YTBOPEHHSI, PO3MOJIIY Ta BUKOPHUCTAHHS TpOIIOBHX (DOHIIB y 3B 53Ky 13
3/1MICHEHHSIM CBOiX OCBITHIX, HAYKOBUX 1 IHIIUX COIL[IaIbHUX 3aBJaHb.

®dinancoBa AisbHICTE BH3 oxommoe Taki rpynu IOpUAMYHUX MpaB 1
000B’SI3KIB:

— 3 IUTaHYBaHHS CBOiX (piHAHCOBUX pecypciB (OI0KETHUX HAIXOJKECHbB 1
HIMPOKOTO KOJIA MO3a0k0KETHUX JIKEPE);

— 3 pO3NOJLTy Ta BUKOPHUCTAHHS (PIHAHCOBUX PECYPCIB Ha PO3BUTOK, Ha
NOTOYHE YTPUMAHHS, MaTepialibHEe 3a0X0YEHHS MPOQPECOPChKO-BUKIIAAIBKOTO
CKJIamy;

— 3 BUKOHAaHHS (DIHAHCOBUX 3000B’s3aHb NEpea JepkKaBol y cdepi
CILJIATH MOJIATKIB Ta 1HIIUX IJIATEXKIB IO OIOJKETY Ta M03a0r0KeTHUX (OH/IIB,
a TaKOXX 3 BUKOHAaHHS 3000B’s13aHb Nepe]] 0aHKaMU, 1HIITMMHU TOCIIOAapIOI0YIMU
cy0’eKTaMu;

— 13 3a1ficHeHHs (piHAaHCOBOrO KOHTpoo y BH3.

[IpoOnemMa yHIBEpCUTETCHKOI aBTOHOMII M akaJeMIYHUX CBOOOJ — OJHA 3
HaWOUIBIN CKJIAIHUX MPOOJIEM, 3 SKUMHU CTUKAIOTHCS BUII HaBYaJIbHI 3aKJIad
Ha Bcix piBHsAX. [IpoTe, Ha Hamry aymKy, y Iii cdepi HE MOKe OyTH MOBHOI
aBTOHOMII, OCKUJIbKH BE€JIMKAa KUIBKICTh BHIIUX HAaBYAJIBHUX 3aKJIaJiB
(p1HaHCYETHCA B OCHOBHOMY JEPKaBO0. 3I1MCHIOIOYM (DIHAHCOBY [ISUIbHICTD,
BUIL[I HaBYaJIbHI 3aKjaJd MOBHHHI pearyBaTh Ha NOTpeOU CyCHUIbCTBA W
JIep>KaBH B I[IJIOMY, BCTAHOBIIIOIOYH MPH IIbOMY aKTyallbHI HalPSIMH PO3BUTKY.

IneanpauM y 3m1KicHEHHI (DIHAHCOBOI MISUTBHOCTI BUIMMMHM HaBYAJIbHUMH
3aKjajaMu B YKpaiHi cTajgo O, Ha Halll MOTJsiJ, JOCATHEHHS PIBHOBAaru Mix
aBTOHOMIEIO i akaJieMIYHUMU CBOOOJaMH, a TAaKOX JIEPKABHUM YHPABIIHHSM 1
KOHTPOJIEM, OCKIJIbKM HaJMipHa aBTOHOMIiSI BHUIIIOTO HAaBYAJILHOI'O 3aKjiaay
MOXE€ TPHU3BECTH JO TOTO, IO MiSJIBHICTh YCTAaHOBHM HE BIJAMOBiIaTUME
noTpebaM CycmuIbCTBA, a Oy>K€ JKOPCTKAa TMIA3BITHICTE 3pyWHYE HOTO
aKaJIeMI4H1 3acaJy, MOPYIIUTh PAJI IPaB, 3aKPIIUVIEHUX Y 3aKOHOIaBCTB1
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EU AND DEMOCRACY - THE CURRENT STATE OF DEBATE

The post-Lisbon discourse has been shifted from defining and justifying the
existence of the EU as an international actor towards attempts to address the
question of “Europe, to do what in the world”, and thus the question “What
kind of values is this actor based on?” The normative power concept implies a
strong interconnection of the EU as a normative power with the promotion of
values that are of universal validity, as well as with the EU’s own politico-legal
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order, which 1s viewed as the internal “reference point” for its outside
projection. This article provides insight into both of the issues in focus.
Manners refers to nine specific values that the EU has been promoting in its
relations with the outer world. Despite criticism of the rigid framework of the
norms that the EU “absolutely must promote”, in fact the totality of the “core”
norms refers to a very specific governance mode of liberal democracy. Thus,
the core value that the EU as a normative power promotes in its relations with
third countries is the liberal democracy governance model. At the same time,
the issue of democracy has been at the core of the debate concerning the EU’s
own qualities with further references to the issue of the legitimacy of EU’s own
legal order.

The starting point is the idea that the very foundation of individual and
group interest is fundamentally rooted in their beliefs about how the world
works and the group’s values. This approach echoes the Weberian
understanding of the role that the ideas and beliefs play in terms of legitimising
a political system. Moreover, in his understanding, the violation of traditions
may have fatal consequences for the legality of the entire system. Later,
Jachtenfuchs elaborated the notion and content of shared beliefs about a
“legitimate political order” with their further interconnection with the
constitutional perspective of the polity construction process. Thus, the political
system has to comply with the “parameters established by the dominant
institutional values”. In turn, these values are rooted in and derived from the
cultural milieu, which is the ultimate source of “legitimacy” or ‘“social
appropriateness” in terms of the selection of particular arrangements.
Extrapolating this approach to the EU context, it should be stressed that the
liberal democracy model is today “the predominant legitimating belief in the
‘developed’ world,” shared by the political elites of the Member States, which
set the parameters for the supra-national level of governance.

The fact that the model of the democratic welfare state is the dominant
model for the EU Member States certainly influences the vision of the
principles underpinning the EU institutional system that the national political
elites have. Thus, the fact that liberal democracy is the shared standard of
legitimate authority provides a powerful normative resource for the proponents
of supranational democratisation. In other words, being a community, “of
values and norms, in which all actors share fundamental principles of liberal
democracy,” Member States “externalise their domestic political practices and
norms about democratic governance”, extrapolating them to the supranational
level.

In terms of specific EU-related approaches to perceiving a correlation
between democracy and legitimacy, it is worth mentioning the concept of input-
output legitimacy, with input legitimacy stressing the procedural aspect of the
decision-making process and output legitimacy the effectiveness of the
decisions. However, the efficiency-oriented reallocation of political

224



competences from the national to the supranational level “tends to devaluate
traditional democratic institutions and processes”. Furthermore, the EU’S
evolution along the path of polity construction increasingly requires its own
democratic legitimacy. Thus, the trend of strengthening democratic institutions
at the EU level has been viewed as a compensation mechanism.

In search of the basic formula to adequately define standards for democratic
legitimate, the three core principles by Abraham Lincoln — ‘government of the
people, by the people, for the people” — have been recognised by most scholars.
This formula raised an intricate debate regarding the (non)-existence of the
European demos. This approach was countered by post-nationalism social
philosophers who were promoting a “thin” political identity detached from the
nation in contrast to the “thick” ethno - nationalism identity. Thus, democracy
has been detached from the nation state by shifting the emphasis towards the
notion of “deliberative democracy”, which focuses on due deliberation during
the decision-making process. This trend reaffirmed the idea of post-modern
social philosophers of democracy lying at the core of legitimacy. Furthermore,
in a wider context, democracy today is conceived as “a legitimation principle
which lays out the conditions necessary for finding out what constitutes the
“common interest” and, more generally, a community or common identity.”
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