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Introduction

While new global standards of governance are
emerging, and developing countries increase their
awareness of costs of corruption and poor management,
Ukraine isdemonstrating bel ow-average performance on
arange of ingtitutional and governance quality indices.
This paper covers main institutional indices, which show
Ukraine'sperformancein termsof institution devel opment
and governance over last decade.

Indicators of institutional and governance quality
are covered by World Bank papers [6; 8] or other non-
governmental organizations, a number of foreign
researchers Barro, Robert, Beck, Thorsten, George
Clarke, Alberto Groff, Philip Keefer. In Ukraine and CIS
instutionalism is dealt with by Kachala T. M. [1],
Freikhman L. M., Dashkeev V. V. [2] Yarosh O. B. [3; 4]
and others.

Aim. The aim of the research is to determine
Ukraine's position on world governance indicators scale
and its dynamics in comparison with different groups of
countries.

Methods. The research is based on Inductive and
deductive Methods of Economic Analysis, dialectical
method of knowledge and systematic approach, abstract
logic, historical comparison.

Results. World bank experts[2] classify dimensions
of governance indicators as those concentrating of
performance measures and process measures (Fig. 1).
Freinkman Dashkeev, Muftyahetdinovain their research
on institutional dynamics in transition economies [1]
distinguish four ways of measurement of institutional
characteristics:

— Based on macroeconomic data, for instance, for
measurement of development of financial sector (loans
to GDP ratio, etc.);

— Based on surveys of users of governmental
services (companies and individuals);

— Based on interviews of experts;

— Based on measurement of some qualitative data
like education quality (results of tests), competition level
on elections (election statistics).

In general, governance is constituted by the
traditions and institutions such as the process by which
governmentsare selected, monitored and replaced, ability
of the government to effectively formulate and implement

policies, socia interactions among citizens, state and
institutions.

World bank inits Worldwide Governance Indicators
(WGI) distinguishes six broad dimensions of governance
(for more detailed descritpition of these dimensions and
methodology please refer to [3]):

Voice and accountability which captures
perceptions of the extent to which a country’s citizens
are able to participate in selecting their government, as
well as freedom of expression, freedom of association,
and a free media;

Political stability and absence of violence —
measures perceptions of thelikelihood that the government
will be destabilized or overthrown by unconstitutional or
violent means, including political ly-motivated violence and
terrorism;

Government effectiveness which captures
perceptions of the quality of public services, the quality
of the civil service and the degree of its independence
from political pressures, the quality of policy formulation
and implementation, and the credibility of the
government’s commitment to such policies,

Regulatory quality — captures perceptions of the
ability of the government to formulate and implement
sound policies and regulations that permit and promote
private sector development;

Rule of law — captures perceptions of the extent
to which agents have confidence in and abide by the
rules of society, and in particular the quality of contract
enforcement, property rights, the police, and the courts,
aswell asthe likelihood of crime and violence;

Control of corruption which captures
perceptions of the extent to which public power is
exercised for private gain, including both petty and grand
forms of corruption, aswell as , capture” of the state by
elites and private interests;

Country’s performance is measured from—2.5t0 2.5
on these dimensions based on surveysof firms, individuals,
agencies, and other non-governmental organizations.
Ukraine's performance across all of these six indicesis as
indicated on Fig.2. One can see that in general there was
dight decline after 1998, then recovery in 2000 — 2002,
then till 2007 — 2008 political stability and voice and
accountability significantly improved, while other indices
wereonthesameleve, and after 2009 al indices deteriorated.
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Fig. 1. Classification of gover nanceindicator sby dimension
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Fig. 2. Ukraine sperformanceagaing WGI indices

Also, one can note that during 1996 — 2011 all
Ukraine'sgovernance quality indicatorswerein negative
area, which itself is negative. For better understanding
of Ukraine's position let uslook at country’s rank across
other 200 countries (Fig.3)

Fig. 3. showsthat Ukraine sgovernance characteristics
liefar below averagein 100 —180 range (among almost 200
participants). The country is in worst 30% in control of
corruption, rule of law, government effectiveness and
regulatory quality. Moreover, inlast yearsUkraine' sposition
had negativetrend. Consistently with Fig.2. Ukraine'srating
by voiceand accountability and political stability and absence
of violenceis dightly better, but still below 100.

To extend research, one can view comparison of
Ukraine with countries from different groups (Fig.4. —
Fig.6.). The following countries were chosen for
comparison:

— Russian Federation — as former member of
Soviet Union and usual peer of Ukrainein such research;

— Poland — as another example of transition
economy, ,,more successful” neighbor of Ukraine;

— Brasil, China — components of famous BRIC,
world leaders by growth rates and overall significant
economies,

— Greece—current example of badly run economy
with negative GDP growth and bunch of problems in
finance sector;

— United States—the biggest economy inthe World.

Fig. 4. Shows trends of governance indicators of
control of corruption and rule of law for 1996 — 2011. It
can be noted that during this period Poland and Brasil
improved both their indices, China, Brasil, Russia and
United States demonstrated mixed performance, while
Greece worsened its indicators. It is interesting that
Greece'sindicators have had a negative trend since early
2000.

Interestingly, per United Nations classification [2]
Greece and Poland are now classified as ,, Developed
economies’. Greece became EU member in 1999 and
since then its performance was negative, while Poland
obtained such statusin 2004 and till 2011 improved results
significantly. Also all developed economiesarein thetop
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Fig. 3. Ukraine' sranking compar ed to other countrieson WGl
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Fig. 4. Control of corruption (left) and ruleof law (right) indicesof chosen countries

part of the chart, while developing and transition
economies are in the bottom.

Ukraine together with Russian Federation are on
the bottom of the selected sample with indicesfluctuating
around -1.0 and negative trend since 2006 — 2007.

Second set of graphs (Fig. 5.) shows performance
of the same group of countries from regulatory quality
and government effectiveness pointsof view. The situation
is roughly the same: United States are well above other
members of the group, Greece and Poland were on the
same level, with Poland outperformed Greece starting
from 2009. Brazil and Chinafluctuate around zero value,
and Ukraine and Russia are on the bottom of the graph.

Andthelast set (Fig. 6.) represents political stability
and voice and accountability indices. Surprisingly, United
States are not such a confident leader here, asin Fig.4.
and Fig.5. Political stability and absence of violenceindex

of US is average, being under pressure of wars. In this
field Poland istheleader, while Ukraine, Brazil and Greece
met near zero value in 2011. Chinaand Russiaare on the
bottom of both graphs. In this field Ukraine achieved
highest ratings compared to its performance in other
directions.

Conclusions. Research had shown that Ukraine
demonstrated poor performance in all dimensions of
governance indicators with some minor improvement in
recent years. At the same time other countries from
research group performed (demonstrated improvement
of indicators) clearly better (Poland, Brazil), on the same
level (Russia, China) or worse (Greece). In the absolute
terms Ukraine's governance and institutional quality is
assessed as poor.

The correlation among economic growth and
institutional quality trendsisalso not clear. Whilethereis
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Fig. 6. Political stability and absence of violence (left) and voice and accountability (right) indicesof chosen countries

positive correlation in Poland, Brazil (improvement of
quality and economic growth) and Greece (deterioration
of quality and crysis), China, Russiaand Ukraine’sresults
arenot so obvious. In the next research these correl ations
will be studied more thoroughly.
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JIsmwenko C. B. CucreMa noka3HMKiB sKOCTI
YIPaBJiHHS TA IHCTUTYLiHHOI SIKOCTi: NOKAa3HUKH
Ykpaian

VY crarTi po3MIAHYTO 3HAYEHHS 1HAEKCIB SIKOCTi
YIIPaBJIHHS Ta IHCTUTYLIHOI sikocTi CBiToBOTO BanKy st
VYkpainu nporsrom 1996 — 2011 pp. Anani3 npoBeaeHo
Ha OCHOBI TEHJEHLIH MPOTATOM BU3HAYEHOTO nepioay i
BITHOCHO PI3HUX TPYH MOPIBHSIHHS. PO3BHHEHI KpaiHH,
KpaiHH, 1[0 PO3BUBAIOTHCA, KPalHH 3 IEPEXiJHOI €KOHO-
MiKo10. JlocIiKeHH S T0Ka3aly, o YKpaiHa MpoAeMOH-
CTpyBaJla HU3bKi pe3yIbTaTh 3a BCiMa BUMipaMHu ITOKas3-
HUKIB SIKOCTI JIEPKaBHOTO YIIPABITiHHSI 3 IEBHUM TOJIIIIICH-
HSIM B OCTaHH1 POKH. Y TOM XKe Yac, iHIII KpaiHu 3 JOCHiJI-
HUIIBKOT IPYITH MPOIEMOHCTPYBAJIM TaKi TCHCHIII1: 3Ha4-
ne nosmmerns (ITonbia, Bpaswsiis), 36epekeHHs Ha TOMY
x piBHi (Pocist, Kuraii), moriprrenss (I'perist). B a6co-
JFOTHOMY IIpOSIBi SIKICTB YIIpaBIIiHHA B YKpaiHi Ta iHCTH-
TyIiAHA SKICTh OLIHEHO SIK TIOTaHi.

Kniouosi cnoga: THCTUTYHIOHATI3M, YIPaBIiHHS
AKICTIO, TTOKa3HUKN CBiToBOro BaHKy, sSiKicTh perysro-
BaHHS1, KOPYIIIis, MONITUYHA CTA0UTBHICTh, €PEKTHBHICTD
poboTH ypsy.

JIsmenko C. B. Cucrema mokasareneii kadec-
TBA YNPaBJeHUS 1 HHCTUTYIHOHAJILHOIO Ka4ecTBA!
NoKa3aTeJli YKpPauHbI

B crathe paccMaTpHUBalOTCS 3HAUEHUS] UHJIEKCOB
KauecTBa YIPaBJICHUS U UHCTUTYLIMOHAIBHOIO Ka4eCTBa
Muposoro banka st Ykpauns! B teaenne 1996 —2011 rr.
AHanu3 NpoBOJUICS HA OCHOBE TEHAEHLUN B TEUEHHE
Ha0II01aeMOro MepUoAa U B OTHOIIEHUU Pa3IMUHBIX
TPYIN CPaBHEHUS. Pa3BUTHIC CTPAHbI, PA3BHBAIOIINCCS

CTpaHBI, CTPaHBI C MEPEeX0oHON SKOHOMHKOH. Mccneno-
BaHMA [MOKA3aJM, YTO YKpawHa MPOJEMOHCTPUpPOBaa
HU3KHE MTOKA3aTeNI BO BCEX M3MEPCHUSIX MOKazaTelel
KayecTBa FOCYAapCTBEHHOTO YIPaBICHUS C HEKOTOPBIMH
HE3HAYUTEJILHBIMH YITy4IlIeHHE B ITOCIIeHNE TOAbL. B TO
e BpeMsl, APyTUE CTPAHBI U3 UCCIEIOBATEIBLCKOM Ipym-
TIBI IPOAEMOHCTPHPOBAIIH CIISIYIOLINE TEHICHIIUH  IBHOE
yinyutuenue (ITonsia, Bpasuiust), coOXpaHeHHe Ha TOM JKe
ypoBHe (Poccus, Kurait), yxynmenue (I'peunsi). B a6co-
JIFOTHOM BBIPQ)KCHUH YIpaBJICHHE YKPAWHbBI U MHCTUTY-
IIHOHAJIFHOE KaueCTBO OLICHUBAETCS KaK IJI0X0E.

Kntouegvie cnoéa: MHCTUTYIIMOHAIN3M, YIIPaBICHHUA
KayecTBOM, Nokasarenu Bcemuproro banka, xauecTBo
PEeryanpoBaHusl, KOPPYIIIHS, HOIUTHYECKast CTaOUIIBHOCTb,
3¢ eKTHBHOCTH pabOTHI TPABUTENHCTBA.

Lyashenko S. V. System of Indicators of
Governance and Institutional Quality: Ukraine's
Performance

The article covers Ukraine's performance on world
governance indicators scales during 1996 — 2011. The
analysis was performed based on trends during the
observed period and against different groups of peers:
developed countries, developing countries, transition
economies. Research had shown that Ukraine
demonstrated poor performance in all dimensions of
governance indicators with some minor improvement in
recent years. At the same time other countries from
research group performed (demonstrated improvement
of indicators) clearly better (Poland, Brazil), on the same
level (Russia, China) or worse (Greece). In the absolute
terms Ukraine's governance and institutional quality is
assessed as poor.
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corruption, political stability, government effectiveness.
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