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The past two decades have witnessed much movement towards more democratic governance throughout the world. In areas like Central and Eastern Europe that movement has been reflected in dramatic transitions that have been widely watched and analyzed. In other parts of the world, even regions that are traditionally cited as possessing highly developed democratic systems, much change also has been occurring.  A key element in this process of democratic development has been the emergence and strengthening of local governance.
In Central and Eastern Europe a new generation of elected municipal leadership has been rapidly emerging. Even in countries with long histories of democratic development, such as those of Western Europe and North America, local governments have been given more responsibilities and are seen as increasingly important actors in the process of democratic institution building. This is true in countries as diverse as Canada, France, Sweden and the United States. A central participant in this process of democratic development has been the local mayor. Increasingly, both countries making dramatic transitions to democracy, and those who are continuing long processes of democratic development, are witnessing the emergence of more significant local leadership and policy making. 
Two places where this can be seen are Ukraine and the United States. Ukraine is a country engaged in a complex and sometimes difficult transition to democracy. In the US, the evolution of democratic governance continues as an ongoing process. For the purposes of this paper, mayoral leadership and political-administrative relationships will be examined comparatively in two cities in Ukraine -- Kyiv and Odessa -- and in Miami-Dade County in the US.  The basic goal of this effort is to gain a better understanding of the type and variety of roles played by the mayor in the processes local democratic governance.
The two Ukrainian cities represent the two most important cases of local governance development in that country. Kyiv is not only the capital city of Ukraine but represents the country’s most important and dynamic local economy. Odessa, on the other hand, represents the Country’s most progressive local government. For example, Odessa is the first city in the country to privatize its water system. In both cities the office of mayor (or head of city) and its occupant has been at the center of the most important local developments. Miami-Dade County represents a particularly interesting case of US local government, since it is not only one of that Country’s larger and more rapidly changing urban areas, but it combines characteristics of the two major systems of local government in the United States – council mayor and council manager.

THE OFFICE OF MAYOR: ROLES AND RESOURCES
A recent study of top level local government officials in 14 western countries (both elected mayors and appointed chief executive officers) by Poul Erick Mouritzen and James Svara, has suggested that there are four major roles that are played by the top leadership of local governments.  They are serving as: public leader; policy leader; partisan leader; and proactive leader.  As public leader the mayor represents the community to the public and serves as the promoter of the community’s wellbeing. As policy leader the mayor initiates new directions in public policy and as a proactive leader the mayor is responsible for setting a broader agenda for the future wellbeing of his or her community. The mayor as partisan leader serves as the leader of their local political party. 

To carry out these various tasks, the effective mayor needs to work actively to mobilize all of the potential political and administrative resources available to him or her.  For the most part, these resources fall into two categories – formal and informal.  Formal resources involve those powers that are specifically identified in municipal, provincial, or national legislation.  Typically, they involve the formal authority of the mayor as head of the municipal government.  The mayor’s formal resources may vary greatly from country to country, province to province, and among municipalities (within a country) as well.  They involve such factors as authority to appoint and dismiss top level administrators (and in some cases, virtually all municipal employees); authority in the development of municipal budgets and the raising of local revenue; role in establishing agency policy directions and relative authority vis-à-vis the municipal council.

The other major area of resources available to local chief executives is what may be characterized as informal, or more personal resources.  In many instances, the most important such resource is the role of the municipal chief executive vis-à-vis his or her local political party.  The municipal chief executive who is also the leader of the dominant (local) political party is usually guaranteed a high degree of support from the local municipal council or policy-making body.

The role of the municipal leader in his or her political party also often has a major impact on their ability to mobilize effective political coalitions involving representatives of business and civil society.  In addition, the capacity of the local chief executive to lead his or her community is often affected by a host of other more personal factors.  Among these are knowledge and experience (both in municipal affairs and politics); various personal attributes (reputation for integrity, speaking ability, general public image, etc.); personal resource mobilization capacity (personal wealth, capacity for mobilizing organizational and individual support, etc.); and levels of energy, time and personal commitment.  
BASIC STRUCTURE OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT IN UKRAINE
Local government is one of the most important elements in Ukraine's system of public administration.  The Ukrainian Constitution (adopted on June 28, 1996) established several important principles of local self-governance in Ukraine and defined many aspects of its power. Local government in Europe, and other Western democracies, is regarded as representative of communal interests. The Constitution of Ukraine recognizes that local government represents the right of a territorial community (the inhabitants of a village, town, or city) to make decisions on local issues independently. This right can be exercised either directly, for example, through referendum, or indirectly, that is through local government bodies such as councils and their executive boards.
The local self-government structure consists of the local council, the Mayor, executive committee, secretary and departments.  According to the law of Ukraine “On Local Self-Government” the council can act on about 50 functions involving a rather wide circle of activities. The council establishes standing committees, composed of council deputies, that monitor issues related to the mentioned areas. The mayor, who is elected for a four-year-term on the basis of universal, equal and direct suffrage, by secret ballot, leads the executive body of the council, presides at its meetings, calls council sessions, determines the agenda, chairs the sessions, signs the council's decisions into law and is the only person who can represent the council in its relations with other legal entities.  The executive committee collectively makes executive decisions and consists of experts in city management. The secretary often acts as a deputy mayor. The departments of city administration usually includes separate units for the various areas of local concern -- e.g. economic development, budgeting, municipal property management, housing services, public transportation, construction, education, health care, culture, sport, regulation of land relations, ecology and social protection.
In Ukraine, there are two specific types of urban affairs management: the system of local self-government, which exists separate from the national administration, and the system which is characterized by the merging in a community of the bodies of local self-government and the national, or state, power at the local level. Within the first system, the bodies of local self-government execute only the predefined competencies of local government and any responsibilities of public power delegated by national ministries or oblast administrations. Within the second type, at the level of cities, local officials form both the bodies of local self-government and the bodies of national or state power. In such cities, the Mayor, elected by the population and is simultaneously appointed by the President of Ukraine to be the head of the local state administration. Thus, the bodies of local self-government and the executive bodies of state power co-exist on the basis of mutual delegation of responsibilities. The second system exists in two important national cities – the capital city of Kyiv and Sebastopol. 

Particular aspects of the exercise of local self-government in the Cities of Kyiv and Sevastopol are determined by special laws of Ukraine. Among the special laws in the sphere of local self-government is the law “On Capital of Ukraine – City-Hero Kyiv”. It was adopted on January 15, 1999 by the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, was signed by the President and was published in February 1999. This law provides that the Kyiv community elects the Kyiv City mayor, deputies of the city council and deputies of city district councils.  This arrangement means that the Mayor of Kiev and the Mayor of Odessa have in formal terms, quite different degrees of power and authority. .

The city mayor, who is the highest person of local self-government, is given responsibility by city residents to exercise representative and executive authority, and to oversee control and administrative functions of local self-government. The mayor, executing these functions, signs the executive committee's decisions, s/he is authorized to represent the executive committee in its relations with other organizations, nominates (and the council elects) a secretary from its own council, hires and fires the department heads etc. These functions testify that the position of the city mayor is the key position in the system of local self-government. 
The financial basis for the execution of administrative functions relies upon public property, local revenue budgets, other funds and land and natural resources owned by territorial communities, cities, city districts, and also objects of common property that are managed by district and oblast councils. The mayor manages the budget, represents the city in relations with various bodies of state power, other bodies of local self-government, provides everyday management of local affairs and insures the execution of City Council decisions.
On the whole there are more than 20 mayoral functions identified in the Law of Ukraine “On Local Self-Government” [Law of Ukraine “On Local Self-Government in Ukraine”.- Кyiv: Parliamentary Publishing House,1998.-100 p.]. Though all functions and responsibilities noted above are inherent responsibilities for any mayor, the success of their implementation and/or realization in each specific politico-administrative situation is influenced by the behavior and abilities of the mayor. The leader of the local self-government must be is a person whom the local community trusts to make those decisions which are best from the point of view of city/municipal/urban interests. 
LOCAL GOVERNANCE IN THE UNITED STATES

In part because of its historical origins, the United States has a very long and strong tradition of local governance.  Unlike many countries which developed and grew as a result of the expansion of a central governing entity which annexed neighboring territories, the United States was created as a country when thirteen comparatively independent governing bodies agreed to join together to become one nation.  This reality ensured that, at the least, regional self governance would be an important element in the US governmental system.

The thirteen units that banded together to form the new nation were thirteen governments that had originated as British colonies and then became the original states in the newly created United States of America.  This pattern of formation ensured that the states would have a very powerful influence in the new governance system, and this has remained so to the present.  As a result, in many, if not most areas of domestic public policy, the states are the most critical governing unit.  This is certainly the case in terms of local governance in the United States.  It is the states that historically have determined the nature of local government.  For the most part, unlike Ukraine, the national government has very little influence in shaping the nature of local government.
Certainly, there have been relatively brief periods, most especially in the 1960s and 70s, when the national government has become very concerned with the capacity of local government – especially their ability and willingness to respond to the needs of the most disadvantaged individuals within a community.  During those times national attention has focused on local government, but, even then, the national programs and legislation have operated in the form of incentives, or carrots, to encourage (and financially support) local governments in the initiation of programs that they might otherwise not undertake.

As a result of this history, it has been the 50 state governments that have been the key units in the shaping of the nature of local governance in the United States.  The states determine the actual structure of local governments and the ways in which local governments can be established and/or expanded.  The states also have the final say regarding the organizational structure of and the nature of the services that local governments will deliver.  In fact, however, to say that the states have independently determined the form and structure of their local governments is to oversimplify the American developmental experience.  The reality is that civil society organizations have played major roles in the creation of reform movements which have significantly influenced virtually every state in terms of their efforts at defining the nature of local governance systems in the United States.
Initially, US local governments were very much modeled along the same lines as US national and state governments, with the establishment of a separate legislative body (municipal councils which passed local laws) and an elected chief executive (known as the mayor).  During the mid nineteenth century, as extensive immigration into American cities was occurring, mayors, using both the legal powers given them by the state governments, as well as extensive informal powers mobilized through political parties (which they either led or played a significant role in) were able to exercise very considerable influence over their local communities.

In many instances, the combination of extensive immigration from Europe of people often perceived as uneducated, and not very desirable new citizens, and the corruption that characterized the activities of many mayors and local government more generally, led to major efforts to change municipal government.  These efforts, often led by individuals with a long history in the particular community, frequently were manifested through the establishment of locally based organizations dedicated to one or another type of government reform.  These local organizations often banded together across communities and states and assumed the role of national reform movements.  Of particular note in terms of such developments was the Progressive Era, which began in the 1880s and lasted well into the 1920s.  

Two new forms of local governance, one of which has become the most popular form of local government in the United States, emerged out of this era.  These two forms of local government have come to be known as the Commission form and the City Manager form of local governance.  In the commission form of government, which was especially popular in the mid-twentieth century but has been in decline in recent years, a relatively small legislative body (typically from five to twelve members) is elected directly by the local population and each individual on the commission is responsible for the management and administration of one or more of the municipality’s programmatic departments.

The other form of local government that emerged out of the progressive era, and which has become the most popular form of local government in the United States (although much less frequently found in the nation’s twenty largest cities) is the city manager form of government.  In this form of local government, there normally will be a mayor and a city council (again, usually a small number of council people – typically from five to nine).  The mayor may be directly elected by the citizens or, in some instances, is chosen from among the council members (or is the council member who has received the largest number of votes).  Some combination of the mayor and the city council will then select a professionally trained administrator to serve as the manager of the municipality.  The division between the mayor and the city manager in this form of local government reflects what are the two principal characteristics required for the leadership of a municipal government – political leadership and administrative or managerial leadership.
Again, owing in part to the historical development of the United States, state governments have tended to devolve considerable authority onto their local governments.  This has especially been the case in terms of the raising of local revenues and the shaping of local service delivery.  In fact, American local governments deliver a wide array of services.  Typically, these involve public safety (police and fire), parks and recreation, libraries, roads, transportation, various kinds of public facilities (ranging from auditoriums to airports), social services, economic development, hospitals and healthcare, etc.  In most cases, however, the general municipal government does not deal with educational services, which are typically provided through a separate independent local government established specifically for the purposes of organizing and managing local elementary and high schools.
THE MAYOR IN KYIV 
Prior to 1999, the Kyiv mayor, Leonid Kosakivsky, headed a City Council with representation (in equal proportion) of Communists and RUKH. This combination of political forces created a serious division of city power. Not only was the city council unable to make fast/rapid decisions, but it was frequently in opposition to the mayor. In addition, Kosakivsky was often in conflict with and was perceived as an uncomfortable person to deal with by the then President Leonid Kuchma. It was often said that Kosakivsky preferred to speak beautifully, be afraid of everything and do nothing [http://www2.pravda.com.ua/archive/2005/february/25/3.shtml].

One strength of O.Omelchenko, the current Kyiv mayor, was that in his elections campaign various parties (from “the left wing” to “the right wing”), non-governmental organizations (including the units of “Afghanistan War Soldiers”, “Chernobyl”), and representatives of small and medium-sized business all supported him.   The Omelchenko team managed to form an election coalition named “Our Mayor is O.Omelchenko”, consisting of 42 non-governmental units, 25 political parties, 18 women and 11 youth units, 7 (among 8) deputy groups of Kyiv city Council and 4 religious groups  [Khreshchatik from 18.03.1999. - p.13]. Thus, the “feeling” of one team (a team of like-minded people) was much stronger in Omelchenko’s campaign than in the campaigns of his rivals’ and the voters evaluated this important indicator. In addition, the election results show that O.Omelchenko got support among both the poor and middle-class layers of population. 

Omelchenko, after his convincing victory in 1999 elections (72% of votes) tried to bring to Kyiv Council his allies/like-minded people. In Kyiv Council the largest leading fraction (35 deputies) is “Yednist’” (“Unity”) headed by O.Omelchenko. Almost all deputies of the mayor and heads of chief city agencies belong to that fraction. Though this majority is necessary for constructive interaction of both branches of city power, the deputies’ opposition is to exist and execute its role. O. Omelchenko, being independent tries to keep friendly relations with opposition and with powerful higher authorities. It is hard to imagine how O.Omelchenko could solve all city affairs without support of deputies’ majority.
Another source of support is from those who voted for Omelchenko. He tries to engage in constant dialogue with them and takes their proposals into account on different issues of capital life.

Though local self-government needs support “from the bottom”, the support “from the top” of the state is not less important. Omelchenko is too arrogant, too independent, and too non-controlled for the typical Ukrainian leader. In fact, many say he created “a kingdom in a kingdom’, his own autonomous subsystem under strict and authorized political regime of L.Kuchma. In fact, there were different relations with the ex-President – from absolute understanding to complete misunderstanding. On the whole the relations were positive [Aleksandr Omelchenko: “We Need not Only the President but the Leader of Nation // Zerkalo nedeli .- # 45. – Nov. 6, 2004 .- P. 4].

The current President V.Yushchenko underlined that he considered Mayor Omelchenko to be highly-professional and wise, but, at the same time he thought about the necessity of staff renewal (newspaper “Ukrainski novyny (Ukrainian News)”, February, 2005). O.Omelchenko agreed with staff renewal but said that it could not be a hasty/hurried process. He expressed first, his hope to work/cooperate effectively with the new President’s team and, second, his readiness to develop the capital city with this team.

Nowadays Omelchenko remains the “master/boss” of Kyiv. His strong charisma holds together the large number of specialists who work harmoniously over the realization of his ideas. It is a group of subordinates, because to be against Omelchenko means to lose your position. 

Omelchenko has proclaimed “the philosophy of concrete deeds”, and demonstrated himself as a mayor-builder, good administrator. This is because his ambitious character did not allow him to be only an administrator. To oppose his numerous opponents Omelchenko was obliged to become a politician. He creates parties and deputies groups, organizes concerts at Independence Square (Maidan Nezalezhnosti), promotes activity of Ukrainian sportsmen etc. He is a politician having the image of  the economist/housekeeper/builder. A “builder” is the essence of O.Omelchenko as a person, as an administrator, as a politician. He builds not only houses and underground stores and columns at Maidan, he builds (and successfully) the foundation of his own power. He lobbies the laws which strengthen the advantages and priorities of the Kyiv mayor’s power over the state administration power of the national government. He builds the system of financial flows in such a way that all decisions, all orders, all permissions and all refusals and direct control over the larger part of municipal budget are in mayor’s hands (not hands of city state administration).

A lot of matters in Kyiv depend on O.Omelchenko and not many people have courage to criticize him seriously. He has reputation of the “boss of the city” who takes care of community, who demonstrates patriotism. His “successes” are: building of roads, parking places, new hotels… But because of these actions the capital NGO-s caring about the landscape of old Kyiv, blame the city authorities that they build fitness-clubs in historical part of the city and that underground parking places do not solve the transport/traffic problems.

One of the successes of O.Omelchenko mayorship is that for the first time, after the proclaiming of Ukraine’s independence, in 2003, the yearly bulk of industrial production in Kyiv  was 14% more than in 2002. The stable revenues of the last years to the city budget has created the possibility to attract additionally solid/reliable credits of European financial structures for satisfaction of municipal economy needs. 

Traditionally Kyiv has high indexes of investment into its economy. But indexes of 2004 became records. According to data of Kyiv City Agency of Statistics, the foreign investments into Kyiv economy were USD 2,289,6 million during the first half of 2004 (to compare – during the whole 2003 the sum was no more than USD 2123,4 million). Key investments come from the USA, Cyprus, UK, Germany, Austria, and Switzerland. 

In Kyiv all strategic enterprises have remained in communal property. And they function successfully, providing places and salaries for thousands of Kyiv residents. 

The obvious success of Kyiv during last years is explained by:

· undoubted talent of its leader,

· large scope of financing,

· personal relations of the mayor with central authorities (because of geographical closeness).  

The secret of Omelchenko’s success is the lucky combination of the following characteristics: his great patriotism does not prevent him from respect of other countries and he easily adopts the best examples; courage and stronghold of spirit do not prevent him from finding compromise; he has “healthy” ambitions. The results of his mayorship show that he knows what and how it is to be done. 

THE MAYOR IN ODESSA
The contradictions between the Law of Ukraine “On Local Self-Government” and the legislation on state administrations (oblast and local bodies of executive power) has constantly created conflicts of responsibilities between these two levels of governmental power. In the mid 90’s such a conflict existed in Odessa. There was a long history of conflict between the Odessa City government (headed by Eduard Gurvits) and the Odessa oblast state administration (headed by Ruslan Bodelan). 
As mayor, E.Gurvits (Odessa mayor till 1998) and his team had much success in their activity. Odessa had developed the status of a prominent resort city, it obtained a good credit rating, and much investment was attracted to the city (for the international airport and building the techno-park building). However, between 1994-1998, major social-political drama characterized city government as tension between oblast and city administration split the local community. 
Up to 1995 Bodelan was the representative of the President, then the head of oblast council. Before that he had experience in Komsomol League and Communist Party activity. He was a typical apparatus worker. He worked all the time in administrative structures (secretary of district committee, of oblast committee, of Komsomol organs, instructor of Central committee of Lenin Young Communists League of Ukraine, 1-st secretary of district committee, of oblast committee). As an apparatus worker he possessed managerial skills. Sometimes he “worked” according to “old traditions” of intuition, tried to adapt methods of old-command-administrative system to modern conditions. At the same time, he possessed the art of compromises. He was a perfect diplomat.

For R.Bodelan there was a very difficult period. After being dismissed from the post of the head of Odessa oblast state administration, he lost real power in political space. He and his most true supporters occupied permanent positions in non-governmental organization “Renaissance of the Region”. Organization’s fund was formed from member fees paid by industrial, trade and other structures. Initiatives of this NGO were extra-ordinary, efficient, and the following activities as selling bread with much cheaper prices, and organization of food market etc. were very productive (especially at the second stage of the election campaign). This organization was formed by R.Bodelan as a rescue tool in case of political and financial catastrophes. And in elections 1998 this tool worked perfectly.

Bodelan came to power as Odessa Mayor from 1998-2005 after new elections were held on August 23, 1998. In his election campaign, Bodelan said “the city is becoming a discredit, the housing fund is dying, the electric transport is ruined… Odessa is being destroyed. I want to help my city. I am going to live here”. 
Though it was accepted that the elections put an end to the political contradiction in Odessa, the tension was later renewed in February-April 2005. Gurvits said that the essence of Odessa contradiction lied in the fact that during 4 years of his mayorship he had the un-doubted  support of Odessa residents. 
The 1998 election campaign resulted in unprecedented dirt, insinuations, and offences. Gurvits, who was Odessa mayor that time, was a person who had never occupied party posts, a businessman of first generation, a representative of democratic part of society. Gurvits and Bodelan belonged to two different political and economic worlds (e.g. in 2004 President’s elections they supported different candidates: Bodelan being the member of regional office of Party of Regions supported V.Yanukovich while Gurvits supported the opposition, V.Yushchenko). Gurvits involved into his election campaign commercial structures, he formed his own special election ideology that is “everything is devoted to one goal – to win”.
After new elections in March, 2002 R. Bodelan was re-elected the mayor of Odessa (though, according to exit-poll data, his rival E.Gurvits won the election attracting 2.3 times more votes). The results of the election went into the courts and on  May 21, 2002 the Odessa Zhovtnevy District Court turned down the lawsuit of E.Gurvits against new Odessa mayor Bodelan. The court declared the decision of the Odessa City Election Committee to register Bodelan as Odessa mayor and the results of mayoral election to be legitimate. In line with the decision of the Odessa City Election Committee, Bodelan was re-registered Odessa mayor. Gurvits, who ran for Odessa mayor as a candidate from the “Our Ukraine” coalition, claimed in his lawsuit that there were a lot of violations on the day of elections and during the vote counting, which were videotaped and registered by observers. 
In March 2005, after President’s elections and V.Yushchenko (leader of “Our Ukraine”) victory, people's deputy and once Odessa mayor E.Gurvits filed a complaint with the Odessa Primorsky Disrtrict Court to challenge the returns of the March 31, 2002 Odessa mayor elections. On April 4, 2005 the Odessa Primorsky District Court completed hearing the Gurvits vs City electoral commission case and ruled to invalidate the electoral commission's resolution # 201 of April 3, 2002, which declared Ruslan Bodelan as having won the mayor elections. The Court ruled to oblige the electoral commission to register Eduard Gurvits as the Odessa mayor. So, E.Gurvits became the second person in Ukraine who had won his right on fair elections in the court. The new mayor has initiated and is realizing the process of re-privatization of municipal property.

Speaking about himself Bodelan said: “I am stable in my position. It is not a passive position, but active one on President support, on reforming political system, administrative-territorial system of Ukraine”. In his activity Bodelan underlining that “a bad law is better than no any law” followed the legislature and its requirements, demanded from his subordinates to respect the public norms. The acts in R.Bodelan’s City Council were adopted in a rather quiet manner. As mass media describe, it was because the corpus of deputies was formed to serve one person (read - Mayor) and among deputies there were very few people ready to be in opposition to city authorities. The absence of struggle was a very negative fact regarding the character and quality of decisions made. But, nevertheless, such opposition existed in Odessa. Opposition existed only to the ex-mayor of Odessa – R.Bodelan. For example, there was no contradiction between the ex-Governor S.Grinevetsky (who according to sociological survey had higher rating of trust than the ex-mayor) and opposition.

Thanks to political opposition and a set of oppositional mass media there was created the attitude of citizens to City Council decisions. The opposition to Mayor was formed after the pushing aside the power of E.Gurvits (previous and current mayor) and consisted of E.Gurvits supporters. After creation of the “Nasha Ukraina (Our Ukraine)” block the opposition “poured” smoothly into it together with E.Gurvits. Opposition was always interested in R.Bodelan’s resignation/retirement. The coming of V.Yushchenko (leader of  “Nasha Ukraina (Our Ukraine)” to power meant the ending of Bodelan’s administration.

For the last 3 years, the opposition was always confident that the data they had was enough to get the mayor dismissed. There was even such idea “if you are against Bodelan – vote for V.Yushchenko. V.Yanukovich tomorrow means  Bodelan forever”. City authorities, aiming to survive, started their struggle for V.Yanukovich. For instance, R.Bodelan headed the city organization of “The Party of Regions” (where V.Yanukovich was a leader). In Odessa you could see only V.Yanukovich billboards saying “Odessa supports V.Yanukovich”.

The successes of R.Bodelan’s mayorship in city macro-policy were the growth of international role of Odessa. It is still the southern gate of Ukraine. Besides, the years of independence have given the push to development of new routes. For instance, the integration of transport complex of Ukraine into the system of international transport corridors is observed: the Odessa airport was re-constructed, there were created new capacities for Odessa seaport, new autobahn Odessa-Kyiv has been building. 

As for city micro-results the electric municipal transport was renewed (Bodelan spoke about the need to buy new trams and trolleybuses to enrich the park of ecologically pure machines); provision of pure drinking water, water supply was provided during all day and night (but there is still need to arrange/transpose water tubes). The last became possible after passing water support to private hands/company); some work was done with beaches (private capital was attracted); private owners came into living-communal economy (it means, that all residents living in Odessa houses can sign an agreement and demand the high-quality services).

To solve the problems of the city is possible only together (city and oblast and state).  And there are lots of such examples e.g. building of streets/roads in Odessa was provided with support of oblast budget; the re-construction of Odessa Opera House – with the support of the President and the Government. Good relations with powerful people characterize on the one hand the personality himself, on the other hand favors the successful activity of the person. Gurvits, the previous and current mayor, could not settle affairs with central authorities. After occupying mayor’s position and feeling its strengths, the central power seemed to be too weak for him. His evaluation of the ex-President was primitive, not careful and even risky. Such non-respectful attitude to the first person of the state characterized E.Gurvits vividly and created indignation of Ukrainian state supporters. 

On the contrary to Gurvits,.Bodelan  had colossal ties in Kyiv and in Ukraine on the whole. He respected capital power. The execution of Verhovna Rada and President and government requirements helped to solve economic, social problems with the participation of higher institutions of the country. Responding R.Bodelan’s respect for higher bodies they made a step towards his requests.
THE MAYOR IN MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
Miami-Dade County represents what has come to be known in the United States as a two-tier metropolitan government.  The County has a population of approximately 2.2 million people, about half of whom reside in territory covered by some 31 municipal governments.  The other half of the population reside in what is characterized as unincorporated area (meaning there is no local government other than the county government).  In the unincorporated area, the County provides all local services -- including public safety, parks and recreation, health and human services, libraries, transportation, etc.  For that part of the metropolitan area, where separate municipal governments have been created, the county provides a mixture of services, but in all cases including transportation, roads, libraries, the operation of the airport and seaport, public housing, economic development and urban planning.

The Miami-Dade County government consists of 31,000 public employees and has an annual budget of five billion dollars.  Local laws and regulations are established by a 13 member County Commission – all of whose members are elected from separate electoral districts.  The county mayor is elected in county-wide elections.  The mayor has the authority to appoint (with the approval of the County Commission) and remove the county manager, who is assumed to be a professional public administrator specializing in municipal government.  The county manager appoints all of the various heads of agencies and has the authority to remove them at will.  The county manager also is responsible for preparing a proposed annual municipal budget -- as is the elected mayor (a duplication of responsibility that sometimes results in some awkward political situations).
For most of it’s history Miami-Dade County had not had elected mayors.  It was only a little over a decade ago that the county charter was amended to provide for an elected mayor.  Previously, the mayor was an honorary position held by one of the members of what was then a nine-member county commission.  The mayor had virtually no real executive authority and generally very limited political power.
A decade ago, in the face of growing concern that the rapidly expanding metropolitan area lacked both real leadership and even a figure who could be identified as a leader, the county charter was changed to provide for the office of an elected mayor.  However, given that considerable administrative authority had been invested in the office of the appointed county manager, the mayor was given only modest authority.
The first elected mayor was a young and attractive county commissioner, Alex Penelas, who obtained office by defeating two other county commissioners who had also run for the mayorship.  While very popular throughout much of his first four-year term, and successful in his quest for a second four-year term, by the time Penelas left office, he was viewed as highly tied to a large number of lobbyists who were seen as influence peddlers.  He did, however, during the course of his tenure in office, significantly enhance the public profile of the mayor’s position.  In part, he did this through undertaking, often successfully, major policy initiatives in the area of health, public safety and education. Perhaps the most successful of these was a state-wide campaign to establish required pre-school education for all children of the state of Florida (an effort  designed to enhance his image in preparation for a state-wide senatorial campaign – which he ultimately lost).
In a heated 2004 contest, Penallas was succeeded as mayor by his former police chief, Carlos Alvares, who defeated four strong rivals (a current and two former county commissioners and a well-known local businessman). The principle issue in the campaign was one of public integrity. Numerous scandals regarding the awarding of large contracts, as well as on-going concerns about influence pedaling and the impact upon local government of a group of influential lobbyists, combined with the negative publicity that the County had received during the 2000 Presidential election (and some subsequent local elections)  had made the issue of public integrity the central focus of the 2004 campaign.
Currently, the relatively newly elected mayor has put forward proposals (which will soon be voted upon by the county citizenry) to amend the county charter (which was initially established by the state government) in three ways.  County commissioners who currently earn $6,000 a year (plus significant expense funds – enough to employ several staff members and maintain a local office, as well as their office at the county building) would have their salary increased to $76,000 a year (a more typical salary for a full-time public employee), but they would lose their current authority to approve all government contracts of over $25,000 (much controversy has occurred over whether lobbyists and special interests have too much influence in such matters).  The mayor, in turn, would gain the authority to appoint department heads independently of the county manager and county commission, as well has to appoint three person committees of senior administrators to make final decisions on contract awards.

RECONSIDERING THE ROLE OF THE MAYOR

By having examined the role of the mayor in both Ukrainian and US cities we have obtained a more comprehensive picture of all of the many activities in which a successful mayor must routinely engage. We also obtain a better sense of the many responsibilities incumbent on the holder of the office by looking at the mayor from both the administrative and the political aspect. In fact, when one combines the political and policy responsibilities of top level local officials with their administrative responsibilities, one can identify several more significant roles for local leadership.  Among these, are:


1.  Exemplar of the public image of the local community:  While often performance may fall short in this area, certainly many in the public see their chief local government official as representing that which is best about their community in terms of both integrity and personal style.


2.  Creator of political coalitions:  In most local communities, and especially larger ones, the issues addressed by local governments are complex enough as to involve multiple interests.  The mayor often is the individual expected to negotiate among those various interests.


3.  Initiator of policy proposals:  While in fact many proposals for new policies emerge out of either the agencies of the local government or from various interest groups, in most instances it is the mayor who commands the necessary attention to really bring new ideas onto the local political agenda.


4.  Developer of a long-term vision for the future of the community:  While one of the major responsibilities of local chief executive is to deal with immediate policy concerns, increasingly, it is expected that this will be done within the context of the development of a long-term vision of where the community should be moving.


5.  Representative of the community to other levels of government:  In many instances, municipal affairs are highly impacted by other levels of government (state, provincial, national, etc.).  It is increasingly expected that the local chief executive will take the lead role in addressing those issues that involve other levels of government.


6.  Responder to constituent needs:  Especially as municipal governments have become more important and have increased the array of services which they deliver to local communities, the role of the municipal chief executive in being the person to whom local citizens look when they have a problem has grown significantly.


7.  Promoter of the local community:  With the emergence of stronger local government, it is increasingly expected that the local mayor will serve as the chief publicist of the virtues of the community that he or she represents.  In that role, the mayor becomes the chief recruiter of new economic development for his or her community.
CONCLUSION

The effective mayor must possess the ability to unite the territorial community and to create coalitions to achieve mutual goals, to regulate internal and external relations, to defend municipal interests as regards other territorial units and the state, to gain support through political parties, and to influence the formation of general values etc. Unfortunately these political functions are not clearly defined in current legislation. That means that sometimes the mayor does not have adequate resources to guarantee the success of her/his activity. Also, there are times when mayors who have been elected by city population are dismissed from their positions without the citizens’ agreement. Sometimes this is for incompetence, but often it is for political reasons. 
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