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1.
Introduction  (1 page)

The Introduction should give very brief overview of the emergence of the institutional structure of governance at central level (President, Parliament, Prime Minister, Civil Service). We also expect the presentation of some brief basic information about the state concerned and a brief description of its evolution and political situation since the dissolution of the soviet bloc (type of government, election results, state of economic development).  
2. Description of formal powers and patterns of executive from a politico-administrative perspective (2-3 pages)

In this part the author should provide a general picture of the main actors in the politico-administrative relations at the central level. Although we expect to focus on one main actor, in this part we have to achieve comparable information about the role of main institutions in the policy process, first of all from formal-legal and factual aspect.   You should describe the principal role of an institution, procedures of its formation and functioning, give some factual information about personnel, partisan composition, size and duration etc. of those institutions:  the President, Parliament Prime Minister and Cabinet and its support structures, Ministries and their structures.  In each case you should provide delimitation of political and administrative roles. It is also necessary to describe their interrelation in the policymaking process. 

3. Impact of administrative traditions on institutions and patterns of behaviour (3 pages)
In this part it is necessary – in sofar as possible – to demonstrate a clear link between general customary attitudes of citizens and historical circumstances during transition on the one hand, and specific patterns of core institutions (president – parliament- government – ministers – parties) that you described in the previous part.  There are several such customary values and attitudes that can most profoundly influence the process of institution building. We must analyse those values in some continuum of opposites, whereas attitudes in real life are usually placed close to the middle point of continuum, i.e. existing values and attitudes are mix of opposite understandings of a phenomena or problem and tend to approximate to some extent to left or right end of continuum. 

The first, and one of the most important sources, of differences is different traditions in understanding the role of the state in society. On the one hand, state might be understood as the institution that expresses and defends common or national interests and in this role it has uncontested legitimacy to act. In these societies public or state sphere is clearly separated from civil society or sphere of individual interests and state institutions tend to be staffed by civil service elites that have separate educational institutes and career patterns.  Continental European countries tend to express such patterns of attitudes. On the other hand, we see the opposite understanding of the state as a mediator of individual or group interests from which authority is emanating from the will of the citizens who have delegated their sovereignty to representative structures who ought to serve interests of civil society i.e. legitimacy of the state emanates only from the citizens.  Civil servants ought to be as close to citizens as possible to serve their interests. 

This different understanding of the state causes the other variation in understanding core source of authority. On the one hand, the key power actor is a neutral and overwhelming centralized bureaucracy which could be influenced by political parties but which should retain its neutrality and autonomy to follow consistently state interests.  On the other hand, the power is emanating per se from citizens through parties, representative bodies, like parliament, coalition Cabinet, from competing interest or lobby groups, or citizens directly influence power relations through very open and participative decision-making institutions. In those countries bureaucracy is usually small and fragmented either according to party political lines or via politico-administrative lines. In the first case ministries are subordinated to the political will of minister’s party and government is overtly politicised. It is often the case that dominant clientele groups capture administrative agencies in such countries and those agencies, even in the framework of one ministry, can heavily compete with each other over recourses and over the influence of the political minister.  In the second case, administrative practices are institutionally separated from the policymaking process at the level of government. Autonomous agencies act as neutral agents on the behalf and in tight contact with citizens

The third dimension is a continuum of egalitarianism versus hierarchy. At one end of continuum we have views that at least in some key aspects – whether it is origins of birth, access to basic societal services, or even in wealth – individuals must be treated equally. In democratic countries egalitarianism assumes equal starting positions (treated differently, however) and does not accept any formal advantage, but accepts differences that are achieved primarily thanks to individual talents. These are “thou” societies where the application to another person is dominantly in singular form to emphasize equal status. In English we can use only the plural form YOU that emphasise presumable different social status or differences in age between individual at the moment of application to each other. Those cultures emphasize the possibility and accept legitimacy of the existence of hierarchies, i.e. differences in status and rights and authority that is not deriving only from individual talents.

The last but not least dimension of values that influence institution building is the dimension of individualism versus collectivism/ corporatism. In the first end of continuum the competition of individual interests and majoritarian decision-making is seen as the main source of justice and order in society. Although competition of the economic sphere is considered as the positive value that creates a win-win situation, in the political sphere we can see a merciless battle to achieve majority to deny minority’s right to influence decisions. Decisions are more focused on the process of forming majority and rules to be followed to have just process that cannot be contested by losers. On the other end of the continuum we see in democratic countries commitment to the values of solidarity and understanding that community could achieve synergy if it can integrate all contributions of strong as well as of weaker members of community. Decisions here are made following a consensus principle, i.e. using ad hoc rules to achieve a decision that is acceptable to all. The decision should produce not only a just result but also the best possible decisions. In countries with weaker democratic traditions collectivist-corporatist values could develop strong particularism, that is defending primarily interests of my family, clan or settlement not only against another community but also against common or state interests i.e. state or public power is often used to redistribute resources to my community or to nominate loyal members of community to civil service positions. Differently from values of solidarity and consensus, which rely on the egalitarian values, the values of defence of particular interests and absolute loyalty to group or clan leaders indicate that corporatism rely on the values of hierarchy. Strong particularism is thought as the main obstacle in the way to introduce liberal institutions that rely on party-political competition. Hence the trend towards strong presidentalism that would govern over particular corporatist interests and would have clear authoritarian features.

It is not easy to catch this link between attitudes and institutions. Therefore we expect to have the description of some key values and events that might influence the emerging institutional pattern in the form of quadrant. For instance to define and describe your country’s dominant values and administrative traditions as an intersection of the continuum state – society centred on the one hand and individualist – corporatist continuum on the other hand. We provide a very approximate typology where those regions are approaching more to one or other quadrant.

	
	State centred
	Civil society centred

	Individualist
	I (Germanic Europe)
	II (Anglo-American)

	Corporatist
	III (Southern  Europe)
	IV (Nordic)


But take this table of quadrants as an example only because in your country the other aspect could be much more important in forming existing patterns of government institutions.

In the second part of this chapter we request that you describe some variables that could be turning points in the development of existing institutional patterns or that might cause the exclusion of some alternatives from the agenda of institutional development. 

One class of such variables is legitimacy of some practices from the past or from neighbours or acceptance of some fashionable practices within (New) Public Management).  For instance some CEE countries intentionally followed the practice of Continental Europe in institution building (Hungary, Lithuania) whereas in Estonia there was commitment of new democratic elites to institutional patterns of pre-war Estonia on the one hand, and libertarian economic values on the other hand. Don’t hesitate to demonstrate the use of myths and manipulation when elites referred to ultimate meaning of such values.

Another class of variables could be affiliated to certain people or political forces who, having extremely strong power positions, developed some institutional patterns in your country. For example, B. Yeltsin in Russia preferred decentralised regions, but president V. Putin prefers the centralized system. This variable could be most visible in countries with strong presidential powers, but we have also witnessed strong and influential leaders in other CEE countries.

The third class of variables would be some dramatic events or crisis that – as a rule – discredit some scenarios and patterns of development and give preference to others.

4. Framework for the analysis of politico-administrative relations at core support structures

As we expect to have three relatively different directions of analysis, we would like to develop some general framework for all of them, that will be further concretised in the following three different parts of the protocol (4.1. a, 4.1.b. 4.1.c.). Actually we will focus on the study of the role of support structures in managing the political and administrative coordination that are key aspects in ensuring some coherence of the policymaking process at each level. For finding the most important dimensions of that process, we have to focus on the following questions. 

The first, it is necessary to describe and analyse general structure of the support unit and its general competence (mission).  Support structures are assigned to strengthen and must be compatible with the sources of powers of its masters: Prime Minister and/ or Cabinet, The Minister, and President. So the establishment of links between structure of roles and structure of sources of powers the Prime Minister etc. is necessary.  

The second, the author should describe and analyse units of support structure, relations among them as well as their relations and practices with outside subjects or institutions which play an important role in the policymaking at one of those levels. It is recommended to depart from the formally accepted policy-making procedures that define responsibilities of each actor in the policy process and relate those responsibilities to responsibilities of support structures. Hence we can establish tasks of support structures and concrete actions in coordinating or restraining actions of the other actor. Simultaneously we recommend authors take some concrete process of policy to have empirical evidence of how things really occur in certain cases.

Here we cannot avoid some analysis of the patterns of relations between President (and its support structure), Prime Minister (and its support structure) and individual Minister and his/her staff.  But we must not widen our focus too much and develop analysis of two or even three levels of politico-administrative support and coordination. It is especially difficult to avoid this in cases where two executive centres at the hands of President and Prime Minister.

The third, description and analysis of staffing practices and division of roles and tasks between politically appointed vs. career civil servants.

The fourth, we expect analysis of changes of structures, tasks and dynamic of roles in the policymaking process during 1990-2000s. This part must not be a detailed and overwhelming analysis of the whole transition process, but the definition of some general trends or regularities in the development of the politico-administrative dynamic at those support structures.

And finally, to sum up your findings in the framework of some general model that makes a general comparison of findings possible.

4.1a. Politico-administrative relations at Prime Minister’s Office (PMO) Cabinet Office

First and foremost the task is to identify what kind of support structure and for what general purposes they exist in your country.  Firstly, there is the Cabinet Office as a support structure to the entire Cabinet in which there are small units, which are primarily servicing the Prime Minister. Usually the Cabinet Office is managed by Career Civil Servants, but frequently this post is politicised. Sometimes head of Cabinet Office is politically appointed. 

Secondly, there are countries in which all support services are concentrated into Prime Minister’s Office (PMO), and Prime Minister is simultaneously the head of Cabinet and the head at the PMO.  But, usually in that case head of PMO as the second important political and highest administrative authority is appointed to manage this support machine. The third version is that Cabinet Office (Secretariat) and PMO are separate, but directly subordinated through heads of offices to the (relatively weak) Prime Minister. 

At the start we defined that main role of support structures as political and administrative coordination. On the one hand, support structures should be primarily responsible to ensure political unity of the Cabinet or to reduce conflicts in cabinet by mediating the interests of the main coalition parties, or interests of individual ministers. On the other hand, support structures can be primarily advice units in preparing and implementing decisions. They are responsible for assisting either cabinet or PM in achieving concrete results in directing the policy process.

In this general context the main roles and branches of the support structures can be identified. On our opinion there are five:

· First, they act as Prime Minister’s secretariat that is responsible for personal advice and assistance to the Prime Minister. 

· Secondly, they act as units of general strategy development which provide assistance in developing policy strategies and policies. 

· Third, their role is policy advice and drafting of developing concrete policy or assessing policy proposals from ministries concerning its professional and / or political compatibility with Prime Minister’s and Cabinet policy. 

· Fourth, their role is sometimes also the coordination of policy implementation. 

· Fifth, Cabinet or PM Office is often manager of integrated policy areas aimed to coordinate inter-sectoral policies and does this sometimes through autonomous agencies. For instance, Cabinet or PM Office is managing civil service, European Integration, information services, regional policy etc. 

In some CEE countries the Cabinet Office may include dozens of administrative agencies and bodies inherited from communism when the government was responsible for administering everything. These services are not assigned to branch ministries but may have no direct affiliation with Cabinet policymaking. So they could not be considered as coordination bodies but as remnants of administrative dominance of the government. 

Among configurations of power, we differentiate between collegial, leader centred, hierarchical, politically and administratively segmented types of government’s.  The first three cabinets are working as the coherent decision making bodies, which primarily acts as unified actor in the policy process. 

Collegial cabinets tend to be consensual teams in which ministers participate as equals and focus primarily on making coordinated policy decisions at the name of the whole cabinet. They are acting de facto as a coherent team. However, Ministers usually do not intervene into the each other’s areas. But the can cooperate and provide support to neighbouring Ministers. The support structures in collegial cabinets tend to be unified Cabinet office in which there could be small PMO with primarily personal services roles. There are many informal arenas of communication and decision making.

Leader centred cabinets differ from teamwork – one because of high political competition between sectoral Ministers in defining ones “territory” as well as in influencing cabinet decisions. If competition does not emerge, decisions might be adopted without consideration at the cabinet meeting i.e. support structures may play an important role in organizing committee or other meetings where such decisions are made. The other difference is tendency of clear political leadership by the PM as guarantee of unity of the cabinet. Collegial cabinets tend to have separate PMO and Cabinet office, whereas PMO has an outstanding role in political coordination and Cabinet Office in administrative coordination of policymaking. As a rule these two cabinets do not have the role of coordination of policy implementation.

Hierarchical cabinets mean clear hierarchy of Cabinet members under uncontested leadership of the Prime Minister. Authority of PM can reduce political competition between ministers as well as results in decisive role of PM in defining policy programs and proposals. Considerable scope of policy initiatives and policy coordination are concentrated in the hands of PM vs. individual ministers in comparison with other cabinets. Some authors are speaking in that cases even about  “a presidential-style democracy in parliamentary guise” Support structures at such Cabinets tend to be unified PMO which is able to play all major roles listed above. PMO tend to be strategic centre, centre of preparation of policy proposals and coordinating its implementation by the ministries.

Politically segmented Cabinets are those in which ministries are very autonomous, implementing party politics and policy, and Cabinet’s main aim is to ensure minimum coherence. Policymaking is in hands of individual Ministers and Prime Minister as primarily chairman at making decision has primary task to avoid or prevent conflicts during the policymaking process. Very high political competition/ low level of trust among members of government ensure that Prime Minister cannot have neither large support structure nor the tools of administrative coordination. In this context Cabinet Office have mainly tasks of technical coordination, like, organizing Cabinet meeting and protocol etc. PMO as part of Cabinet Office is small unit of political advisers and personal technical assistance.

Administratively segmented cabinets existed until recently and are in some form existing in countries where core executive was not profoundly reformed and institutionally remained at early post-communist stage when the aim of executive was seen as to make professionalized policy without competitive politics. The Council of Ministers remained largely non-political and ministries and other agencies retained large or almost absolute administrative powers. Ministers started to develop their own support structures and internal hierarchies of decision-making. Prime Minister has rather weak actual powers in coordination administratively and politically. This power vacuum was filled by extremely large coordinating agencies that can ensure only emergency need for the coordination. As mentioned, from previous regime Office of Council of Ministers (note also phraseology!) contained numerous agencies responsible for direct administration of certain fields.  As at previous type of government the Prime Minister (head of Council of Ministers), have small unit for personal services, but this support structure’s primary tasks are administrative coordination of decision-making process.

Those were typified support structures which in real life are existing as some combination of those traits. However, we can say that in Hungary we have a rather classical PMO for hierarchical cabinets, in Estonia rather classical support structure for politically segmented Cabinet, in Bulgaria and Romania until recently we had classical Office of Council of Ministers to administratively segmented cabinets and in 

Slovenia (until late 2004) less support structure for collegial type of Cabinet.

The next dimension is more descriptive but more focussed on politico-administrative interplay. Firstly we have to identify main tasks that are deriving from described roles, characterize main structural units that are responsible for that tasks, describe concrete activities that those units are carrying out in implementing that tasks. Secondly, we have to identify actors that are involved into the policy process and how they are interacting with Cabinet or PMO support units or their parts. 

We have identified the following tasks that Cabinet/PMO can have, but usually they are implementing only part of them.   Those are: (a) personal services to PM (managing agenda, communicating PM, press services, secretary  services), (b) technical preparation of government session (c) filtering policy proposals prior to agenda preparation from professional and political point of view (d) linking PM with parties, interest groups (e) managing and mediating conflicts at the Cabinet (f) coordinating ministerial actions during the policymaking and implementation, (g) organizing or doing policy analysis for preparation of strategies, (h) developing own policy proposals.

Our first duty in to describe how and by whom those tasks are carried out, to what extent these are primarily linked with political vs. administrative coordination and hence, what proportion of primarily political and administrative activities are involved in implementing those tasks, in what combination of those tasks the political and administrative dimensions or units are supportive or restrictive in developing and implementing policies i.e. tasks and activities are not per se political or administrative, but institutional context is determining whether they are more supporting needs or political coordination or administrative coordination. This nuance makes our analysis more sophisticated and enables to reveal more variations of politico-administrative interplay at support structures. 

Secondly we have to identify patterns of interactions of support structures with other actors – ministries, their staff, politicians at parliament or in party bureaucracy, interests groups etc. Similar types of interaction could also be either more political or more administrative. PMO can interact with Ministers with the main to reconcile their position or to force them to compromise with PM position. PMO can equally interact with them aimed to give professional advice or to receive more detailed professional explanation of their position. 

Further, we must identify how much power support structures have over those actors at ensuring smooth interaction. We cannot give an overwhelmingly detailed picture of those power relations and networks. But it is expected that the most typical, - especially those in which interplay of politico-administrative roles are most impressive -, will be presented. 

The next dimension is staffing practices of support structures. What is proportion of political appointments vs. appointments of career officials? How intensive is mobility of career officials to and from support structures? Or to ask a more sophisticated question, how political or/ and policy responsive are civil service at support structure, whether they are promoting own aims vs. aims of cabinet and PM, how much they can influence the policy process either from viewpoint of their own interest or from the viewpoint of consistency of national policy. How professionally oriented are politically appointed staff, are they competitors with career civil servants, in what issues. What are extent of incumbency of politically appointed staff? Where they are mainly originated? Are the career civil servants linked more with tasks of administrative coordination and politically appointed with tasks of political coordination and vice versa? 

In the fourth dimension should demonstrate some dynamics in the development of support structures, changes in interrelations of political and administrative roles etc.

We ask to identify obvious changes in the type of Cabinet and its support structure from mid 1990-d (when some institutional stability emerged) onwards. However, even at the end on 1990s some countries launched radical reform of PMO-s.

Finally, we have to provide some general framework for comparison of support structures at the core executive. The framework includes two main dimensions and one sub-dimension. The first dimension characterize main mission of PMO/CO:  whether it is aimed to provide support to the cabinet or whether it is aimed primarily to increase the leadership of PM and via this to increase the cabinet efficiency.

The other axis differentiate between emphasize of supports structures on political vs. policy coordination. 

	                                             Primarily Cabinet support structure

	II                                      Consensus

                                    Denmark

Political bargaining  Estonia, Latvia
	 Consensus    Sweden                                 III

           Bureaucratic   Bulgaria, Romania
           Intermediation         

	Political

Coordination
	                                               Policy

                                      Coordination

	Political bargaining

                      United Kingdom

IV                             

                      Slovenia (?)

                                         Political

                                         leadership    
	                                    Bureaucratic 

                                    Intermediation                 

           Germany, Hungary     

                                               I

Politico-administrative

Leadership

	                                            Primarily prime minister’s support structure   


Hence we deduced a quadrant with four types of Cabinet and Prime Ministerial Support structures. Nevertheless we can further detail the framework that enables us to reveal variations inside of pure type and similarities of those types. Some offices in quadrant II are similar to Offices in quadrant III because of higher reliance on consensual mechanisms, which reduces negative effects of political bargains and enables them to focus more on strategic issues (the latter differ Latvian Cabinet Office from Estonian one). Some PMOs in quadrant I are coming closer to cabinet offices in quadrant III because administrative coordination is achieved more through conventional bureaucratic powers of core executives that reduces the effect of politico-administrative leadership of PM over PMO i.e. PMO is more self-sufficient policymaking body and restraining PM in carrying out its will in the policy process. PMOs in quadrant IV can come close to quadrant I when intensity of political conflicts exceeds certain levels of collegiality and segmentation becomes visible. And contrary, in situation when PM can manage well political conflicts the powers of PM become visible and PMO can focus more on the aims of policy coordination. 

The latter sub-dimension could be too difficult to catch, so we do not expect that all participants can analyse their support structures in this sub-dimension.

4.1.b. Special advisers to the Minister as carriers of political and administrative roles

This section requires an analysis of the role of special advisers i.e. those support structures and officials who are acting in the space between the Minister and higher career official (Secretary General) within the ministry.

Different types of advisers/support structures have been institutionalised across European administrations ranging from the institutionalisation of a policy supportive body to a proliferation of ad hoc advisers to the minister. For the purpose of this protocol the following working definition of a special adviser will be used.

“Those actors who perform as political and/or policy advisers, of temporary nomination, and are personally appointed by the minister but are not part of the administrative hierarchy.”

Types of support structures can range from institutionalised structures such as ministerial cabinets to the appointment of individual advisers. A ministerial cabinet may be defined as a policy supportive body of the minister, composed of political and policy advisors with a temporary nomination. The minister appoints his/her staff members personally and they are not part of the administrative hierarchy  QUOTE "(Pelgrims, 2003)" 
(Pelgrims, 2003)
.  Such institutionalised structures are a feature of politico-administrative relations in countries such as Belgium, France, Italy though their composition and nature differs between countries.  

In countries such as the UK and Ireland whereby the civil service is non-political and impartial, the appointment of advisers has become ingrained since the mid 1970s and such support structures are often viewed as an additional source of expertise and policy coordination.  Such advisers may be defined as a small group of close politically sensitive and policy oriented advisers recruited by the minister and whose tenure expires upon the minister’s departure.  In particular they provide support for those aspects of a ministerial role which are party political and hence insulate civil servants from involvement in politics. In countries where the civil service is politicized there may be instances where trust between the government of the day and the civil service appears compromised whereby advisers can take on specific tasks for the ministers.  It is usually not the intention that such advisers become part of the operation of the administrative hierarchy or function with it per se.  It is usually part of an adviser’s brief to help define and push through the programme for government and some may look after parliamentary and constituency work.

The working group is interested in studying this ‘interface’ between politicians and civil servants and learn more about the role, structural and functional aspects of such support structures in CEE countries.  An analysis of the changes that have occurred since the transition process began and the impact of EU membership is of interest to the group.

Issues for discussion and analysis:

The first question to be answered is what is the nature of the role of a special adviser to the minister in your country case study? Authors need to elaborate on the role of advisers and the nature of their duties.  It is generally assumed that advisers undertake political coordination on behalf of the minister through providing advice, monitoring, facilitating and securing the achievement of government objectives.  An interesting distinction in the role of advisers may be in the difference between coalition government and majority government whereby in large coalition governments steering and control is more important than in majority governments.  It is important to inform whether the role of advisers is underpinned in legislation and the lines of accountability.  Is there a difference in the Minister’s degree of responsibility for civil service and for those he/she has personally appointed as political advisers?  
In some instances advisers are perceived as the minister’s ‘eyes and ears’ and part of their function is to ensure that their political masters are alerted to potential political bombs which may either cause embarrassment or undermine the role of the minister within government and/or externally.  In some instances advisers undertake a ‘watchdog’ role whereby there may be distrust between the minister and his/her party affiliations and those of the permanent civil servants. In such instances ministers sometimes consider it necessary to insulate themselves from the permanent civil service.  Typical roles of advisers are the provision of additional resources/expertise that may not otherwise be available from the permanent personnel in order to ensure effective decision-making and facilitation of the implementation of the programme for government.  In your discussion pay sufficient attention to the attitudes of the permanent civil service to such appointments.  The presence of advisers can be perceived as a threat to civil service autonomy and dilution of their role in policy making.

Country cases should also pay attention to the structure and institutionalisation of such support structures.   It is normally the case that the term of advisers is co-terminous with that of the minister they are serving. To what degree is the proliferation of advisers (if this is the case) formalised or are advisers appointed on an ad hoc basis?  Is it the case that all ministers have advisers or not and are there any specific arrangements in place for the Prime Minister and Deputy Prime Minister.  To what extent to they related to the circumstances outlined in 4.1a.  In countries such as France and Belgium advisers are part of an institutionalised cabinet structure.  The structure and status of such mechanisms (if they exist) or their potential could be explored in tandem with whether the impact of the EU policy making process has led to the further use of advisers as support structures.

The degree in which advisers are integrated into the operation of government business is also informative about the operation of such support structures. Do advisers become part of the line management of a department in any way or be enabled to direct the permanent civil service?  In what ways does this political coordination take place – are briefings and communications formal, coordinated or back-to-back with the permanent civil service.

Some analysis of the profile of advisers, career patterns and their role perceptions would also be informative for the discussion.  Detail the types of expertise, political affiliations of advisers and the extent of patronage.  Are advisers members of the senior civil service on secondment or external? For example in the UK advisers are usually viewed as non civil servants whereas in Ireland there may be a combination of appointments of civil servants either on secondment or retired who have particular expertise or external experts.  It is sometimes viewed that because civil servants know how to ‘work the system’ they make for more effective advisers.  In relation to ministerial cabinets this variance in composition between internal (drawn from permanent civil service) and external is also apparent.   This could lead to different role perceptions in relation to loyalty and accountability.  The motivations of advisers could also be taken into consideration since the role may be a useful stepping stone to facilitate vertical mobility. For example, in some countries membership of a ministerial cabinet is associated as a meant of ‘getting to the top’.  Advisers who look after parliamentary and constituency work may be unlikely to have such motivations. 

 The relationship between advisers as support structures to the minister and the traditional role of the permanent senior civil service in the provision of policy advice should also be examined.  Provide details on the rules of conduct between advisers and the permanent civil service (with reference to part 2 of the protocol). Do advisers act as bridges between the political and administrative process or do tensions exist between line units and political coordination staff?  In some countries the proliferation of advisers is viewed as a ‘parallel administration’ designed to subvert the official ministerial hierarchy and reduce access to the minister.  However, if used effectively, advisers may help to smooth out problem and facilitate coordination between the political and administrative spheres.  In some cases advisers will comment on the policy recommendations of the civil service and use their expertise to gauge the political impact of proposals as opposed to technical details.  In other instances mechanisms such as cabinets may take over policy functions from the civil service and play a more dominant role.  Some commentary on the perceived contribution and impact of advisers to the quality of the policy making process could be included with the use of working examples from your country case.  

4.1.c. Politico-administrative relations at the President’s Administration

It is expected that the analysis politico-administrative relations at Presidential offices will follow more or less general framework pictured in the previous parts of chapters. We expect that representatives of CIS countries mainly focus on the analysis of this institution, because all of them are to different extent presidential systems. In other CEE countries presidents are usually not play extensive executive roles, except to some extent in Romania and countries of former Yugoslavia, which also are transforming towards parliamentary democracies. However we are happy to receive interesting analytical papers also from CEE countries.

In CIS countries we can speak about mostly semi-presidential systems in which, on the one hand, the Parliament and party competition (coalition politics) cannot balance the executive powers (except perhaps Ukraine and Moldova) of the President. I.e. president might have extremely strong powers vis a vis other institutions. On the other hand, the Presidential executive institutions are supplemented by the government and PM. In that case the government and its support structures may have different extent of discretion in shaping policy.

There would be several main scenarios in the division of politico-administrative roles. On the one hand, countries might revive of the peculiar dual hierarchy, in which presidential office is making policy and government is implementing policy technically under direct coordination of the president and accountable to him (and presidential office). Government is more or less freed from party political control of the Parliament coalition. In this version main interplay of politics and administration in the policymaking process – making policy and coordinating its implementation – is concentrated in presidential office. 

On the other hand, there are systems of governance where alongside with directly elected executive there are prime ministers politically responsible to parliament or to external sources of political power. In this case division of politico-administrative roles is very unpredictable dependent on real political control over the Cabinet and its powers. Most interesting would be the situation when the President’s do not command majority in Parliament and is forced to nominate PM from opposition.

The third, President and president’s office could be responsible for certain (core) policy areas. Prime Minister and Cabinet which are politically responsible to Parliament has sovereignty over the policymaking in other areas. In that case we evidence parallel mechanisms of politico-administrative balances and conflicts.

I.e. we could have rather different contexts of analysis. Nevertheless our main focus should be on the analysis of Presidential support structures in which the general roles and tasks in ensuring the coordination of the policy process could not substantially different from that of parliamentary PM office, but would have considerably different meaning, importance or can absent at all.

5. In conclusion 

In conclusion it is expected to assess general trend in the development of support structures to President, Prime Minister or Minister from the viewpoint of politico-administrative balance or conflict. I.e. where general development is consistent with previous period, whether changes of institutional setting’s (for instance change in presidents or PM’s power) have changed also politico-administrative balances in general and redistribution of main roles of support structures between different actors and tasks inside of support units.
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