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Abstract. This article analyzes the process of decision making by authorities as well as the impact of transformation processes,
political crisis and personal characteristics of governmental actors in policy-making. The present research concludes that the speed
and efficiency of decision-making depends on the political and legal standards of government entities, their competence, as well as
the ability to use the available resources and take responsibility for decision-making. During the transformations and political crisis
there are a number of factors that affect the decision-making process, such as compliance with time parameters in deciding the
objective and full-scale clear awareness of decision-making by the authorities.
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The period of transformations, apart from the changes of
political settings and the economic basis of social
relations is characterized by the displacement of the
centers of policy making. Moreover, the changes take
place in the centers of authoritative decision-making i.e.,
in central government decision-making bodies, that make
decisions concerning the vital national interests and
implementing the collective will of the society. It is
important to understand how the relations between the
centers of decision-making change and what are the
peculiarities of decision-making situations in Ukraine,
because we can observe confrontation between the key
authoritative institutions: President, Government and
Parliament. Therefore, the specific features of the
operation of decision-making centers, as well as
peculiarities of transformational situations are very
important in modern scholarly research.

This article is aimed at disclosing the meaning of the
notion of authoritative decision-making and the
peculiarrities of decision-making during the trans-
formations and systemic crisis symptoms.

An authoritative decision is a complex process of
cooperative interaction of an institutional where is a
political decision center prepared and adopted together
with the bodies that implement the legalized decision, the
bodies that control the decision implementation and the
citizens on whose behalf the decision was made. The task
facing the governmental entities is to keep positive
changes in the adoption and implementation of political
decisions, and overcome the negative effects of the
previous decisions. Political decisions are the foundation
for decision-making, being aimed at resolving individual
and common interests, while the master key for a
decision-making is detailing the problem and setting
specific targets.

Numerous papers have been devoted to the problem of
political decision-making, their specificity and increase of
their efficiency. This issue is scrupulously dealt with by
W. Norman, A. Degtyarev and partly by J. Pietras, B.
Kukhta and W. Parsons [1, 4, 6, and 8].

Within the available historic opportunities the
establishment of sustainability and reliability of political
power, the stability and orderliness of political relations,
the rationality and effectiveness of organizational
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structures is reached based on decisions consciously
elaborated and adopted by the authorities. While adopting
a decision one should take into consideration who exactly
makes a decision and who uses it. In political decisions,
«the formula of interests» of certain social groups should
be always taken into consideration, which means
highlighting the social addressees of the decision.

The structure of a decision consists of constant
elements and relationships that make up a decision as a
process. These include: assessment of the situation by the
subject of decision-making, identifying a particular
problem in the object of the authority or within the
structure of the subject of the authority, the problem
definition in legislative way, handling the problem by
experts, the choice of goals and means of achieving it,
discussing it and decision making a legitimately.

The authoritative decisions are related to setting the
political problems, giving reasons for political activities, a
clear definition of tasks and so on. An authoritative
decision is an important form of the fulfillment of
political power. It is worth noting that an authoritative
decision envisages an authoritative ruling process, the
most important feature of which is a high level of
organization (i.e. the state), and secondly, the decision on
such a high level is generally accepted consciously,
meaning that the subject who takes the political decision
should accumulate the generalized knowledge regarding
the links, relationships and the laws of the objective world
be able to set goals and develop plans in anticipation of
the operation of both social and political spheres. This
also includes the regulation and control of emotional and
personal rational and practical relationships with reality,
as well as defying the landmarks of the values of social
and personal life, creative transformation of one’s own
existence [4, p.136]. Thirdly, the common feature of
authoritative decisions is their systemic nature, which in
our case bears the highest hierarchical level in relation to
other organizational and social systems that include other
subsystems as well.

The specificity of authoritative decisions is that they
establish common objectives, which determine the basic
values and fundamental interests of the major social
groups and political actors, as well as have an effect on
the changes of regulatory parameters of social and politi-
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cal order, regulate and redistribute the key national re-
sources.

In order to identify and comprehend the peculiarities of
authority decisions in Ukraine, one should focus on the
phenomenology of both co-operative and administrative
decisions.

The choice and content of political decisions is affect-
ed by the components that are genetically related to dif-
ferent levels of human activities. To understand the com-
plex nature of policy-making it is necessary to use a com-
bined criterion.

According to the composition and structure of the
agents that make political decisions, there are seven basic
types of solutions: personal, shared, parity, hierarchical,
intergroup, macroorganizational [1]. With the growing
complexity of human organizations, the decisions become
more complex, as if absorbing the characteristics of sim-
ple decisions. Since the authoritative decision-making is a
complex and cooperative activity of social actors, it is
permeated by horizontal and vertical communications, di-
rect and inverse relationships between these actors. The
higher is the level of such communication, the more com-
plete information the authorities will possess.

There are many centers of decision making authority in
Ukraine. Constitution of Ukraine defines a system of in-
stitutions and procedures whose purpose is to develop and
implement political decisions. These include President of
Ukraine, who is "head of state and acts on its behalf" (ar-
ticle 102), Parliament of Ukraine, which is the "sole body
of legislative power in Ukraine" (article 175), the Cabinet
of Ministers of Ukraine, which is "supreme body of exec-
utive power" (article 113), Supreme Council of the Au-
tonomous Republic of the Crimea (article 136), Constitu-
tional Court of Ukraine, which is the "sole body of consti-
tutional jurisdiction in Ukraine" (article 147), Supreme
Court of Ukraine, which is "the highest judicial body in
the system of courts of general jurisdiction” (article 25);
prosecution (article 121), the National Security and De-
fense Council of Ukraine — "coordination authority for
National Security and Defense under the President of
Ukraine" (article 107) and others. [3].

The decisions taken by the authorities in Ukraine in the
current environment should be functional the main re-
quirement to a decision-making being its maximum ap-
propriateness to social and political realities. This appro-
priateness can be achieved by taking into consideration
the following factors: competence and informational
awareness of the subjects of power, the knowledge of
public opinion, and taking it into account when making
decisions. The interaction of the legislative, executive and
judicial authorities based on the "checks and balances"”
and on the agreed procedures may ensure an aggregated
and efficient policy for a set of agents who acted not the
best way on their own.

By early 2007, the organization of higher bodies of au-
thority in general was not efficient enough. The main rea-
sons for this situation considered by researchers N. Ale-
xandrova and I. Koliushko is as follows:

1) an uncompleted transformation of the Cabinet of
Ministers of Ukraine into the body of political guidance:
clear division of responsibilities for the development and
implementation of national policy between higher bodies
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of authority — President of Ukraine and Cabinet of Minis-
ters of Ukraine;

2) irrational system of the central bodies of executive
power: unreasonably large number of central bodies of
executive power that are actually equal in status to Minis-
tries; low level of coordination and interaction between
central executive bodies; poorly developed and inefficient
mechanisms for accountability, supervision and control of
central executive bodies that are directed and coordinated
by ministers; duplication, dispersion and inefficient use of
human and financial resources;

3) an inefficient organization of the executive power at
the local level: inefficient mechanisms of interaction of
the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine with local state ad-
ministrations; unclear definition of the status of the heads
of local state administrations; blurred delimitation be-
tween the plenary powers of local state administrations
and the bodies of local self-government; inefficient mech-
anisms of their interaction;

4) local self-government inefficient and irrational ad-
ministrative and territorial structure: financial incapability
of the basic units of local government;

5) ineffective public service: a large staff turnover and
poor professional level of the personnel, subjectivity in
management;

6) lack of parity in relations of private individuals and
legal entities with the bodies of public administration: in-
adequate legal regulation of relations between individuals
and the public administration, i.e. the actual preferences
for departmental interests, formalism, bureaucracy, cor-
ruption, problems of access to public information, lack of
administrative procedures or their inefficiency in appeal-
ing against decisions, actions or inaction of public admin-
istration [7].

Thus, the political system in a democratic transfor-
mation requires a democratic polycentricism, a complex
system of coordination and harmonization of government
and public bodies. Such an organization requires a func-
tional specialization and a complex integration of both
state and non-state agents in different stages of the cycle
of taking political decisions. However, the political cul-
ture of citizens of Ukraine consistently demonstrates a
tendency to leaderism and this in turns generates an ar-
gument that manifests itself in a conflict between the cen-
tral government bodies [2].

In order to determine the peculiar characteristics of de-
cision-making processes in Ukraine, one should analyze
the socio-political situation prevailing currently in Ukrai-
ne. The political situation is what is defined as a system of
independent variables, which urges the subject to act, or
as the system of variables independent of the entities, but
dependent on the actions of another entity [4, p.146].

Classification offered by J. Pietras [8] seems to be the
most appropriate for characterization of the situation of
political decision-making. It enables us to consider all as-
pects that effect the situation of political decision-making
in times of crisis in Ukraine, and characterizes the situa-
tion as innovative by the criterion of consciousness. In
other words, consciousness of the subjects of decision-
making is ahead of the emerging problems, which urges
them to act at their own peril and come out with new pro-
posals. This is caused by a crisis that is rapidly moving in
Ukraine and the only way to overcome it is to quickly and
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effectively respond to any changes. The urgency and
specificity of the political situation requires a high level
of professionalism and competence of the government en-
tities.

We consider the internal political within the existing
system according to the criterion of systemic approach. In
this case, one should also take into account the external
conditions because they have significantly affected the
current situation in the country due to the economic crisis
which is a global phenomenon that has also involved
Ukraine.

By the criterion of emotional approach, the current po-
litical situation can be defined as a pulsing and alarming
one. That is, it is characterized by changes in the elements
and structure of the system, and it is strongly influenced
by external factors and by the contradictions existing in
the very system [8, p.245].

Consequently, the political situation in a crisis is rather
unstable. Internal and external environments experience
frequent dynamic changes and remain in constant interac-
tion. Quantitative changes gradually bring about qualita-
tive changes, which turn out to be quite rapid and are ca-
pable of ensuring profound systemic changes.

The subjects of the process of political decision-
making take authoritative decisions on behalf of the exist-
ing socio-political system, regime and state. In a crisis,
their activities should be aimed at protecting the system,
providing the most favorable conditions for efficient op-
eration of both the political system and all the elements of
civil society including individuals. Moreover, the power
actors must be ready to be accountable to society for their
actions and be able to make the most of all the available
resources in order to make effective decisions.

Due to the low level of political culture, lack of profes-
sionalism, false personal ambitions in the early stages of
the crisis, political decision-makers do not fulfill their di-
rect duties and functions, which they put the society. In-
stead, the authorities tried to take the decisions that could
be momentarily popular at the moment in order to raise
their own ratings in the society. However, popular deci-
sions are not always effective. Quick unbalanced deci-
sions can only partially alleviate the problem disguise it,
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while unpopular solutions at the moment might turn out to
be quite effective after a certain period of time.

Another peculiarity of political decision-making in
Ukraine at the moment is the difficulty in predicting the
impact of the political crisis and the existing perils on the
process of adoption of certain decisions.

In developed democracies, the situation looks different.
To date, these countries have special centers, committees
and councils involved in analyzing and forecasting the
impact of the political crisis and the existing perils on the
policymaking process, as well as provide recom-
mendations for political decisions to be more effective.

Although there are a number of institutions in Ukraine
engaged in research and analysis of political processes,
forecasting the possible consequences of the crises in
political, economic and other spheres, the government
entities  frequently ignore their forecasts and
recommendations. This leads to inefficient political
decisions whose implementation cause deterioration of
the political climate in the society and the loss of contact
with the public. As a result, the government entities are
incapable of focusing on the basic needs of the society
and building a common strategy in accordance with these
requirements. This, in turn, will urge for deeper systemic
crises and will complicate the transformation processes in
the society. Further, these actions can lead to massive
disturbances and substitution of government entities.

In Ukraine in conditions of crises and uncompleted
transformation of the political system, timely and
effective policy-making comes to the fore. As mentioned
above, the process of political decision-making is
predominantly affected by the existing situation which
defines the algorithm of a particular decision. However, a
decisive role in this process belongs to the subject of a
political decision. The speed and efficiency of the flow of
political processes as well as the completion of a
qualitatively new political structure depend to a great
extent on the political and legal culture of the subject of
decision-making, his or her competence and
professionalism, the ability to use all available system
resources, and most importantly to take full responsibility
for one’s decisions.
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AHHOTanus. B crathe mpoaHanM3WpOBaHAa CUTYAIWs NMPUHSATHS BIACTHOTO PEIICHUS, BIMSHHE TPAHC()OPMAIOHHBIX MPOIECCOB,
MOJIMTHIECKOTO KPHU3UCA U JINYHBIX XapaKTePUCTHK BIACTHBIX CyOBEKTOB Ha MPHHATHE MOJUTHIESCKHUX perreHnil. CuenaH BBIBO, 9TO
CKOpPOCTb U ONTUMAJBHOCTh IMPUHATHSA BIIACTHBIX PEIICHUH 3aBHCUT OT YPOBHS IOJUTHYECKOM M IPAaBOBOH KyIbTYphl BIACTHBIX
CyOBEKTOB, YPOBHS KOMIIETEHTHOCTH, OT YMEHUS HCIOJIB30BaTh BCIO CHCTEMY MMEIOIIUXCSI PECYpCcoB U OpaTh Ha ce0sl OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTb 32 NPUHATHHU pelieHus. B nepron TpancdopMaMoHHbBIX IPeoOpa3oBaHUi U MOIUTHIECKOT0 KPU3HCA CYLIECTBYeT psia (akTo-
POB, KOTOpbIE BIMAIOT Ha MPOLECC NPUHATUS PELICHUs, Cpeay BaXXHEHIIUX COOJIIOJCHHE BPEMEHHBIX NapaMeTpOB MpPU MPUHITUU
peLIeHHs 1 BCECTOPOHHSISI 00BEKTHBHAS YeTKask HHPOPMHPOBAHHOCTh CYOBEKTOB IPHHSATHS BIACTHOTO PELICHHSI.

Kniouegvie cnoga: enacmmuoe peutenue, nonumuyeckoe peuienue, HOIUMUYECKUT KPUSUC, CUMYAYUS NPUHAMUSL NOTUMUYECKO20
peutenus, cyobeKmul NPUHAMUSL NOIUMUYECKO20 PeulenUs, npoyecc NPUHAMUS NOIUMUYECKO20 PelleHUs.
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