CONSTITUTIONAL AND LEGAL FRAMEWORK OF THE DECENTRALIZATION

OF SERBIA AND AUTONOMY OF VOJVODINA

Devastating results of the centralization of power, carried out here in its entirety about ten years ago, are now easily noticeable for everyone. Under such circumstances it is reasonable to suppose that an opposite model, based on the principle of the decentralization of state power, could give different results. Many reasons show that in a state organized on such principles it would be easier to placate social tensions, resume social peace and regain state-legal stability. For that reason, a research on the ways of the decentralization of state power in Serbia was conducted at the Center for Regionalism, Novi Sad a year ago, the first results of which are published herein.

Although the research has not dealt with the decentralization subject matter in its entirety, systematically and in all its aspects (sociological, economic, cultural, political, scientific etc.) the organizer has decided to present to the public the results obtained so far, hoping to start up a wider public discussion on this exceptionally important issue and encourage the search for a more successful model of the organization of state power, opposed to the model of a centralized state that is presently dominant. It should be noted that efforts aimed at state power decentralization do not negate the state and imply its dissolution in any way, but, contrary to that, by all means affirm its strengthening and making suppositions for a community harmonious development.

What a decentralized state should be like is elaborated in works enclosed, which are summaries of extensive papers written in the course of the research by: Desimir Tosic, Dejan Janca, Stanko Pihler, Snezana Djordjevic, Slobodan Vucetic, Marijana Pajvancic, Momcilo Grubac and Zoran Ivosevic. The texts express free personal attitudes of their authors and, due to that, certain differences in the views of the authors on the decentralization issue can be noticed.

As the issue of the autonomy of Vojvodina in the processes of the decentralization of Serbia is pronounced in the research, these texts give two possible decentralization models with regard to the autonomy of Vojvodina, one in the summary of Dr Stanko Pihler and the other in the summary of Dr Dejan Janca.

Slobodan Vucetic

PRINCIPLE OF POWER SHARE AND CONSTITUTIONAL AND LEGAL GUARANTEES FOR ITS IMPLEMENTATION

The principle of power share is resolved within a parliamentary system in the FRY Constitution and within a parliamentary-presidential system in the Constitution of Serbia. For that reason there are significant differences in the position and share of competences, first of all among executive government bodies. Therefore, while the post of FRY President in the Federation is representative, the President of Serbia is given strong constitutional powers. In addition to that, the federal government, unlike the republic government, has strong constitutional powers (chancellor principle).

The practice has revealed numerous deficiencies in the constitutional system of power share. They are primarily reflected in the dominant role of executive power in relation to legislative and, to some extent, judicial power and the absence of efficient instruments of its responsibility before the parliament.

In order to ensure greater guarantees for the implementation of the power share principle, the following changes should be made within the constitutional and legal system:

1. Introduction of classical parliamentary instead of the present parliamentary-president system in Serbia. This change would result in reducing the post of the President of the Republic to the representative level. President would be elected and released from his/her office by the People’s Assembly, and the release would be subject to the prior finding of the Constitutional Court of Constitution breaching. President would not have powers to dissolve the Assembly, declare state of emergency, nor would he be empowered to put a delaying legislative veto.

2. The government would practically take over the entire executive power, including the powers to, under precisely stated constitutional conditions, dissolve the Assembly, by retaining the conditions stipulated in the FRY Constitution.

3. Political control of the Assembly over the government should be in detail defined by the Constitution. Apart from voting non-confidence to the government and ministers individually, member issue and interpellation would become a constitutional and not procedural institute.

Government regulatory function should be more precisely defined by the Constitution in order to prevent current practice of the government to amend and even change laws by decrees.

Government members, in accordance with the Constitution, would neither be allowed to fulfil any other post (apart from ministerial), nor any other professional activity (managers, etc.) 

4. Constitutional position of courts in the power share system should be strengthened in the sense that judges are appointed and released by the High Judicial Council with the majority members being high court judges. Thus, a dominant influence of political government bodies (Assembly and Government), i.e. ruling parties on the appointment of judges, which is now present, would be prevented. It is necessary to reduce significantly the influence of the Ministry of Justice on the organization and financial standing of courts.

5. Ombudsman (public attorney) should be introduced in the constitutional system, as an independent parliamentary institution to protect civil rights from, first of all, illegal acts of government bodies.

Desimir Tosic

GENERAL PROBLEMS OF CENTRALIZATION AND DECENTRALIZATION

From a historical point of view, local government, i.e. government in cities, precedes in certain cases state. However, even when states were formed, local government was not extinct, but grew in a new social community as a state was.

Generally theoretically speaking, both centralism and decentralism have their own logic, i.e. these are two notions entirely and equally legitimate, although centralism disappears in the world and local government spreads in whatever from, no matter whether municipal, district, regional or provincial government is concerned. It should be noted that, theoretically viewed, self-government, local government and similar institutions of legal-political content differ from federation, i.e. federal units, for a simple reason that self-government is “given” by a centralized power, state, no matter whether the right to self-government is granted by a constitution or a separate act – whereas federation is a composite state created in a complex way, with parts of a state, peoples or districts uniting their competences. Federation is not given by a state, but it itself creates a state.

Theoretically again, there were two strong decentralistic movements with the Serbs, lost in modern times – independent of the requests by the Serbs living in some cases under foreign rule for self-government (in Vojvodina during the Austro-Hungarian rule or in The Tripartite Kingdom in Croatia prior to 1918). The first decentralistic movement appeared in Serbia in the early eighties of the nineteenth century. After approximately ten years, first local self-rules were created. They were quite incorporated in the political system between 1903 and 1914. But after 1918 the idea was disappearing or losing its intensity as the so called Croatian issue came into focus and drew the public attention from the idea and practice of self-government, although it was present to a limited extent till 1941.

The second strong movement towards decentralization was in the SFR Yugoslavia after 1950 when in addition to a pretty limited local administrative self-government, a so called workers’ self-management was introduced, later to be called social self-management. Participation of workers in economy, i.e. economy organization, immediately deviated as there was a single-party system in Yugoslavia with the ruling Party “managing” everything.

It is necessary to state that local self-government became legacy of the European Union, monitoring it in all member countries, as well as requiring some basic conditions to be met by the EU waiting-to-join countries. There is a European Charter from 1985 regulating local self-government legal protection.

The question of decentralization is present, in a philosophical manner, in two more spheres of social life. The first is open society philosophy: whether we want an open society with the most immediate participation of citizens in power, or a hierarchical authoritative, closed, and finally, police state. The second is the question of a modern movement after World War II: movement to protect human rights. It is clear that human rights, independently of regulations, constitution and law, are best fought for on the level of a decentralized state.

What is the position of Serbia with regard to decentralization?

Although there is decentralization institution on paper, in practice we are a country with a system of a so called deconcentration of power. An exceptionally centralized power (that assigns headmasters of elementary and secondary schools and the most directly controls the University) gives local authorities only to carry out only those tasks they do not deem possible to be devolved. As an example, local self-governments in towns and other places are entitled to change names of streets, but that can be carried out completely only with an approval of the Ministry of Construction.

The latest Act on Local Self-government, although containing some positive paragraphs (and that is what present government does with all acts), reduces powers of local authorities further on compared to the 1991 Act on Self-government. Besides, the new act conditions a special status of big towns, such as Novi Sad, Nis, Kragujevac, with a relatively short term to found municipalities, with a clear intention of eliminating the opposition in power there. All those regulations contradict provisions of the 1990 Constitution of Serbia and 1992 Constitution of Yugoslavia. But there are hundreds and hundreds of such contradictions, and in the course of the last ten years, the situation in that respect can be said not to have changed for an inch.

Stanko Pihler

AUTONOMY OF VOJVODINA AS AN INSTITUTIONAL ISSUE

Autonomy of Vojvodina in a Regionalized Europe and Democratic Serbia

1. Although the collapse of Yugoslavia and renewal of nationalistic-centralist concept of the organization of Serbia commenced with an illegitimate and illegal abolishment of the autonomy of Vojvodina, it is interesting, and by no means accidental, that, after all, the issue of the autonomy of Vojvodina has remained pushed out both by international community and relevant political (constitutional) factors on the territory of ex and present Yugoslavia. Multi-decade political experience has, however, shown that there might be no compromises when the issue of the autonomy of Vojvodina is concerned. The question of autonomy is a democratic, civilian and civilization question, a question of human rights, modernization of public authority organization. Therefore it is also a primary constitutional question. Trouble with Vojvodina and its autonomy has risen for a single elementary reason: all political concepts having a “pass” in a wider regional area, are based on a national concept of the organization of a political community, and not of a civil-liberal. The autonomy of Vojvodina, however, can only be based on the latter. The experience of Vojvodina is specific, in some ways it is beyond many other experiences and its autonomy must be derived from such experience. If that is not understood – the main problem existing here is not understood. Due to the fact that all constitutional issues in the former and present Yugoslavia, and also those within Serbia, have become internationalized, it is realistic to expect that, eventually, that will happen with Vojvodina. >From the aspect of Serbia, the issue of Vojvodina arises as a necessity and a legitimate request for a territorial, political and economic autonomy, being autochthonous and original subject of the political community. Only as such, Vojvodina can stabilize Serbia from inside and provide it communicability form outside. From the aspect of Europe, and particularly from the aspect of a wider European region Vojvodina is in, it as an autonomy can and ought to have an exceptional significance as a factor of safety and cooperation.

2. Due to all mentioned, questioning the legitimacy and legality of the 1990 Constitution and the order established by it, does have not only a current, but also a far-reaching significance. It has established such an authority system in Vojvodina that is not worth civil loyalty, because it degraded Vojvodina in economic and political and social and cultural and even in moral sense. That Constitution was problematic even at the time of its promulgation and with its respective contents – it has remained such. On the basis of an detailed analysis of the current Constitution, it can be concluded without any doubts that it is not possible to, pursuant to it, constitute legally a province as an autonomy. Province has been deprived of all its original rules, it has been already annulled in the legal sense of word. Although the Constitution starts with an idea of territorial autonomy of province (Art. 8), nothing relating to autonomy can be realized, for: the province draws up programmes within the plans it does not determine, it “arranges” some issues stipulated by law being an act of greater legal force than statute; it cannot pass laws, and those passed by it were all abolished shortly after being passed; allegedly it can enforce laws and other regulations and acts in the spheres it does not regulate; it ensures enforcement of its own legal acts that determine nothing essentially; it forms bodies, organizations and services for which it does not know in advance the purpose as it does not depend on it; it has no own sources of revenues; it has no territorial autonomy as territory is regulated by law and therefore a province can be deprived of a territory or a part of territory without its compliance or opinion giving; there is even no economic independence as Constitutional provisions relating to economic system hint command economy system on the Republic level etc. There is particularly no autonomy in defining minority rights, school system, education, culture and similar. Even the supreme province act, the Statute, is non-autonomous both with regard to its contents and the way of it being passed. However, it is certain that province can be given many liabilities (so it is not known whither it exists for liabilities or for rights), that it is to have its bodies, that previously taken funds can be allocated to it in the proportion of activities performed without a possibility to have a direct or more significant influence on the calculation of their amount, its revenues are determined non autonomously (by law) and it communicates with municipal organs in the area on the level of “cooperation” and reaching an agreement and not hierarchy, which is otherwise unquestioning in relation to the republic authority. Therefore, on the basis on the Constitution, province, being deprived of any autonomy, does not define either its territory, or its activities, or its revenues, or its relationship towards municipality, i.e. it can contrary to its will and without stating its opinion be left both without its territory or a part of a territory and without revenues and even without any job. It is interesting that pursuant to the Constitution, a municipality, no matter how dependant it is, has a wider “autonomy” than a province. There is something it “ arranges and provides”, and there is something it “takes care of”, whereas province neither anything originally (directly) “organizes”, nor “provides”, nor pursuant to the Constitution “takes care of“ anything. The only thing it can and has to do is to carry out orders of the republic to an extent and in a manner and time as determined by the republic and with funds “allocated” by the republic for the respective activities. Thus, the province, instead being autonomous, has become a pure transmission (if factually it is that, for there are more efficient ways) of a strictly centralized power. What is, therefore, the meaning of a province which is not an autonomy?

3. In the course of time, in current happenings, it is possible to register different standpoints relating to the constitutional issue of Vojvodina, from those that are against any autonomy to the ones that are for a complete autonomy within Serbia. Insincerity and manipulation in political games involving Vojvodina are great, particularly during electoral processes. It is realistic and reasonable to organize Vojvodina as an AUTONOMY on the principles of dispersed regionalism of a modern European type with absolute recognition of the peculiarities of Vojvodina. Starting from the situation Vojvodina is in and from obvious processes in organizing political, cultural and economic communities in a wider regional and European area, the autonomy of Vojvodina would imply the following constitutional suppositions: guaranteeing the status of a modern European region, own autonomous constitutional act, original and assumed legislative competence, joint competence on the Republic level determined by enumeration method, bicameral (possibly tricameral) representative body on the Province level, self-governing Vojvodina regions (three, let’s say), consisting of municipalities presumably, developed local (first of all municipal) self-government, with own original revenues, diversified system of guaranteed and protected basic individual and collective, particularly minority rights and freedoms in compliance with international laws, economic autonomy with own sources of revenues (autonomous taxation system), entrepreneurial economy open towards the world, autonomous judiciary system and administration within the limits of its competence, autochthonous rights in autonomous relationships defining (except those defined on the Republic level): economy, expanse plan, education, culture, university, science, social services, water management, health service and similar. Scope of exclusive Republic level would be precisely defined by the republic constitution with a given possibility of common determining of relations on the Republic level subject to the Autonomy agreement. Parliamentary system in Serbia would be defined with regard to the Republic competences (their scope, structure and character) and regional connecting within Serbia. All that, however, requires a corresponding consensus and a precise and diversified expert elaboration of in such a way conceived constitutional system as a whole and its individual segments. However, without these or below these generally given conditions, there is no elementary supposition for Autonomy constitution. 

Dr Dejan Janca

REGIONALISM, REGIONAL STATE AND PROBLEMS OF REGIONAL STRUCTURING OF SERBIA

Regionalism as a notion has been given a greater role and more pronounced significance in the course of the few last decades, both on internal and international plan. Within states it manifests first of all, but not solely, as a form of a political-territorial organization of state power aimed at their decentralization. On the international plan, it is however manifested through institutional links and cooperation of states geographically and/or politically close in order to jointly attain certain objectives and tasks in different spheres, such as political, economic, military, cultural etc.

Regionalism within states manifests in different aspects and forms and with different functions and tasks, but this paper is focused first of all on its role in a regional state organization. Namely, regions as territorial-political units of general competence can be a constituent part of a developed multi-level system of local self-government as a form of power decentralization both in a unitary and federal state, but they can also be a special form to territorial autonomy, being by its properties somewhere between a federal unit and highest level local self-government units.

Existence of different types and forms of territorial autonomy makes it more difficult to state more precisely its general notional definition, whereas dealing with that subject matter exceeds the framework of this paper, but there is a separate appendix to this project dealing with the autonomy of Vojvodina as one of the traditional forms of democratization of power in Serbia.

However, regions discussed herein – the independence of which in relation to the central power reflects a maximally acceptable level of decentralization, reaching the very limits of country federalization – make structural elements of a special state organization known as regional state and reviewing the possibilities of organization of Serbia in accordance with such a form of state organization is in the focus of this work. Regional state is in its essence a mid-form between two classical forms of state organization: unitary state and federation. In the opinion of those approving it, it joins certain good sides both of unitary and federal state, and removes at the same time some weaknesses of both forms of state organization. Regional state, according to them, takes optimum care of peculiarities of individual parts of state territory and gives them right to own organization, but does not allow for a possibility of putting at stake state unity. It is therefore desirable to establish a regional state there where there are important reasons of historical, geographical, economic, ethnic and other nature requiring recognition of a special status to some areas of the state, being beyond the status of highest level local self-government units status, but below the status of federal units.

The first regional state was founded in Italy in 1948, and next one three decades later in Spain, but the latter, according to the experts’ opinion, was to a greater extent used as a starting point in efforts to build a theoretical model of regional state. It is not possible to give in this summary even a superficial insight into the structure and properties of the Italian and Spanish model (nor in the characteristics of some other interesting types of regionalization, as e.g. in Belgium, France etc.), but by all means, it should be stated that regionalism, particularly in Europe, is becoming more and more accepted concept of decentralization strengthening and democratization of state power, as well as for improvement of institutionalized forms of international cooperation.

In FR Yugoslavia, however, we have been facing, particularly in the last decade, a completely opposite tendency. In spite of a nominally existing decentralization of state power, i.e. formal existence of local self-government, autonomous provinces and federal units, in reality a more and more pronounced and accelerating process of utmost centralization has been underway. This is present on the federal state level, but even more noticeable and drastic in the Republic of Serbia, assuming sometimes an absurd extent. For that reason discussions and efforts within the majority of opposition political parties and knowledgeable public are becoming more and more frequent, aimed at achieving a genuine decentralization of a future state power system in Serbia and Yugoslavia. Lately, the attention has been more and more focused to Serbia only, due to current requests of Montenegro to reexamine and redefine relations on the federal state level and between the two federal units, with more and more evident efforts of Montenegro that a future union with Serbia is given a confederation character – that is, more or less tight alliance of two independent states. Besides, present situation in Kosovo gives rise to uncertainties, for although the province is formally still within the Republic of Serbia, it cannot exercise its power on the territory of Kosovo, and the 1244 Resolution of the United Nations anticipates establishing of substantial autonomy in Kosovo, being an expression difficult to get at the moment. Issues under consideration in this paper are, for the reasons mentioned, limited to the Republic of Serbia only, leaving the status of Kosovo aside, as the contents and form of “substantial autonomy” will be determined afterwards during negotiations of “interested parties”.

Requests for decentralization of power in Serbia, being more and more frequent in political and expert public are explained by the need for essential democratization of the state and society which would ensure as complete as possible participation of citizens in management of public affairs and rights of narrower political-territorial units to enjoy a significant level of autonomy in relation to the central state power. Differences in attitudes among parties and experts are, nevertheless, manifested both regarding the form of state organization within which decentralization is to be attained, and regarding its nature, form and extent.

In the given sense, three basic determinations are evident: there are, on the one hand, those advocating of unitary state with more or less developed local self-government, then, on the other hand, those advocating regional state, which should, according to some opinions, have three-legged, and according to the others four-legged political-territorial structure and finally, those advocating federalization of Serbia with significant role of local self-government.

Without going into a more detailed explanation of the mentioned basic orientations, some of which are only formulated in a form of general attitudes by their advocates, without elaborated relevant details, standpoint taken and explained in this paper is a contribution to the concept of regional state with developed four-legged political-territorial structure.

Problems arising and questions requiring answer from this standpoint are:

1.What status should regions in Serbia as a regional state be given? 2. According to which criteria and which way are the regions formed? 3. What competence do regions have? 4. What is power organization in regions like? 5. What kinds of legal acts are passed by government bodies in a region and what is their place in the hierarchy of legal acts in the legal system of the state? 6. How do regions provide their funds? 7. What is the position of local self-government in a regional state and what is it organizational structure like? 8. What are the forms and ways of participation of regions in exercising central power? 9. What kind of participation do regions have in the change of the Constitution of the central state? Answers to these questions are given in a summarized form further on in the text.

1. Having in mind that regional state is a kind of median solution between classical unitary and federal organization and that regions should enjoy special status within the territorial organization of power state beyond the status of highest level local self-government units , and below the status of a federal unit, we are of opinion that in Serbia as a regional state, the status of regions should denote a maximally acceptable level of decentralization – at the very borderline of federalization. In other words, the status of regions should be primarily determined by characteristics of federal units but without sovereign prerogatives they are assigned, particularly in so called loose federations.

2. When dividing Serbia into regions, certain criteria should be taken into account, which would – not in their entirety – but due to special significance some of them have and interference of a great number in certain areas, represent natural and logical basis for regions formation. Criteria that should be taken into account are: a) reasons of historical and traditional character present in some parts of the territory of Serbia; b) specific characteristics in culture, customs and mentality of population of particular areas; c) multi-ethnic composition of population present to a significant extent; d) inter-connection of areas making an economic whole capable of functioning on the basis of own sources of income and e) a desirable criterion would be at least approximately equalized population in each region, i.e. avoidance of drastic disproportions in this respect.

Based on the criteria stated, to the author’s opinion, natural division of Serbia would be into 5 or 6 regions comprising the area of Vojvodina, north-west, south-east and central Serbia, as well as the city of Beograd, and the sixth region could be the area of Sandzak.

Existence and names of the regions would be stipulated in the Constitution of Serbia and their borders determined by constitutional law, with a possibility of minor changes of borders in case population of border territories of a region by a referendum decides to join a neighbouring region, but under the condition that the neighbouring region and the parliament of the central state give consent for annexion by means of a constitutional act on regions borders amendment. 

3. Division of competence between the regions and the central state is, of course, among most important and most delicate issues of regional organization of state. In unitary state, local self-government units are, by its constitution, but primarily by acts, assigned those competence central power wants to devolve. In federation, competence division has to be made by the federal state constitution exclusively, in the greatest number of them by listing federation competence, and the rest being assigned to federal units. In other words, the starting point is supposition of federal units competence. In regional state as well, competence of regions has to be determined by constitution, but there is no common belief among experts whether the starting point should be competence supposition in favour of central state or in favour of regions. According to the author, the second attitude is more acceptable under the condition that the constitution, in addition to classic exclusive central state competence in the sphere of defence, foreign policy, security, monetary, foreign currency and custom system, legal system and similar, lists a relatively wide array of common, i.e. mixed competences with different solutions of participation of central and regional power in their exercising.

4. Basic power structure in regions would comprise a regional parliament, regional government, high judicial council of the regions and administrative bodies. The regional parliament would consist of two houses: council of citizens and council of subregional communities. Council of citizens would be a representative body elected in general direct elections for a 4-year period, with a proportionate system applied. Council of subregional communities would be comprised of 5 or 6 representatives elected by each subregion assembly formed in a region. The regional parliament would prmulgate and amend regional constitution and other regulations, but constitutional acts and some expressly anticipated decisions would be made by a two thirds majority and other regulations by simple majority in both houses.

In relations between the regional parliament and regional government assembly system would be applied, meaning that the government would be replaced by the parliament to which it would be accountable , without a possibility of the government opposing the parliament by threatening it would be dismissed prior to its mandate expiration.

In the sphere of judicature, courts in the regions would be a part of a single judiciary system of the central state, but on the territory of regions there would be appellate and a supreme court on the central state level. First instance courts would exist in municipalities and subregions. High court council of regions would by its composition be a non-parliamentary and non-governmental body. It would, together with the high court council or the republic, appoint judges of all courts in the region and with its proposals take part in the appointment of judges of the constitutional and supreme court.

The regional parliament would appoint a regional ombudsman to perform a post of legality and citizens’ rights protector, partly independently and partly in cooperation with the central state ombudsman.

Each region would enjoy entire freedom in independent organization of administrative 

 bodies network in accordance with its needs and competence.

5. In normative competence domain, regions would pass their basic constitutive act-regional constitution. Its proclamation would not require any previous approval or additional confirmation by a central state body. Its provisions could only be contested, after becoming effective, before the constitutional court and central state court. Within their exclusive competence domain, regions would pass regional laws which would have to be in compliance with the regional constitution and the constitution of the central state. When common, i.e. mixed competence with the central state is concerned, as well as with competence devolved by the central state, regional laws would have to be compliant with legal provisions of the central state but superior to its sublegal deeds.

6. Having in mind numerous multifarious and significant competences of the regions, it is obvious that their exercising requires significant funds. Therefore it is necessary that regions dispose of their own revenues in the form of regional taxes, kinds of which should be precisely stated in the regional constitution. Besides, regions should participate significantly in the central state tax revenues paid in their territory. One of the sources of income of regions should be duties they should rightfully impose for carrying out certain activities in their area. In addition to that, regions budget would collect regional property revenues. Finally, regions should be given a possibility to, in case of need, refer to the central state for loan and credit grants.

7. Defining the position of local self-management in regional state is a complex issue and allows for different solutions. It has already been mentioned that among those advocating regional state some are for a three-legged and the others for a four-legged territorial-political state structure. Former have in mind existence of municipalities as units of local self-government of regions as autonomous constitutive elements of regional state and a central state. The latter introduce sub region between municipalities and regions, another higher level of local self-government, which, however, has to some extent a specific characteristic due to which it, to some extent, comes out of a framework of a traditionally understood local self-government, which is yet to be discussed.

A sub-region would consist of voluntarily associated basic units of local self-government (in average about ten of present municipalities) but it would on subsidiarity principle be given responsibility to make decisions and carry out activities being a domain of exclusive competence of local self-government when it contributes to a better realization of common interests, greater efficiency and economy. Besides, due to a different number of municipalities to be associated into sub-regions, some minorities living in Serbia on a compact area could be given an opportunity to cherish their cultural identity more successfully and to take a better care of an overall development of their community. 

Position and organization of power in a sub-region would be regulated by legal deeds on local self-government to be a shared competence between a central state and a region. Sub-regions would, in a similar way, as basic units of local self-government, have mono-cameral representative body, a sub-region assembly, executive board and necessary government bodies. Their activity would be primarily finances from municipalities budget, and to a lesser extent from regions budget.

Significant powers of sub-region assembly would be a right to appoint 5 (or 6) of its representatives in regional parliament sub-regional communities house and 1 representative in the central state parliament region house. The right of sub-regions to be represented this way and participate in governing the region and central state would be a special characteristic to make local self-government in regional state different even from developed systems of local self-government in unitary and federal states.

8. Participation of regions in central power exercising is among more essential elements of a regional state. Their role should, first of all, although not exclusively, be manifested in formation and work of the central state parliament, in the procedure of state president appointment and removal from power, in participation in government and in maintaining relations between the central parliament and the government, in the appointment of judges of supreme and constitutional court, as well as in participation in the central state constitution changing.

The supreme legislative body in Serbia as a regional state would be comprised of two houses: house of citizens and house of regions. Representatives in the house of citizens would be elected according to proportionate system on general and direct elections for a four-year period, with a possibility of electoral units overlapping with regions territories. The house of regions would be comprised of 4 representatives from each region to be elected on a joint session of both houses, regional parliament and of one representative from each sub-region, elected by a sub-regional assembly.

Number of representatives from different regions would not therefore be the same, but the differences would not be of greater significance. Decisions would be made in a majority of cases by simple majority in both houses, with mandatory presence of a half of the total number to representatives elected, and only exceptionally by absolute majority out of the total number of representatives, in some cases on separated sessions and in some cases on a joint session of both houses. Two-third majority of votes out of the total number of representatives elected in each of the houses would be required only when the central state constitution is changed.

President of the republic would be elected for a five-year period without a possibility of mandate renewal on a joint session of both parliament houses by absolute majority. His functions would, mainly, be of ceremonial nature. In any case not being a ceremonial representative activity, for exercising determined constitutional powers, a pre-signature of prime minister would be required.

Central government would be elected by the house of citizens itself and it would be accountable for its work before that house solely, being a solution accepted by a majority of countries with parliamentary system. House of regions would not, therefore take part in formation and removal of the government, but, on the other hand, speaking about the right of a government to dissolve a parliament (which is a way of resuming balance between legislative and executive power), dissolving would apply to the house of citizens only.

With regard to judicature, which, by its nature should be independent in relation to legislative and executive power and the system of which should be uniform for the entire country, the role of regions would be, on the central state level, a cooperation of the high judicial council of regions with the high judicial council of the central state in the procedure of judges of the constitutional and supreme court appointment through possible candidates proposing. Composition of the high judicial council of the central state would be, just as of the respective body in the region, of non- parliamentary and non-governmental character.

9. It has already been mentioned that a two-third majority in both houses is required for changing the constitution of the central state. However, it is only a part of an answer to the question what the participation of the regions in changing the mentioned constitution should be like. It is necessary, namely, to empower the regions to propose on the change of the central state constitution. The right to propose on the changes of the constitution should by all means be granted to the regions-but the question is whether to grant such right to each region individually or to make it valid only if proposed by two or three regions at least. The latter solution seems more rational, but the number of proposing regions should be ate least two of five or three of six established regions, the proposals of which would be given in the form of appropriate approved decisions of their parliaments.

This summary presents, in a very simplified form, only basic attitudes on a number of exceptionally important and complex issues of significance for all who are of opinion that establishing of a regional state in Serbia is a desirable objective.

