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Kernes H.A. Monitoring related to power and power relations: the experience of the
statistical survey

An article is devoted to the results on monitoring the attitude toward government and
government relations, conducted by the author of the article. Presenting statistical survey results,
the author of the article offers their innovative interpretation.

The article examines the survey results of two groups: public servants, who improve their
qualification at the Senior Executives Retraining Institute of the National Academy of Public
Administration of the President of Ukraine and deputies of Kharkiv city council.

The article considers essential attributes of authority as a notion according to the statistical
survey. The attributes include:

1) heavy responsibility,
2) the opportunity to achieve national prosperity,
3) resource mobilization tool to attain socially important goals,
4) execution of important responsibilities.
According to the evaluation of relations within the regional administrative elite, introduced in the

article, the representatives of the regional elite form quite a solid group.
As a part of the study of survey results on the differences between the representatives of the

ruling elite and regional administrative elite the following conclusions were made:
1. There are certain rules and agreements between the regional administrative elite and the

ruling elite, which make it possible for them to coexist quite comfortably.
2. At the heart of the rules between the representatives of regional administrative elite and the

ruling elite are not the laws and state interest, but personal agreements and business interests.
Evaluating their attitude toward the regional administrative elite and the ruling elite, the

respondents stated in the first place respect to the regional administrative elite and are more
reserved in their attitude to the ruling elite.

As a part of the study it was revealed that the level of credibility of the citizens to the
representatives of authorities of different levels is higher toward the regional and local government
officials, whereas the level of credibility to the Heads of the local public administration is higher
than the level of credibility to the Prime-minister of Ukraine.

Key words: monitoring, urban elite, regional elites, attitude to authority, related to power
relations.


