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Abstract. The article addresses main OECD SIGMA recommendations regarding national
European Union (EU) policy co-ordination in Ukraine and provides relevant lessons from Latvia
and other EU Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) Member States in addressing similar
challenges from the EU pre-accession and post-accession experience.

Efficiency of a national policy co-ordination is one of the core determinants to succeed
europeanization of a national core executive power and further integration with the EU. The
OECD SIGMA Baseline Measurement Assessment Report on Principles of Public Administration
in Ukraine published in June 2018 reveals important concerns in steering and co-ordination of
some reform initiatives, overlapping competences of public bodies in co-ordinating policy
planning and implementation monitoring of the Government’s performance in public sector
reforms.

Effective implementation of national reforms is vital also in the terms of implementation of
the Ukraine—EU Association Agreement (AA) that entered into force on September 1, 2017 and
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requires a high level of coordination in the Ukrainian government. Relevant national EU policy
co-ordination experience of the EU CEE Member States is revisited as a possible lesson for
Ukraine in implementation of essential structural reforms on the national level.

Key words: europeanization, Association Agreement, principles of public administration,
national policy co-ordination, policy planning

AHoTauin. Y cmammi poszensioaromvcsi ocnoswi pexomenoayii OECP SIGMA wooo
Koopounayii Hayionanvroi norimuku €seponeticokozo Corw3y (€C) 6 Vkpaini ma pobdrsmucs
8I0N0BIOHI YpoKu Ha 00ceidi Jlameii ma inwux Oepocas-unenie €C y kpainax [lenmpanvnoi ma
Cxionoi €eponu (LJCE) ona eupiuienns nodiOHUX 3a60ansb neped 6CMyNnom ma nicis 6Cmyny 00
eC.

E¢pexmusnicmo koopounayii HayioHantbHOL NOTIMUKY € OOHIEI0 3 OCHOBHUX OemePMIHAHM
yenixy esponeizayii HAYioHANLHOI 6UKOHABYOI é1adu ma nooanvuioi inmeepayii 3 €C. Oyinka
OECP SIGMA, onybaikosana y 36imi npo OYiHKY 0a308ux 6UMIPI6 NPUHYUNIE 0epIHCABHO20
ynpaeninnsa 6 Vkpaini vy uepeni 2018 poky, eusense 6ajxiciugi numauHs wooo YNpAaeiiHHA ma
KOOpOUHayii Oesikux iHiyiamue 3 pedhopmy6ants KOMNemeHyii 0epiucasHux opeanie y KoopouHayii
NJIAHY8AHHA NOMIMUKU MA MOHIMOPUHRY 8NPOBAOIICEHHA pe3yIbmamis OisNbHOCMI YPaoy Wooo
peopmysanns deparcagHoi cayacou. Edexmusna Koopourayiss ROLIMuKU 00CA2AEMbCS 30 YMO8
NOMIMUYHOI NIOMpUMKU HA nocmini ochoel. [Ipusnauenuti Koopounayitnuil opean nosumew
Mamu 8UCOKI NOBHOBANCEHHS Ol CNIILHO20 BUPIWEHHS MIHICMmepcmeamu i Hagimbs MIHICMpamu
KAH0Y08UX NUMAHD.

Busuennsi ma meopua imniemenmayis 0ocgioy kpain-unenie Llenmpanvnoi ma Cxionoi
E€sponu €C mooice nonecuumu npoyec HAYiOHANLHUX pedopm 6 YKpaini ma 6npoeadicenHs
Yeoou npo Acoyiayito. Ykpaini nompiono npogooumu cucmemamuyny pobomy HA0 6MIileHHAM 8
npakmuxy npozpamu inmezpayii 0o €C, wo donomodice Kpaini 0ocsiemu €8poneticbKo2o pieHs ma
micno 63aemooismu 3 kpainamu-unenamu €C. Badxcnueo maxodc opeamizysamu pe2yiapHi
memamuuHi cecii ypsoy wooo npoyecy inmezpayii ¢ €C, nocunumu poib 3aKOH00A84020 Npoyecy
0J151 PO3BUMKY NPOEBPONELCLKO20 NOTIMUYHO20 CEPEO0SUWA MA 1020 83AEMOOI 3 CYCHITLCINEOM.

Egexmusne enpoeadicenusn HayionanvHux pegopm € HUmmese 8aNCIUBUM | 8 YMOBAX
peanizayii Yeoou npo acoyiayito mixc Ykpainorw ma €Eeponeticokum Corozom, saxka Habyia
yynnocmi 1 eepecnss 2017 poky i eumazae 8ucoxo2o pieHs KOOpOUHAyii 8 YKpaiHCcbKoM) YpsoL.
Ananizyemscs 8i0nogioHull HayionarvHul 00ceio koopounayii norimuku €C ¢ Jlamsii ma iHwux
kpainax-unenax L[CE, ockinbku ompumani ypoKu 6 KOOpOUHAYIi 6NpOBAONCEHHS CIMPYKMYPHUX
pedhopm Ha HAYIOHALHOMY pieHi eadxcausi ona Ykpainu. Pozensoaromvcsa éapianmu cmeopenHs
pekomenoayii w000 niaHyeanus ma MmoHimopunzy oonomocu €C Ona Kpawoi niompumxu
AOMIHICMPAMUBHUX pepopm Ha HacmynHux emanax npoyecy inmeepayii 0o €C.

Kurouosi ciioBa: cgponeisayis, Yeo0a npo acoyiayiro, npunyunu 0epicasnozo ynpagiinnus,
KOOpOUHAYIsA HAYIOHANbHOT NOIMUKU, NAAHYBAHHS NOITMUKU

Aunnomayun. B cmamve paccmampusaiomcesi ochoguvie pekomenoayuu OICP SIGMA no
Koopounayuu HayuouanvHou noaumuxu Eeponetickoco Corw3sa (EC) 6 Vkpaune u npugoosmcs
coomeemcmsyrouwue ypoku Jlameuu u opyeux cmpau-unenoe EC 6 Ilenmpanvnoii u Bocmounoii
Espone (I{BE) 6 pewenuu ananocuunvix npobiem 0o u nocie ecmynienus 6 EC.

Dpgexmusnocms KoopouHayuu HAYUOHATLHOU NOTUMUKY ST S OOHUM U3 KTI0UeBblX
gakmopos ycnexa esponeuzayuu HAYUOHANLHOU UCNOIHUMENbHOU 61acmu U OdlbHeliuel
unmezpayuu ¢ EC. Onybauxosannas ¢ OOCP oyenxa SIGMA «Omuem 06 oyenke 6a3068bix
UMepeHull NPUHYUNO8 20Cy0apcmeeHHo20 ynpasienus 6 Ykpaune 6 utone 2018 cooa» eviasuna
8adtCHble NPOONIEeMbl 8 YNPAGIEeHUU U KOOPOUHAYUU HEKOMOPBIX UHUYUAMUE NO DehOPMUPOBAHUIO
KOMnemeHyull  20CYOapCmeeHHblX — OpeaHo8 8  KOOPOUHAYUU — NIAHUPOBAHUA — NOJUMUKU,
MOHUMOPUH2A Peanu3ayuy NOAUMUKU U O0esTmeIbHOCIU NpAsUmenlsCcmea no peghropmMuposanuio
20Cy0apcmeeHHoll CyHcobl.
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Oghgpexmusnoe ocywecmenenue HAYUOHANbHLIX PePOpM uMeem HCUSHEHHO BAINCHOE
3HaueHue makice ¢ mouku 3peHus evinonnenus Coenawenus o6 accoyuayuu medxcoy Yxpaunou u
Eeponetickum Corozom (EC), komopoe ecmynuno 8 cuny 1 cenmsabps 2017 2o0a, u mpedbyem
8bICOKO20 ~ VPOBHSA  KOOpOUHAyuu 6  YKPAUHCKOM  npasumenvcmee.  Auanusupyemcs
coomeemcmayiowull HayuoHa bHull onvim Koopounayuu noaumuxu EC 6 Jlameuu u Opyeux
cmpanax-unenax L{BE, paccmampusaromcs 803modichble YpoKu OJisi YKpaunvl no KoopouHayuu
ocyujecmeneHus OCHOBHbIX CIMPYKMYPHBIX pepopm HA HAYUOHATILHOM YPOBHE.

KiloueBble  cjioBa:  egponeuzayus,  coenrawenue 06 accoyuayuu, — NPUHYUNDBL
20CY0apcmeenHo20  YNpaeieHus, KOOPOUHAYUs HAYUOHANbHOU  NONUMUKU,  NIAHUPOSAHUE
NOIUMUKU.

Statement of the problem: One of the key requirements for the EU integration policy
planning and co-ordination is that the Centre-of-Government (CoG) institutions fulfil all functions
critical to a well-organized, consistent and competent policy-making system. Its main indicator is
the fulfilment level of EU integration co-ordination functions by the CoG institutions. As the
administrative-level co-ordination mechanism for the EU integration has not been established and
political-level co-ordination is not fully functional, the fulfilment of EU integration co-ordination
functions by the CoG institutions in the Government of Ukraine requires further drastic
improvements. Another key requirement on policy planning and co-ordination is that policy
planning is harmonized, aligned with the government’s financial circumstances and ensures that the
government is able to achieve its objectives. The quality of policy planning for the EU integration
in Ukraine is below satisfactory because alignment between the Action Plan for Implementation of
the Association Agreement (APIAA) and the Government Priority Action Plan (GPAP) is limited
and calculation of implementation rate of activities is not possible due to vague formulation of
commitments.

Analysis of recent studies and publications: Many studies on EU relations with CEE

countries have been developed since the mid-1990s, but they have primarily focused on the EU pre-
accession phase and the emphasis on ‘adapting' to EU requirements. Within this framework,
researchers have focused on the EU enlargement negotiations, the reform process, progress on EU
legal approximation and implementation of EU policies in the later EU Member States, the
consequences of EU enlargement, EU governance, government analysis in the candidate countries
and the EU influence on public administration at the national level.
Europeanisation of national EU policy coordination mechanisms in the 2004 EU enlargement
attracts much attention of researchers [Dimitrova and Toshkov, 2009; Hafner, 2014; Gdther, Horner
and Obholzer, 2011; Kassim, Peters and Wright, 2000; Laffan, 2003; Lippert and Umbach, 2005;
Panke, 2010; Rollis, 2014; Ugur, 2013; Zubek and Staronova, 2012], but is not yet systematically
studied in the European academic literature. Despite the fact that coordination systems are able to
provide technical assistance and strategic expertise to ministries on EU law and to carry out
monitoring and "early warning" of the overall level of implementation of EU law in the country,
their capacities to promote conflict resolution between different executive powers [Dimitrova and
Toshkov, 2009: 3] were not fully studied by the researchers.

Statement of the objectives of the article: Identify the main discrepancies on national EU
policy planning and co-ordination in the OECD SIGMA Baseline Measurement Assessment Report
[OECD SIGMA, 2018] on implementation of Principles of Public Administration in Ukraine. Revise
relevant national EU policy co-ordination experience in Latvia and other EU CEE Member States
and share the main lesson for Ukraine in co-ordinating essential structural reforms on the national
level in the framework of Ukraine—European Union Association Agreement (AA) (signed on 21
March 2014) that entered into force on September 1, 2017 and requires a high level of policy
coordination in the Ukrainian government.

Presentation of basic materials.
Introduction

17



Actual problems of international relations. Release 140. 2019

Europeanisation can be described as a structural change that has a multiplier effect in the EU
Member, Candidate or Association States on various executive bodies and actors, associated with
this impact, which in many ways affect various institutions and actors, their functions, ideas and
interests in the country. Policy coordination is needed for effective management of national
reforms. In efficient management, government programs allow for the successful integration of
different policies. Interacting policies can be designed to create synergies or at least reduce
institutional conflicts [Candel and Biesbroek, 2016]. Metcalfe points out that national governments
that are well-coordinated are more effective, have less conflicting and useless programs, and are
able to use resources more rationally to achieve their political goals [Metcalfe, 1994]. The need for
coordination arises when decisions in one program or institution consider decisions made in other
programs or institutions and minimize the likelihood of conflict through their actions. F. Scharpf
has named it negative co-ordination [Scharpf, 1994]. In turn, positive co-ordination requires
institutions to take proactive action to do more than just avoid conflicts and seek ways of working
together to find solutions that benefit all institutions and their clients [Scharpf, 1994].

National EU policy involves developing and defending national interests at the EU level
and implementation at the national one. The task of coordination within the framework of national
EU policy is to achieve effective interaction between different positions, activities or events of
different institutions and officials in the identification and implementation of national interests.
The dynamics of development of public administration in the EU today and in its Member States
marks increasing external and internal pressure on the executive power to coordinate national EU
policy making. Governments must be able to manage a wider range of functions and more
complex activities within their competencies as the public administration mechanism becomes
more complex.

Effective coordination on the part of government delivers greater efficiency, because it
ensures that scarce resources are used rationally in the pursuit of policy goals, that the waste
resulting from the duplication of effort or persistence of redundant programs is avoided. Poor
coordination, by contrast, is likely to result in chaos, delay, and inefficiency.

According to H. Kassim’s classification, countries can be divided into four main types: 1)
comprehensive centralizers; 2) selective centralizers; 3) overlapping decentralizers; 4) selective
decentralizers [Kassim, 2015; Kassim, 2003].

First, H. Kassim classifies policy coordination systems according to the degree of
centralization of the system. The main differences between a centralized and decentralized EU
case management model are the existence/absence of one (strong) central coordinating unit that
coordinates the work of all sectoral ministries; existence/absence of several complementary
coordinating units in the national public administration system; a particularly separate/undivided
model of policy coordination at national level, where it involves a country with a complex
structure or federal one that requires special system adaptation.

In centralized systems, specialized bodies at the CoG are responsible for overall
coordination. Particularly in the case of conflicts between different line ministries or departments,
the coordinating unit engages in the actual decision making or reconciliation. The ambition of the
centralized system is to speak with one voice, ensuring a unified representation of the position
from all the national representatives involved. In contrast, decentralized systems lack a central
coordinating unit with sufficient authority. In the case of sectoral units that promote inter-
institutional coordination, the concerned individual line institutions remain relatively independent.
In order to achieve the degree of centralization of the co-ordination system, the strength of the
central coordinating unit over specific line ministries is decisive.

There are different types of decentralized and centralized models, ranging from the
transition from relative or complete autonomy of individual ministries (the principle of the leading
ministry) to the central role of the central government-specific institutions on EU issues. The
centralized co-ordination model means that cross-sectoral discussions, harmonization within the
Member State and negotiation at all EU levels are provided by one institution that is independent
or directly subordinated to the Prime Minister, which ensures coherence in the work of individual
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ministries. On the contrary, the decentralized model of EU affairs coordination is based on the
principle of autonomy of individual ministries and a central executive body responsible for cross-
sectoral coordination or preparing a common nation position. In a decentralized model, each line
ministry is solely responsible for coordinating its policy area in the sector.

Second, H. Kassim classifies policy coordination systems according to the degree of
comprehensiveness. Comprehensive systems tend to reach an agreement on almost every issue
related to the EU. Interest groups, social partners and local administrations are usually involved in
the formulation of mandates. They often engage proactively in the initial phase of a policy cycle.
Compared to the ambitious system, the coverage of selective systems is rather modest. Emphasis
is placed on the most important issues and the government is the key determinant of the position.
In addition, the focus is on the decision-making phase within the EU Council, where national
representatives defend their national positions.

Europeanization puts a pressure also to the Association countries to carefully plan and
coordinate action to achieve better representation of interests with the EU depending on their
Europeanization level. Europeanization increases also the level of national executive power and
responsibility. Governments need to be practically ready to ensure synchronized action at national
level, coherence in drafting proposals with the EU level and in justification of national interests.

The OECD SIGMA program developed the Principles of Public Administration in 2014 to
support the European Commission’s (EC) reinforced approach to public administration reform
(PAR) in the EU enlargement, and in 2015 further developed them to advance PAR within the
context of the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) [OECD SIGMA, 2017b]. The Principles
define what good public governance entails in practice and outline the main requirements that the
countries should follow during EU integration. The monitoring framework makes it possible to set
country benchmarks [OECD SIGMA, 2017a] and regularly analyse progress in applying the
Principles.

The OECD SIGMA published Baseline Measurement Assessment Report on Principles of

Public Administration in Ukraine in June 2018 [OECD SIGMA, 2018: 4]. It reveals important
concerns in the steering and co-ordination of some reform initiatives and overlapping competences
of public bodies in co-ordinating policy planning and implementation.

1. Situation on national EU policy planning and co-ordination in the Government
of Ukraine

One of the OECD SIGMA Baseline Measurement Assessment Report areas is national EU
policy planning and co-ordination capacity. All critical functions related to the EU integration
have been assigned to the Government Office for European and Euro-Atlantic Integration
(GOEEAI) and are performed in practice. The legal framework for the functioning of EU
integration co-ordination is established in the statutes of GOEEAI [CMU, 2014c]. However,
overlaps exist between the mandates of the CoG institutions such as Secretariat of the Cabinet of
Ministers (SCMU) [CMU, 2009], the Ministry of Finance [CMU, 2014a], the Ministry of Justice
(MoJ) [CMU, 2014b] and GOEEAI regarding co-ordination of policy planning and monitoring the
Government’s performance. In 2017, also separate directorates for Strategic Planning and
European Integration were established in 10 out of 18 ministries.

One of the key requirements for the EU integration policy planning and co-ordination is
that the CoG institutions fulfil all functions critical to a well-organized, consistent and competent
policy-making system. One of its main indicators is fulfilment level of EU integration co-
ordination functions by the CoG institutions. As the administrative-level co-ordination mechanism
for the EU integration has not been established and political-level co-ordination is not fully
functional, the value of the indicator measuring the fulfilment of policy co-ordination functions by

the CoG institutions set by OECD SIGMA is 3 out of 5 points. Establishment and enforcement of
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clear horizontal procedures for governing the national EU integration under the responsible central
co-ordination body is measured by a) proportion of the EU integration functions that are assigned
to the CoG institutions by law; b) availability of guidelines to line ministries and other
government bodies and c¢) Government’s capacity for policy co-ordination, whereas OECD
SIGMA for these sub-indicators has assigned 13 out of 18 points [OECD SIGMA, 2018: 23].

The GOEEAI’s statute foresees responsibility for overall daily policy co-ordination,
planning of related actions, monitoring country’s AA implementation and co-ordinating alignment
of national legislation with the EU acquis [Dimitrova and Toshkov, 2009]. The function for co-
ordinating accession negotiations has not been assigned, as Ukraine is not an EU candidate
country.

Regulations and methodological guidelines support the line ministries and central
executive bodies in the EU integration process. The Rules of Procedure (RoP) of the Cabinet of
Ministers (CMU) contain basic instructions on how to ensure alignment between the proposed
Ukrainian legislation and the EU acquis. The instructions are supported by methodological
guidelines developed by the GOEEAI. The CMU has also adopted detailed regulations that
stipulate the policy planning process [CMU, 2014a] and for monitoring the implementation of
plans [CMU, 2016]. However, no guidelines exist on how to provide inputs to the planning and
monitoring of EU assistance.

Another key requirement on policy planning and co-ordination is that the function is

harmonized, aligned with the government’s financial circumstances and ensures that the
government is able to achieve its objectives. It is measured by indicator on quality of policy
planning for EU integration, whereas OECD has given assessment 2 out 5 points. The level of
harmonised medium-term planning system for all processes relevant to the EU integration and
their integration into domestic policy planning is measured by a) the legal framework that enables
harmonized planning of EU integration; b) quality of planning documents for EU integration; c)
EU integration-related commitments carried forward and d) implementation rate (%) of the
government’s plans for EU integration related legislative commitments, whereas OECD SIGMA
has assigned 6 out of 16 points [OECD SIGMA, 2018: 33].

Sectoral meetings take place to co-ordinate implementation of the AA in the 24 areas
covered by the AA, but a horizontal administrative-level co-ordination mechanism with line
ministries has not been set up. The legal framework does not also stipulate any co-ordination
during the APIAA preparation process with the other SCMU directorates dealing with preparation
of the Medium-term Government Priority Action Plan and MTGPAP (the GPAP), or with the
MoF. The GOEEAI is in charge of planning and co-ordinating the EU acquis alignment, which
involves preparing the APIAA and for monitoring its implementation. However, it is consulted
only when proposals are submitted to the CMU for decision, and it can return drafts to the
sponsoring body for improvement only with the approval of the Government EI Committee.

2.  Experience of the EU CEE Member States in Europeanization of policy co-ordination
mechanism
Overall development background

The EU CEE Member States' Gross Domestic Product (GDP) Development Statistics
[World Bank, 2019] show that Europeanisation has allowed states to rapidly increase GDP after
EU accession and gradually get closer to the average level of the EU Member States. Meanwhile,
a gap has strongly increased with the EU Association countries as Ukraine.
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Experience of the EU CEE Member States on coordination of national EU policies is
topical for the association countries implementing key national reforms to implement the AA. The
experience of EU CEE countries shows that governance reforms, especially if they are ambitious
and multi-dimensional, tend to be the most successful and lasting if they are implemented on the
basis of the 'operating principles’ governing this process, such as sustainable development;
political and civil service management that can lead and promote effective change at all levels of
the executive and be able to implement a common vision; the ability to implement innovative

solutions, overcome traditional administrative barriers to the development, implement and
evaluate policy delivery.

GDP per capita (USD) development dynamics 1995 - 2017
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As the europeanization reinforced requirement for a stronger overall EU integration, most
EU CEE Member States in the EU pre-accession opted for establishing separate EU integration
offices either within or outside direct subordination to the Prime Minister. In this situation a key
to success was the coordination of respectful national policy both on central and line
ministry level. Not only specific departments/units dealing with the EU integration process but all
other departments in the line ministries were involved in implementation work. Given the huge
internal and external pressure for faster results, such institutional solution was seen as more
efficient. This was also proved by practice — when EU accession was already in full speed, general
support to policy coordination was at its infancy in the most countries. But, as the time passed, EU
related coordination experience “spilled-over” also into general coordination practices in the
Government.

While the creation of an effective policy coordination system should be an incentive, in
reality, the EU Member States have chosen to create different models. The approaches derive
either from the administrative tradition at national level, the desire to ensure certain national
interests, or from the level of the EU as a policy-making area. The countries with comprehensive
system were trying to monitor all the EU activities and engage in all policy areas. However,
countries have a free choice to determine coverage and goals of policy coordination. For example,
if in the EU pre-accession phase mostly dominated comprehensive centralized systems, the post-
accession phase is characterized by shift towards selective/decentralized models. As a result, one
country focuses on policy co-ordination in decision-making, while others prioritize co-ordination
of quality decision-making.

Centralized policy co-ordination systems in the EU pre-accession and transition to the
membership are mostly the result of the EU or external functional pressure. The impact of national
structures, with the exception of Estonia, was relatively weak. As the operational pressure after
joining the EU diminished, the impact of national structures in CEE countries also became more
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significant, contributing to the decentralization of national models of policy coordination. It was
also promoted by party coalition governments, which reduced the concentration of coordination
around the head of government (Latvia). Consequently, the Western Balkan and Association
countries have a primary EU operational pressure on the executive power, which mainly implies
the establishment of a comprehensive and centralized system of policy coordination. On the other
hand, the level of external pressure is lower than in the case of the EU enlargement in 2004. This
leads to a higher impact of national structures and political party policies, which can affect the role
and quality of national EU policies.

The countries having comprehensive systems seek to reach an agreement on almost all the
EU-related issues. Interest groups, social partners and local administrations are usually involved in
the formulation of mandates. They often engage proactively in the initial phase of a policy cycle.
Compared to the ambitious system, the coverage of selective systems is rather modest. Emphasis
is placed on the most important issues and the government is the main positioner. In addition, the
focus is on the decision-making phase within the EU Council, where national representatives
defend their national positions. However, policy coordination systems are less centralized than one
might imagine as selective approach in the EU CEE Member States depends also on the limited
resources and expertise available.

Notwithstanding the model, the EU CEE Member States should be considered as success
not only due to strong internal efforts, but also due to a unique situation. In, particular, huge
internal pressure in the favor of EU accession seen as a major achievement of these countries on
the road to come-back in Europe after the communism era; high external pressure to achieve the
accession from the EU and Western EU Member States and a narrow opportunity window (almost
10 years) offered the candidate countries to deal with the accession process. All that justified
building of quick fix and separate coordination structures supporting EU integration in the absence
of proper policy coordination mechanisms in the Government.

Policy co-ordination system requirements

The governments required political commitment, political support and prioritization of
issues for implementation. It required to be consistent and well-coordinated (vertical and
horizontal dimensions) with competent institution(s) responsible for overall support to policy co-
ordination in the public administration. Coordination structures on the national level had to be
built up considering previous legacy, traditions and capacity of the administration. Simple
copying of models never had led to good results. The coordination system had to be balanced and
responsibilities distributed. ‘Super-power centre’ systems normally did not work effectively or
at least were not sustainable in a long run since they did not facilitated development of relevant
skills, knowledge and results on the level of line ministries. Clear agreement on competencies of
all key stakeholders in relation to the main EU integration functions was required to avoid
duplication and institutional rivalry. A coordination mechanism that was spread too widely
between various central executive authorities (e.g. CoG (Prime Minister’s Office and/or
Secretariat General), MoFA and other key institutions) sometimes produced confusion and lack
of clarity in distribution of responsibility. Equally, there was a need for a process and capacity to
agree on delimitation of EU integration related competencies between the line ministries, as new
specific competencies emerged from the legal approximation process. Development of the
coordination mechanism had to be with non-conflicting functions (e.g. not offending the core
responsibilities of the line ministries) and designed to ensure there is no ‘bottle neck’ or dilution of
communication and command. Well-working and effective information flows, regular and
structured information exchange were necessary on all main aspects of the coordination process.

In a decentralized policy co-ordination systems, concrete responsibilities and functions of
all relevant stakeholders were comprehensively analyzed and then agreed and assigned as
concretely and simply as possible. The more decentralized system existed, higher need for a pro-
active and strong horizontal cooperation was necessary. Line ministries maintained their policy
responsibility in their respective areas of competence. However, there was a need to enable a

22



Axmyanoni npobaemu midxcHapoorux sionocus. Bunycek 140. 2019.

transparent process and capacity-building, through which differences of opinion were coordinated.
Policy planning, consensus building on key policy issues and implementation monitoring was
co-ordinated closely. At the same time coordination system required systematically equal
emphasis on planning, implementation, coordination, analysis, communication to allow tracking
link between activities and resource planning, linking policy and programs with the
budgetary process. Communication and exchange of best (or worst) practices has proved to
be extremely important. There was a vast amount of information moving around that all the
stakeholders should know, so it was possible to develop a well-working and effective information
flows (both formal and informal). Coordination and working in formal and informal
partnership with a common goal, leaving aside the individual ambitions of institutions, was
extremely time and resource consuming but effective.

Levels of policy co-ordination

Practice tells that it is difficult to bring together all the relevant stakeholders to work
without dedicated implementation policy co-ordinator and administrative mechanism of
specialized inter-ministerial coordination bodies on political, operational (senior civil service)
and specialists level in the Government with regular frequency of co-ordination meetings. It has
especially been important for co-ordination in areas where central political guidance
(direction) is required or in cases of disaccord and conflicts between Ministries (e.g. cross-
sectoral policies).

The EU CEE Member States had considerable convergence of inter-ministerial
structures for management of EU affairs. Inter-ministerial co-ordination had number of
different formats and levels, both political (strategic) and operational. Horizontal inter-ministerial
structures included the Cabinet of Ministers, cabinet sub-committees, high level inter-ministerial
committees of senior officials, mission in Brussels and committees dealing with wide range cross-
sectoral issues. The line ministries, the Cabinet of Ministers and government committees served to
channel work on the EU integration in national administration. The overall aim was to ensure that
the EU integration issues are comprehensively dealt at appropriate level of hierarchy and
involvement of national parliament and civil society.

All the countries established high-level inter-ministerial committees to deal with
negotiations and facilitate co-ordinated implementation of EU integration associated
reforms. Examples of the co-ordination on political level include the European Committee of the
Council of Ministers (KERM) in Poland, the Coordination Council (Estonia), the Inter-ministerial
Committee on European Integration (Hungary), the European Integration Council (Latvia), and
the Government Commission for Coordination of European Integration (Lithuania). The nature of
European governance necessitated the countries to create such inter-ministerial structures to
manage cross-cutting issues and act as a counterbalance to the fragmentation of domestic public
policy making arising from the EU integration.

Inter-ministerial coordination in EU policy implementation on the senior civil servants
level was managed by mechanisms in the form of inter-ministerial committees, supported by
working groups, and designated administrative units. Most interesting is the case of Slovenia
which had even four levels of inter-ministerial co-ordination at different levels of Government
during the EU accession negotiations process, i.e. a) coordination on the Prime Minister’s level
who was responsible for resolving inter-ministerial conflicts and interposing himself among
ministries in their different viewpoints and positions on specific EU issues and convening the
collegiate “European meeting” of the Government; b) intra-ministerial co-ordination; c) inter-
ministerial co-ordination which involved the Inter-institutional Committee on the senior civil
servants level and d) the meetings of the Working Groups represented the main inter-ministerial
co-ordination of EU affairs [Metcalfe, 1994].

The domestic processes were governed by a mixture of formal rules and guidelines and
informal conventions that evolved over time. Some countries had a system with the highest level
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of ambition backed by highly institutionalize processes and procedures, while the others combined
formalization, decentralization and an ease of personal contacts within the system (e.g. Estonia).

Outstanding circulation of information and overall relationship was ensured between the
executive and legislative power. The role of the Parliament was important but at the same time
limited given a broad political consensus on the EU integration. The Parliaments had particular
role for involvement on the political level. The Parliament had a say in adopting legal acts relevant
for the EU integration and important role in this process was handled by the European Affairs
Committees which were established in all the countries.

Assigned policy coordination body and its roles

Institutions tend to develop policies from their institution perspective. The role of assigned
policy co-ordinator is to balance such situations and provide independent advice from the
ministries on particular cross-sectoral policy issues. Development of assigned co-ordinating body
was based on a balance of functions (e.g. not offending or doubling the core responsibilities of
the line ministries). The assigned Co-ordinating Body provided the best professional expertise
and value added to enjoy acceptance from other ministries/central offices in order not to
undermine the whole coordination model. This gave confidence to the line ministries that they
have a partner in the CoG assigned to support EU integration policy implementation as a
competent focal point to EU integration related activities but not an extra level of control
perceived as a bottleneck. The assigned Co-ordinating Body developed into a focal point but
avoided to become a bottle neck where information from different layers of the Government was
stuck. That was a risk undermining the credibility of the institution and damaging the
effectiveness of the whole system. Overlapping of functions with the line ministries or getting
into technical details risked that assigned Coordination Body was not focusing on the core
function of policy co-ordination. The purpose of Coordination Body was leading to higher
overall financial gains from the quality support to policy co-ordination than actual direct costs for
running such institution.

It is often mistakenly assumed that there is one prevailing institutional and functional
model that could be successfully transferred to any other country that aspires for closer
relationships with the EU. Co-ordination models can prove their effectiveness only in specific
conditions of a given country and no single model can be indicated as the most efficient for
implementation co-ordination. The role of the assigned Coordinating Body has usually been the
role of catalyst, the neutral co-ordinator at the CoG (in some cases as a separate line ministry) that
is able to facilitate the EU integration implementation policy and adding major value to this
process, e.g. preparing well informed ground for quality decision making in the Government.
Therefore, there are neither “right” nor “wrong” models of policy co-ordination and actual
functions of the assigned coordination office.

The assigned Coordination Body has usually been in charge of maintaining and co-
ordinating the implementation of overall policy direction in the Government. Most co-
ordination functions have been performed in co-operation between the assigned Coordination
Body and other government bodies. This means that depending on various political, administrative
and subjective reasons assigned Coordination Bodies corresponded to the country’s political
situation, administrative structures, legal traditions and administrative culture. For this reason,
some co-ordination functions as legal approximation, external technical assistance or training on
the EU were centrally managed by the Coordination Body or assigned to particular key line
ministries. Selected procedures and administrative culture might also be decisive to the speed with
which administration is able to produce results.

An effective policy coordination happens if technical level capacity enjoys political
sponsorship that empowers the technical level and supports it on ongoing basis. For coordination
to work, the assigned Coordination Body had also informal power to pro-actively request
ministerial action and to stop draft policies and legal acts from government agenda if they do not
meet certain quality criteria or are contradictory with each other. The assigned Coordination Body
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had a power to bring ministries and sometimes even ministers together to address certain
important issues. Without strong political support or at least empowerment, it was hard to gain
recognition of its authority among the line ministries.

Experience shows diversity of policy coordination mechanisms based on the existing
organisations structure and culture; though many were drawn to a dedicated Coordinating Body
option. The countries took early measures to ensure that policy coordination was achieved
during association process, even though this involved sometimes difficult institutional decisions.
The majority opted for stand-alone institutions or separate institutions under the Prime Minister in
the SCM but in all cases the countries had assigned co-ordination body in the Government.

Of Ukraine’s neighbours, during Association process, Poland opted for creating a
specialized office (UKIE, Urzqd Komitetu Integracji Europejskiej), subordinated directly to the
Prime Minister and formally being a specialized unit in the State Chancellery, Estonia also
established a sub-structure of the Government Secretariat reporting directly to the Prime Minister,
while Latvia and Lithuania opted for stand-alone central executive bodies subordinated to the
Prime Minister.

The institutional models change over time and according to situation and the needs of
a particular country. In Latvia, due to absence of central policy coordination until late 2000, a
separate EU integration Bureau existed outside the State Chancellery. As the accession
accelerated, it was merged with policy coordination within the State Chancellery or got a more
central MFA role. Institutional shifts have taken place in most other EU CEE Member States and
candidate countries, too. However, direct transposition of a given institutional set-up successfully
used elsewhere, may prove to be inefficient if applied without considering local conditions.

Finally, comprehensive AA implementation program served as effective tool for
Coordinating Body in making decisions on the annual State Budget and giving medium — term
financial perspective for implementation of range of activities. It was a helpful mechanism for
defining external assistance needs as well as the needs for human resource development in the
Government institutions working implementation aspects of particular priority actions. Good
policy — making also required closely integrated view to legal approximation and policy
implementation needs and development of more regular dialogue with social partners and
discussion on likely implications from implementation of particular commitments undertaken by
the AA.

Conclusion

Experience of the EU CEE Member States could facilitate Ukraine’s national reform
process and the AA implementation. Ukraine would have to do a systematic work on the EU
integration agenda as its main objective to build a "European” image and to interact closely with
the EU Member States, organize regular thematic government sessions on the EU integration
process, strengthen the role of the legislator to develop pro-European political environment and its
interaction with society.

The Government’s EI committee should become fully functional as the political-level co-
ordination body by consistently discussing EU integration related plans and reports on their
implementation. The horizontal administrative-level policy co-ordination mechanism should be
established and operationalized.

The guidelines for planning and monitoring EU assistance should be developed to better
support the administration in the next stages of the EU integration process. The internal policy
development procedures for line ministries should be prescribed to support functionalization of the
new directorates for strategic planning and EI.

Despite the importance of policy coordination, its role must not be overestimated. A
balance is needed between strengthening policy coordination mechanisms and the individual
responsibility of the institutions. Coordination is not always the answer to government challenges,
especially in situations where too much emphasis on coordination can be a problem.
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