest

69



NOVAKOVSKY et al.

Dnipropetrovska d 63
Zhy I 56
Cherkaska d 55
Zaporizka o 52
Volynska o 51
Ternopilska d 49
Poltavska Jd 46
Khmelnytsk d 45
Chernihivska d 44
Vinnytska d 42
Mykolayivska d 41
Lvivska d 40
Rivnenska d 35
Sumska d 34
Chernivetska o 33
Odeska d 31
Kt 3 d 31
Ivano-Frankivska d 30
Luhanska o ——————2
Kirovohradska  [less— 22
Kyivska — 17
Kharkivska 17
Donetska [ TN
Zakarpatska (e
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Fig. 1. The number of united territorial communities in terms
of regions. Source: elaborated by the authors. The digital
data about uniting the communities, their characteristics,
dynamics of formation, consequences of implementing the
first stage of decentralization are presented according to the
source [6] and authors’ elaborations
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Fig. 2. The formation of united territorial communities.
Source: elaborated by the authors

indices of covering their territory by the mentioned
plans. The perspective plan has not been approved for
Zakarpatska region yet.

While estimating the general consequences of imple-
menting the first stage of decentralization, it should
be noted that comparing against 2015, the number of
united communities increased up to 899 or 5.7 times,
their territorial resources are 21.8 million ha or 38.9 %
of Ukraine’s territory, and the number of the popula-
tion of united communities is 9.5 million persons, i.e. it
increased 6.8 times in comparison to 2015.
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The comparison of decentralization dynamics in
Ukraine against other European countries, whose expe-
rience was under our investigation, demonstrates that
positive evaluation of Ukraine’s achievements by the
European Union in this respect is fair. However, atten-
tion should be paid to extremely low results of uniting
territorial communities in Zakarpatska, Kharkivska,
and Kyivska regions in four years. We analyzed the de-
centralization process in each of the mentioned regions,
the main parameters of forming united communities in
which are presented in the Table.

Zakarpatska region was established on January 22,
1946, it is located in far south-west of Ukraine and bor-
ders four countries — Poland, Slovakia, Hungary and
Romania.

Almost 2/3 of the territory of the region are cov-
ered by the Carpathian mountains, and the rest — by
the Tysa lowland. 192 settlements (20 % of the total
area) have the status of mountainous settlements. The
population of the region is presented by 30 nation-
alities, the major ones being Ukrainians (80.5 %),
Hungarians (12.1 %), Romanians (2.8 %), Russians
(2.8 %). Hungarian national minority lives dense-
ly in the territory of Berehivskyi, Uzhhorodskyi,
Vynohradivskyi and Mukachivskyi districts (7rans-
carpathia lowland), and Romanian national minori-
ty — in ten settlements of Tiachivskyi and Rakhivskyi
districts (Fig. 4).

337 territorial communities were in the region prior
to uniting. Three out of six united territorial communi-
ties — Irshavska, Perechynska, and Tiachivska are town
communities. All six new territorial communities were
formed in piedmont districts. There was no uniting of
communities in mountainous districts. There is a simi-
lar situation in the districts of Tysa lowland, where the
Hungarian national minority lives.

The situation with reforming local self-government
in the region is conditioned by two groups of factors.
The first one includes blocking the decentralization
process by the state regional administration and some
district administrations, as well as considerable draw-
backs of the organizational work in reforming (ignor-
ing the requirements of perspective plan of forming ca-
pable communities and submitting the materials for the
consideration of the regional council and the Central
Election Commission of Ukraine, absence of proper
explanatory work, low level of controlling the activity
of village and town councils on the issues of imple-
menting the reform).

AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE AND PRACTICE Vol. 6 No.2 2019
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Fig. 3. The uniting of territorial communities within districts in the territory of Ukraine. Source: elaborated by the authors

The second group of factors, restraining the process-
es of reforming local self-government and territorial
organization of power, are as follows:

a) absence of the required number of working places
to ensure the employment of residents, living in the
mountainous districts and absence of elaborated pro-
grams of developing the mentioned districts in the
structure of decentralization materials (creating indus-
trial parks, development of tourism, wood-processing
industry, eco-business, preserving natural heritage,
creating ecologic objects, etc.). The results, obtained
by the scientists of the Transcarpathian regional center
of socio-economic and humanitarian studies, according
to such criteria as social infrastructure, resources, busi-
ness activity, demonstrated that 55 % of the communi-
ties in the region have very low economic potential —
UAH 350 of income per one individual in 2015 (mostly
mountainous districts). At the same time, this index in
the most economically developed communities (Uzh-
horod group) is UAH 5,000 of income per person [25].
The issue of creating capable territorial communities in
mountainous districts cannot be solved without elabo-
rating the programs of their development, settling the
issues of proficit and deficit, creating relevant indus-
trial structures. The abovementioned conditioned the

prolongation of the preparatory period and implemen-
tation of decentralization tasks:

b) legislative imperfection of the division of moun-
tainous territories and the need to isolate them in the
composition of high-mountain areas while setting
higher subsidies and bonuses for them;

¢) budgetary limitation of communities due to the
payment of taxes by the enterprises and industrial ca-
pacities at the place of registration of their management
body (Kyiv, Odesa, Kharkiv, Dnipro, Lviv) and not at
the place of locating industrial capacities within the ju-
risdiction of specific communities;

d) the specificities of considering the system of dense
settlement of national minorities while solving the is-
sue of uniting communities.

In Kharkivska region, two first years of reforming
(2014, 2015) were spent organizing and preparing due
to the absence of accurate information, special misrep-
resentation of the reforming fundamentals by some lo-
cal officials and great resistance on their part. In 2016
alone, 4 out of 57 united communities, approved by the
perspective plan, were formed. That is when the decision
was made — not to disrupt the principle of voluntary in-
volvement, but to focus on solving the following issues:

The main parameters of forming united territorial communities (UTC) in specific regions

Including, in terms of years Territqrial commgnities,
Region Total number which have united
of UTC
2015 2016 2017 2018 number %
Zakarpatska 6 2 - 20 5.9
Kharkivska 17 - 4 79 17.2
Kyivska 17 1 1 108 16.4

AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE AND PRACTICE Vol.6 No.2 2019
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Fig. 4. The scheme of locations of territorial communities in
Transcarpathia region

* organizing information distribution about the aim,
tasks, terms of decentralization;

* believing the priority to be the creation of capable
communities, which would rise to the development in
the nearest future;

* developing a clear perspective program: action plan,
source of income, possible expenses, budget accumula-
tion, allocation of finances, directions of investing;

* instead of impacting local self-government bodies,
attracting international partners and donors, in particu-
lar, the Consulate General of Poland in Kharkiv, and
establishing its own center to teach personnel, to elabo-
rate the required documentation, to organize assistance
for local self-government bodies.

At the end of 2018, the implementation of the men-
tioned tasks resulted in creating 17 large capable ter-
ritorial communities in Kharkivska region, which
cover 18.4 % of the regional territory. This path was
also chosen in Kyivska region, where 17 newly cre-
ated communities included three cities of regional
significance that had joined some communities, giv-
ing rise to further similar uniting of other territorial
communities.

Taking into consideration this study, the following con-
clusions may be made about the risks of decentralization:
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1) the Parliament does not have enough votes to
amend the Constitution of Ukraine about the imple-
mentation of decentralization concept. It is impossible
to complete the plan of implementing the remedies of
its second stage without the introduction of constitu-
tional changes. Therefore, the three-year-long period,
allocated to complete reforms (2019-2021), is not sub-
stantiated sufficiently;

2) regional councils are too politicized, and the
state regional administrations perform the functions,
uncharacteristic for them in terms of reforming local
self-government, and present their resistance. Here
legislative norms are ignored, but there are no defined
mechanisms of implementing remedies;

3) due to absent perspective plans of social-economic
development of united territorial communities, the pro-
cess of substantiating the capability of united commu-
nities and the terms of decentralization implementation
1s restrained;

4) the requirements regarding excessive district coun-
cils in cases «one district — one community» are ignored.

5) the boundaries of the communities are neither be-
ing determined nor changed, there is no work in terms
of reflecting the process of dividing the land by owner-
ship forms in the State Land Cadaster [26];

6) the problems of staffing the executive bodies of
territorial communities and delegating relevant author-
ities to them are not solved on time.

CONCLUSIONS

Among the consequences of implementing the tasks
of the first decentralization stage in Ukraine, there is an
evident considerable increase in the number of united
territorial communities with the territorial resources of
over 40 % of the total area of state land, 85.2 % of
which are communities, uniting village councils, and
the number of residents with the consideration of the
cities of regional significance, is 69.9 % of the total
population.

The main drawbacks of the first decentralization
stage should be defined as follows: the main provisions
of decentralization are not enshrined in the Constitu-
tion, the preparatory period is extremely limited, there
are no programs of perspective development of the
communities, the reform is blocked by some state ad-
ministrations and district councils.

The completion of decentralization process should
be directed at adopting legislative acts on transferring
the land beyond settlements into communal ownership,

AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE AND PRACTICE Vol. 6 No.2 2019
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amending the Land code of Ukraine, laws on land struc-
ture and the State Land Cadaster in terms of determin-
ing the boundaries of the communities and composing
the schemes of land structure, expanding the compo-
sition of land cadaster documentation. The authorities
of united territorial communities in terms of regulat-
ing land relations at the local level should be defined
in legislation. The completion of forming communal
ownership on land will both demonstrate the success
of decentralization and allow implementing the tasks
of land reform.
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HUX TpOMaJl Ha 3arajbHOJCPKaBHOMY Ta PETiOHAIHLHOMY
pIBHSIX y TpOIECi MENeHTpalizallii BIaIH, y3aralbHUTH
JMocBim ii mpaBOBOrO ¥ Oprani3amiifHOTO 3a0e3NeucHHS,
MIPAaKTUKy pedopMyBaHHS MICIIEBOTO CAaMOBPSITyBaHHS B
kpaiHax €pomneiicbkoro Coro3y, OLIHUTH PU3UKH JCHCH-
Tpaiizanii B YKpaiHi i 30KpeMa B CUIBCBHKIM MICIIEBOCTI Ta
copMyBaTy HarpsiMu i1 PO3BUTKY Ha 3aBEpLIAILHOMY €Ta-
ri. Meroan. MoHorpadiyHuii, MaTeMaTHKO-CTaTHCTHYHHH,
KapTorpadidHuii, abCTPaKTHO-IOTTYHHH, MOPIBHUILHUN, aHa-
mitnaanil aHami3. Pedyabrarn. OOcsr poOiT, BUKOHaHMI
MIPOTSITOM MEPIIOTo eTamy pedopmu aeneHTpanizanii (2014—
2018 pp.), maB MOXIHBICT, Pami €Bpomm OWIHUTH IO
pedopmy sk HalycHimHInIy 3 ycix pedopm, o 3/1iHCHIO0-
Thcst B Ykpaini. Cepen teputopianbHux rpoman 85,2 %
(ma 1.01.2015 p.) ckiagaoTh rpoMay, MO PO3TAIIOBAHI y
CLTBCHKIN MICIIEBOCTI, JIE CUTBCHKOTOCIIONAPCHKA MisTTbHICT
HaCeJICHHS € IepeBXKAIOYNM BHJOM JisutbHOCTI. OTXe, 1e-
LEHTpaji3amis BIaau Ta peopMyBaHHS MICIIEBOTO CaMoO-
BPSLyBaHHSI CTOCY€EThCS MEPEIYyCiM CUIBCHKOTO HACENICHHSI.
OpHak JOCHIKEHHSAM MiATBEPHKEHO, IO peaji3allis 3a-
XOJB 13 pedOopMyBaHHS CTpUMyBajacs 4epe3 KOHCTHTY-
LilfHy HE3aKpIIJICHICTh OCHOBHUX IIOJOKEHb JICLEHTpa-
Jizarii, BIACYTHICTh YITKUX IUIAHIB PO3BUTKY 00’ €IHAHUX
rpoMaj, HeMOJOIaHHICTh BIICTOPOHEHHS MICIICBHX Pajl BiJ
YIpPaBIiHHS 3eMEJIbHUMH pecypcaMu 3a MeKaMH Haceje-
HUX TYHKTIB, ONOKyBaHHA pedopmMu oOmacHUMH Ta pa-
WOHHUMM OpraHaMy BUKOHABYOi Biaau. BucHoBkm. IcHy-
I0Ya CHCTEMa PO3CENICHHSI CUILCHKOTO HACENICHHs, M0 Xa-
PaKTepu3yeThCsl 3HAYHOIO KUIBKICTIO IPIOHMX Cill, 0CO0IH-
BiCTIO TepuTOpianpHOi opranizamii Bmaan (40 % MicieBux
pan MaroTh HaceJieHHs: MeHIle 1 THc. 0ci0) Ta JoTanidHICTIo
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Maibke 50 % CUTBCBKUX 1 CENUIIHUX OIOMKETIB, 3yMOB-
JIIOIOTH YKPYTTHEHHS TPOMaJ] SIK €ANHUI 3axin GopmyBaHHSI
CIIPOMOYKHOTO MICIIEBOTO CaMOBPSITYBAHHA. 30CEPEHKEHICTh
TTOBHOBA)XEHb IIOAO YIIPABIIHHS TEPUTOPIIMH B OpraHax
BHKOHABYOI BJAIH, BIiJCYTHICTH MOBCIOMHOCTI MiCIIEBOTO
CaMOBPSTyBaHHS Ta 3€MEIbHHUX PECypCiB y KOMYHAIBHIN
BJIACHOCTI, (piHAHCOBa OOMEXKEHICTh Paj MiATBEPIKYIOTH,
o 0e3 KapaIuHAJIBHOI 3MiHH iCHYIOYOTO TIOJNOKCHHS OiTb-
ITiICTh TEPUTOpIaTbHUX TPOMAI i HaJadl 3aUIMATHUMYThCS
HECIIPOMOXKHUMH y TIPaBOBOMY, OpraHi3aIifHoOMy Ta (iHaH-
COBOMY BimHOIIEHH:X. J{oCBim pearmizallii 3aBIaHb JCIEHT-
pamizamii B perioHax CBiTUWTH, IO PiBEHb OpraHi3aIliifHO-
PO3’SICHIOBANEHOI POOOTH Ta KOHTPOIIO 3a pedopMyBaHHIM
MaroTh OyTH icTOTHO migBumIeHi. Ha 3akoHOmaBuOMy piBHI
CIIiJl BUPIIINUTH THUTAHHS BIOPSAAKYBAHHS MOMITY TipCHKUX
TEPUTOPIA i3 BCTAHOBICHHSAM [UISI BHCOKOTIPHUX pailOHIB
ORI BUCOKMX PO3MipiB HAAOABOK 1 ML, YIOCKOHATICHHS
OTOIKETHOT OOMEXEHOCTI TpoMaja dYepe3 3MiHy CHCTeMH
OTTIO/IATKYBAaHHS, TIABHIIUTH POJb MICT OOJAacCHOTO 3HAYCHHS
SIK TICHTPIiB 00’ €THAHUX TEPUTOPiaTbHUX TPOMa. Pu3nkamm
3MiCHEHHS IeleHTpaii3amii Ha IbOMY eTami B YKpaiHi
€ HEeMOXXJIMBICTH 3aBEpIICHHs IUIaHy peallizarlii 3axofiB
ii nmpyroro eramy Oe3 BHeceHHS 3MiH 1o Korctutymii,
HEBU3HAUYCHICTH MEXaHI3MIB peaiizalii 3axofiB pedopmy-
BaHHS MICIICBOTO CaMOBPSIyBaHHS, 32 YMOB, KOIM 00TacHi
paad € 3aHAATO TMOJITH30BaHWMH, a OOJACHI JeprKaBHI
aJMiHICTpaIlii BUKOHYIOTh HEBIACTHBI IS HUX QYHKINI 1
YHUHSTH OIIip; BiZICYTHICTH NEPCIIEKTUBHUX IDIaHIB COIIAIBHO-
€KOHOMIYHOTO PO3BHUTKY TEPUTOPIAIBHUX TPOMAJ CTPUMYE
mporiec OOTPYHTYBaHHS IXHBOI CIIPOMOXKHOCTI Ta CTPOKH
pearmizamii memeHTpaizanii; iIrHopyBaHHS BEMOT IIOJO 3aii-
BOCTI pallOHHUX paJ y BHIIAJKaxX «OAWH PallOH — OIHA
rpomaja»; BiICYTHICTh YIPOBA/KEHHsI BCTAHOBICHHS MEX
TpoMai, 3MiH MeX paloHiB, poOIT MOAO BiNOOPaKEHHS Y
JleprkaBHOMY KaJgacTpi IPOIECy pO3MEKyBaHHS 3eMEIb 3a
(opmMaMu BIACHOCTi; HECBOEYACHICTh BHUPIMICHHS MPOO-
JIeM KaJpOBOTO 3a0e3MeUeHHs BUKOHABUMX OPTaHiB TepH-
TOpiaTBHUX TPOMA/I i TIepeadi iM BiIMOBI THIX ITOBHOBAKEHB.

KuouoBi ciioBa: TeputopiaibHi rpoMajiy, AeUeHTpasi3ailis,
KOMYHaJIbHa BIIACHICTh Ha 3¢MJII0, MiCIIEBE CAMOBPSYBaHHS,
3eMeINIbHO-KaJacTpoBa JOKYMEHTAIlisl, BCTAHOBJICHHS MEX
rpoma.

Pucku u npodiemsl GpopMupoBaHus 00beINHEHHBIX
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HOM YPOBHSX B TIpOIIECCE JCICHTPAIN3AIINH BIACTH, 0000-
LIUTh OIIBIT €€ MPAaBOBOIO M OPraHM3aIl[MOHHOTO obecreye-
HUS, IPAKTUKY pe(OpMHUPOBAHNS MECTHOTO CaMOyIIpaBiie-
Husg B crpaHax EBpomeiickoro Coro3a, OLEHUTb PHUCKHU
JIELEHTpaIn3aluil B YKpauHe M, B YaCTHOCTU B CEJIbCKOM
MECTHOCTH, W C(OpMHUpPOBATH HANPABICHHUA €€ Pa3BUTHUS
Ha 3aBepurarorieM otare. MeTonbl. MoHorpaduyeckui,
MaTeMaTHKO-CTaTUCTUYECKUH, KapTorpapudecknii, abcTpak-
THO-JIOTHYECKHH, CPaBHHUTCJIBHBIN, aHAJIMTHYCCKUHA aHa-
nu3el. Pesyabrarbl. O6beM paboT, BBHIOJTHEHHBIH B Te-
YeHHe IepBoro 3tama pedopmsbl neneHTpanm3anun (2014—
2018 rr.), mo3Bonmi Cosety EBpomnbl onieHUTh 3Ty pedopmy
KaK CaMylO YCICITHYIO U3 BCEX pedopM, OCYIIEeCTBISICMbIX
B Ykpaune. Cpenn tepputopuaiibHbIX oOmuH 85,2 % (Ha
1.01.2015 1) cocTaBisOT OOIIMHBI, PACIOJIOKEHHBIC B
CEJIbCKOM MECTHOCTH, TN€ CEIbCKOXO3SMCTBEHHAs Jed-
TEJILHOCTh HACEJICHUs SIBJISICTCS MNPE00IaJaioniuM BHIOM
JesaTenbHOCTH. WTak, MereHTpaTu3alis BIacTd u pedop-
MHUpPOBaHME MECTHOTO CaMOYIIPABICHUs KacaeTcsl Mpexse
BCETO CeNbCKOro HaceneHus. OmHaKoO MCCIeJOBaHUEM ITO-
TBEPXKJCHO, YTO peaIM3alys MEpOonpusITHil mo pedop-
MHPOBaHMUIO CACP)KUBANACh M3-3a OTCYTCTBHUS KOHCTHTY-
[MOHHO YTBEPXKJICHHBIX OCHOBHBIX IOJIOKCHHUU NIEIICHTpa-
JIM3al1H, YeTKUX TUIAHOB Pa3BUTHSI O0bEIMHEHHBIX OOIWH,
OTCTPaHEHHUsS MECTHBIX COBETOB OT YIPAaBICHUS 3EMeNb-
HBIMH pecypcaMu 3a NpeleliaMH HACEeJICHHBIX ITyHKTOB,
OmoxupoBaHusl pedopMbl OOJACTHBIMU U PAHOHHBIMH Op-
raHaMH HCIIOJHUTEIbHOW BiacTu. BeiBoawl. CymiecTy-
IOIasi CHCTEMa PAacCeNIeHHUs CEIbCKOTO HACENICHHUs Xapak-
TepHU3yeTCs HANWYHEM 3HAUYUTEIHFHOTO KOJNMYECTBA MEIKUX
cell, 0COOEHHOCTBIO TEPPUTOPHATILHON OpPraHU3aIlMH BiIac-
™ (40 % MECTHBIX COBETOB HMEIOT HACEJICHHE MeHee
1 TBIC. YEeNOBEK) MOTAIMOHHOCTHIO mouTH 50 % CembCKuX
1 TTOCETTKOBBIX OIOPKETOB, UTO 00YCIOBINBACT YKPYITHECHHE
OOIIMH KaK eIWHCTBEHHYIO Mepy (OPMHUPOBAHHUSI CIIOCOOHO-
ro MeCTHOro camoymnpasieHus. CocpeI0TOYeHHOCTh MOJIHO-
MOYHMHA TIO YIPABICHUIO TEPPUTOPUSMH B OpraHax ¥c-
MOJTHUTEIBHOM BJIACTH, BE3AECYIIHOCTh MECTHOI'O CaMo-
yIpaBJIeHUS] U KOMMYHAJIbHOH COOCTBEHHOCTH 3€MEIBHBIX
pecypcoB, (pMHAHCOBask OTPAaHUYEHHOCTH COBETOB MOATBEP-
XKIAIOT, YTO 0e3 KapJMHAJILHOTO HM3MEHEHUs CYILECTBYIO-
IIETO TIOJOKEHUS OONBITMHCTBO TEPPUTOPHATBHBIX OOIIHH
W B JanbHeWnieM OyIyT OCTaBaThbCsl HEAEECHOCOOHBIMU B
MPaBOBOM, OPTaHM3AIMOHHOM W ()HHAHCOBOM OTHOIIE-
HusiX. OIBIT pealu3alyy 3a/1a4 JCLCHTPAIN3AlMN B PEru-
OHaxX TOKAa3bIBACT, YTO YPOBCHb OPTaHU3AIIMOHHO-pPa3bsiC-
HUTEIBFHOH paboOTBl W KOHTPOISA 3a peOpMUPOBAHHEM
JIOJKHBI OBITH CYIIECTBEHHO TMOBBINIeHb. Ha 3akoHoma-
TEIHHOM YPOBHE CIIEYEeT PEIINTh BOIPOCHI YIOPsIOUe-
HUSL pa3/ieleHus] TOPHBIX TEPPUTOPUIl C YCTAaHOBICHHEM
JUIA BBICOKOTOPHBIX paifOHOB 0Ooiee BBICOKHX DPa3MEpOB
Haj0aBOK W JIBIOT, YCOBEPIICHCTBOBAaHWE OIOIKETHOM
chepbl OOIIMH Yepe3 H3MEHEHHE CHCTEMbI HAJ0ro00JI0-
JKCHUSI, TIOBBINICHUE POJH TOPOAOB OOIACTHOTO 3HAYCHUS
KaK IIGHTPOB OOBEIMHEHHBIX TEPPUTOPHUAIIBHBIX OOIIMH.
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PuckamMu  OCYIIECTBICHUS JICHCHTPAIU3AIUN HA 3TOM
JTane B YKpauHE SBISIFOTCS: HEBO3MOKHOCTH 3aBEPIICHUS
IUIaHa peau3aliid MEepONpHUsITH, ero BTOporo atama, 0e3
BHECEHUS M3MeHEeHHH B KOHCTHTYIHIO, HEOTPENEICHHOCTh
MEXaHH3MOB peajM3aliid MEPONpPUATHI 1Mo pedopMupo-
BAaHHMI0O MECTHOTO CaMOYIPABICHUS B YCIOBHUSX, KOLJA
O0JIACTHBIC COBCTHI CIIUIIIKOM MOJUTHU3UPOBAHHBI, a 00-
JIACTHBIE TOCYJAPCTBEHHBbIC AJMHHUCTPALMH BBIMOIHSIIOT
HCCBOWCTBEHHBIC U1 HUX (DYHKIMU W OKa3bIBAKOT COMPO-
TUBJICHUE, OTCYTCTBUE TICPCIECKTUBHBLIX INIAHOB COLHAJILHO-
9KOHOMUYECKOTO PA3BUTHS TEPPUTOPHATBHBIX OOIIUH ClIep-
JKUBAET IMPOIECC OOOCHOBAHUS CIIOCOOHOCTH U CPOKOB
peanu3anuy JACHSHTPAIN3allii; UTHOPUPOBaHUE TpeboBa-
HUI pallOHHBIX COBETOB B CIIydasX «OIHMH PaliOH — OJHA
00IIMHAY; OTCYTCTBUE TPAHUI] OOIINH, N3MECHEHNUH TPAHHUI]
paiioHOB, paboT Mo OTpaKCHHI0O B [OCYTapCTBEHHOM Ka-
JacTpe Mmpolecca pasrpaHHueHIsI 3eMeib 1Mo GpopMam coo-
CTBEHHOCTH; HECBOEBPEMEHHOCTh PEILICHUs MPOOIeM Kaj-
POBOTO 00CCIICUCHHS UCIIOIIHUTEIBHBIX OPTaHOB TEPPHUTO-
pHaNIbHBIX OOIIMH M TEPedayd WM COOTBETCTBYOIIMX
TIOJIHOMOYHH.

KioueBble ci10Ba: TeppuTopHaibHbIC OOIIUHEL, ACHEHTpPA-
JU3anusi, KOMMYyHallbHas COOCTBEHHOCTh Ha 3€MIIIO, MECT-
HOE CaMOyIIpaBJICHHUE, 3eMENIbHO-KaIacTpoBasi JTOKyMEHTa-
1[1s1, YCTAHOBIICHHSI TPAHUIL OOIIHH.
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