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THE CONTENT OF PUBLIC OVERSIGHT

AS A FUNDAMENTAL FUNCTION OF CIVIL
SOCIETY AND AN OBJECT OF ADMINISTRATIVE
AND LEGAL REGULATION

Abstract. Purpose. The purpose of this article is to formulate the foundations for ensuring
effective and result-oriented public oversight as a fundamental function of civil society and as an object
of administrative and legal regulation. Results. Public oversight is defined as the purposeful activity
of members of the public (natural persons — citizens of Ukraine, foreign nationals; and legal entities —
public organizations, representatives of institutions and enterprises), aimed at supervising the adherence
of public authorities to legality, discipline, protection of human rights and freedoms, and the exercise
of the powers vested in them. One of the key tasks of the theoretical framework of administrative law
science is to overcome terminological inaccuracies, eliminate vagueness and definitional uncertainty. At
the same time, the formulation of authorial definitions is often impossible without correlating similar
or identical terms. Thus, within the scope of this section, it is necessary, in our opinion, to analyze
and compare the concept of "public oversight”, particularly the main scientific approaches of domestic
and foreign scholars, with other related categories. Such related concepts include social oversight, civil
oversight, public control, etc. The process of correlating similar or identical concepts makes it possible to
establish interrelationships, connections, or, conversely, differences, which, in turn, stimulates a deeper
analysis of the studied phenomena and the identification of their essential characteristics and features.
Conclusions. Based on the analysis of public oversight as a fundamental function of civil society,
the following conclusions are drawn: the concept of "oversight" forms the theoretical basis for defining
and identifying the characteristics of public oversight; public oversight as an object of administrative
and legal regulation should be understood as the purposeful activity of members of the public (natural
persons — citizens of Ukraine, foreign nationals; and legal entities — public organizations, representatives
of institutions and enterprises), aimed at supervising the adherence of public authorities to legality,
discipline, protection of human rights and freedoms, and the exercise of the powers vested in them.
Ensuring effective and result-oriented public oversight is a necessary precondition for state development,
as restricting citizen participation may lead to the lack of accountability of public authorities.

Key words: public oversight, the public, oversight activity, subjects of public oversight, accountability
mechanism, public authorities, local self-government bodies.

1. Introduction including public oversight—can be fully

In general terms, public oversight is
understood as a form of civic activity exercised
by wvarious public organizations, initiative
groups, and individual actors for the purpose
of supervising and monitoring the compliance
of public authorities and local self-government
bodies—as well as other non-governmental
institutions entrusted with the performance
of public functions—with the principles
of legality, discipline, and the protection
of the rights and legitimate interests of citizens.

It should be noted that oversight—
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regarded as one of the most important
and effective means of ensuring legality. A
modern democratic society cannot function
without a coordinated and multi-actor system
of public oversight in the field of public
administration and the management of state
affairs. The involvement of diverse subjects
of public oversight primarily means ensuring
and guaranteeing such principles of public
administration as openness, transparency,
publicity, and efficiency, which today are
fundamental to its functioning.
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For Ukraine, as a relatively young
state in an active stage of development
and consolidation, the issue of public oversight
remains particularly relevant. This is due to
numerous factors, the most significant of which
is the state’s conscious aspiration—manifested
through its key governmental institutions—
for autonomy and independence from various
forms of societal influence.

From scientific, legal, public,
and political perspectives, public oversight
remains a topical and widely debated issue in
modern Ukraine. Despite the lack of adequate
and specific legal regulation, the concept
of public oversight is interpreted quite broadly
in all of the aforementioned domains, which
typically complicates its correct and precise
understanding, and more importantly, its
practical application.

Given that the topic of public oversight
in the doctrine of administrative law is both
extensive and, at the same time, insufficiently
and unclearly regulated at the legislative level,
it is appropriate to determine how scholars
conceptualize this category, particularly when
considering public oversight as an object
of administrative and legal regulation. Indeed,
among contemporary domestic scholars,
the issue of interpreting and defining
the content of public oversight is far from settled,
and ongoing academic discourse continues to
seek a definitive formulation and identification
of its essential legal characteristics.

General issues of public oversight have been
addressed in the scientific works of O. Andriiko,
I. Holosnichenko, V. Horsheniov, A. Dolhopolov,
M. Kelman, V. Kolpakov, O. Muzychuk,
T. Nalyvaiko, O. Poklad, S. Stetsenko, Yu.
Shemshuchenko, among others. The study
of the category of oversight in the sphere
of public administration has also been the subject
of research by leading domestic administrative
law scholars, such as V. Averyanov, Yu. Bytiak,
V. Harashchuk, L. Hordiienko, D. Luchenko,
A. Melnyk, O. Muzychuk, N. Nyzhnyk,
O. Obolenskyi, and O. Sushynskyi, among
others.

2. The Etymological Origin of the Term
“Control”

In light of the above, it is considered
appropriate to begin the analysis of the concept
of public oversight with an examination of its
etymological origin, in order to gain a more
comprehensive and profound understanding
of the term. According to the Comprehensive
Explanatory  Dictionary of the Ukrainian
Language, the term “control” is defined as
follows:

1. verification of compliance of a controlled
object with established requirements;
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2. verification, monitoring of the activity
of someone or something, oversight over
someone or something;

3. an institution or organization that carries
out oversight or verification of someone or
something;

4. inspectors (Busel, 2005). The derived
verb “to control” is defined as “to verify some-
one or something.”

An analysis of this dictionary interpretation
of the term "control” reveals that the definitions
lack several critical attributes that would
fully reflect the meaning of the concept,
namely: the identification of deficiencies or
deviations from established requirements;
correction of shortcomings or inefficiencies;
imposition of liability; and the identification
of the correlation between the prescribed
standards and the actual state of affairs. All
existing definitions provided by the dictionary
offer merely evaluative criteria of control as
a certain process. Moreover, the latter two
definitions simply refer to the subjects involved
in this activity.

It is  worth  emphasizing  that
the term control is the subject of study in
numerous academic disciplines and fields,
and can therefore justifiably be regarded as
amultidisciplinary, multifaceted, and polysemic
phenomenon. Scholars attempt to interpret
and conceptualize it from the perspectives
of sociology, philosophy, political science,
law, management theory, and others.
From the legal perspective, jurisprudence
approaches the notion of control in a manner
closest to its philological understanding.
The Legal Encyclopedia defines control (from
the French controle — inspection, from Old
French contrerole — a list with a duplicate used
for verification) as the verification of compliance
with laws, decisions, etc.It is considered one
of the most important functions of public
administration. According to the object,
subject, and scope, it is classified into state,
departmental, supra-departmental, industrial,
and other types of control (Shemshuchenko,
2007).

The Glossary of Terms and Concepts
in  Public Administration defines public
oversight as one of the mechanisms
of citizen participation in public governance
and the supervision of governmental bodies,
as well as an important factor in ensuring
legality in public administration, without
which democracy cannot exist (Malynovskyi,
2005). The Political ~Science Dictionary
provides the following definition: control
(public oversight) is a type of social control
exercised by associations of citizens and by
individual citizens over the compliance of state



2/2024

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW AND PROCESS

bodies, cooperative and public organizations,
enterprises, institutions, and public officials
with the requirements of the Constitution
and the laws of Ukraine (Holovatyi & Antoniuk,

2005).
An analysis of specialized
literature  demonstrates  the  existence

of a significant number of scholarly approaches
to the understanding of public oversight within
the legal doctrine. On the one hand, this
suggests that the category has been studied
in depth; on the other hand, it points to a lack
of unified understanding and interpretation. In
our view, the formulation of unified and optimal
approaches to understanding the concept,
legal nature, essence, and main features
of public oversight will provide the basis for
establishing effective civic supervision over
the activities of specialized anti-corruption
bodies. Through oversight, deficiencies,
shortcomings, and deviations from established
norms may be identified, as well as the reasons
behind them and possible solutions to rectify
the detected issues. It may be argued that
oversight is a management function that
facilitates the detection of errors in order to
take corrective actions. This is done to minimize
deviations from standards and ensure that
the stated objectives of an organization are
achieved in the desired manner.

According to A. Tarasov, control is a means
of obtaining information about the life of society
asawhole, about the political, economic, and social
processes taking place within the state, and about
the activities of its authorities and administrative
institutions (Tarasov, 2002). The core element
of oversight is the ability to obtain information
about the controlled entity. As V. Averyanov
maintains, control must be recognized as
a function of the state, since it is the primary
actor performing the oversight function in
society. Control is, on the one hand, a means
of verifying the correctness of the state’s actions
and policies, and on the other, a mechanism
for evaluating the outcomes of administrative
activity at various stages of its implementation
(Averyanov, 1998). V. Harashchuk, considering
oversight as a distinct function of public
administration, emphasizes that control is
inspection, as well as observation conducted for
the purpose of preventing undesirable occurrences,
detecting, averting, and halting unlawful behavior
by individuals or institutions(Harashchuk, 2002).

The second component of the term public
oversight is the adjective public, which is
derived from the words hromada(community)
and hromadskist (the public). According to
the Comprehensive Explanatory Dictionary
of the Ukrainian Language, public (hromadskyi)
is defined as:

1. relating to a community (hromada);

2. arising or occurring in society or relating
to it; social;

3. pertaining to or belonging to the entire
community or society; collective;

4. voluntarily serving various aspects
of community life;

5. inclined to social interaction;
sociable,  companionable  (Busel, 2005).

At the same time, community (hromada) is
defined as:

6. a group of people united by common
status, interests, etc.;

7. an association of people pursuing specific
common goals; an organization;

8. in Ukraine and Belarus — a rural land-
based association, as well as the meeting of its
members;

9. an organization of Ukrainian liberal-
bourgeois intelligentsia in the 1860s—1890s
(Busel, 2005).

3. Principles of Legal Regulation of Public
Oversight

An essential component of our research lies
in defining the concept of public oversight as
a coherent legal category, which is impossible
without establishing its normative regulation.
Unfortunately, to date, the term does not
possess a unified and unequivocal definition,
either in legal doctrine or at the legislative level.

For example, the Basic Law of Ukraine
(Constitution of Ukraine, 1996) refers to
oversight only occasionally (e.g., oversight
of product quality and safety, parliamentary
oversight, etc.), and does not provide
any definition of the term. We share
the view of those scholars who consider Article 3
of the Constitution of Ukraine as the starting
point for defining such an administrative
and legal category as public oversight. This
provision stipulates that the state, through
its institutions established by the people, is
accountable to the individual for its activities
(Zhukrovskyi, 2014).

It is important to note that various
legal provisions addressing the definition
and regulation of public oversight in specific
sectors can also be found in other legislative
acts of Ukraine, such as the Laws of Ukraine
“On Citizens’ Appeals,” “On Access to
Public Information,” “On Information,”
“On Local Self-Government,” “On
Associations of Citizens,” “On Scientific
and Scientific-Technical — Activities,” “On
Scientific and Scientific-Technical Expertise,”
“On Consumer Rights Protection,” and others.
However, these legislative acts lack a consistent
approach to understanding public oversight
as an administrative and legal category and as
an object of administrative and legal regulation.
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A more detailed discussion of the legal
regulation of public oversight in general, and in
relation to specialized anti-corruption bodies
in particular, will be addressed in the following
subsection.

To date, no specific legislation directly
regulating public oversight as a legal
institution has been adopted in Ukraine. Only
a few legislative initiatives have attempted
to address this issue, such as the Draft Law
of Ukraine “On Public Oversight,” prepared
by Member of Parliament S. Kyrychenko,
and another version of the same title proposed
by S. Tihipko. An analysis of these drafts shows
that the aim was to establish, at the legislative
level, the definition and principles of public
oversight, its key areas of implementation,
a list of oversight actors, procedural rules for its
execution, and a mechanism of accountability
for non-compliance or improper fulfillment
of lawful public demands.

The first draft defines public oversight
as the organizationally structured activity
of Ukrainian citizens aimed at verifying
the compliance of oversight objects (state
authorities, local self-government bodies,
enterprises, institutions, organizations, their
officials, and business entities regardless of their
legal form or ownership) with the Constitution
of Ukraine, national legislation, and other
normative legal acts, as well as with state
discipline (Draft Law of Ukraine on Public
Control, 2008). The author of the second draft
defines it as the activity of oversight subjects
focused on supervising, verifying, and evaluating
the activities of oversight objects for compliance
with Ukrainian legislation and societal interests
(Draft Law of Ukraine on Public Control,
2014).

An analysis of these proposed definitions
reveals a lack of consensus on defining
the actors of public oversight (individual
citizens or public associations), as well as
its main purpose (supervision, verification,
and evaluation of the activities of oversight
objects for compliance with national legislation
and public interest; compliance with
the Constitution and laws of Ukraine; or
supervision of the legality of activities of state
and local government bodies and their officials).
Moreover, the definitions fail to clearly identify
not only the subjects but also the objects
of public oversight. A more detailed analysis
of oversight actors, based on the existing draft
laws, will be provided in subsequent sections.

Legal doctrine includes a wide array
of research dedicated to public oversight. For
instance, T. Nalyvaiko defines public oversight
as an organizational and legal form of voluntary
association of citizens aimed at satisfying
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and protecting their personal and collective legal,
social, economic, creative, age-related, ethno-
cultural, and other shared interests (Nalyvaiko,
2010). S. Shestak describes public oversight
as the control exercised by citizens and their
voluntary associations to ensure the legality
and transparency of state functioning and to
foster stable and effective interaction between
the state and the population (Shestak, 2009).
Another contemporary Ukrainian researcher,
I. Skvirskyi, defines public oversight as public
activity aimed at inspection or observation
for the purpose of identifying, preventing,
or stopping unlawful actions, decisions, or
inaction by public administration actors.
In his view, public oversight is a specific
institutional and value-based structure that
ensures the relative stability of relations
and interactions within the framework of state—
society social dynamics (Skvirskyi, 2013).

Thus, based on the analysis of doctrinal
approaches and selected legislative initiatives,
it can be concluded that public oversight
should be understood as the purposeful
activity of members of the public (natural
persons—citizens of Ukraine, foreign nationals;
and legal entities—public  organizations,
institutional and corporate representatives),
aimed at supervising the adherence of public
authorities to legality, discipline, the protection
of human rights and freedoms, as well as
the exercise of their delegated powers.

One of the important tasks of the theoretical
component of administrative law science is to
eliminate terminological inaccuracies, remove
ambiguity, and clarify definitional uncertainty.
In most cases, formulating precise authorial
definitions is not possible without correlating
similar or identical terms. Therefore, within
this subsection, we deem it necessary to
analyze and compare the concept of public
oversight, particularly the main academic
approaches developed by domestic and foreign
scholars, with other related legal categories.
These include social oversight, civil oversight,
and public (institutional) oversight. The process
of comparing such related or analogous terms
makes it possible to identify their mutual
relationships, links, or, conversely, distinctions.
This, in turn, stimulates a more in-depth
analysis of the studied phenomena, their
essential characteristics, and distinctive legal
features.

The clarification of legal terminology
should begin with the comparison of the term
public oversight with the broader category
of social oversight. In contemporary research,
social oversight is unquestionably considered
an interdisciplinary concept studied within such
fields as philosophy, sociology, political science,
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jurisprudence, legal philosophy, and sociology
of law.

From the standpoint of political science,
social oversight is understood as a society’s
capacity, rooted in the principles of democracy,
to simultaneously act as both the object
of governance by the state (i.e., subject to
state control) and the subject of governance
(i.e, through public oversight), including
self-regulation (Arabadzhyiev, 2013). In legal
scholarship, O. Danylyan distinguishes between
broad and narrow understandings of social
oversight. In its broad sense, it represents a set
of mechanisms within a social system through
which self-organization and self-preservation
are ensured by establishing and maintaining
a normative order. This is achieved by applying
models of behavior, including values, legal
and moral norms, administrative directives,
customs, traditions, and others. In the narrow
sense, it is a collection of means and methods
employed by society to respond to deviant
behavior in order to reduce or eliminate it
(Danylyan, 2009).

When comparing the concepts
of social and public oversight, most scholars
agree that public oversight constitutes one
of the forms of social oversight exercised by
citizen associations and individuals. It is viewed
as an important means of realizing democracy
and engaging the population in the governance
of society and the state (Melnyk, Obolenskyi,
Vasina, Hordiienko, 2003).

Thus, a general conclusion may be drawn:
social oversight is broader in both substance
and scope than public oversight. The relationship
between the two is that of the whole and the part;
public oversight represents only one component
of the broader category of social oversight.

The next related concept to be addressed
is  civil oversight. Ukrainian legislation
currently recognizes the concept of democratic
civil oversight, which is defined in the Law
of Ukraine “On National Security of Ukraine”
(21 June 2018) as a set of legal, organizational,
informational, personnel-related,
and other measures conducted in accordance
with the Constitution and laws of Ukraine.
These measures are designed to ensure
the rule of law, legality, accountability,
and transparency of security and defense sector
bodies and other institutions whose activities
involve the lawful restriction of human rights
and freedoms. It also supports their effective
operation, performance of assigned functions,
and contributes to strengthening national
security (On the National Security of Ukraine:
Law of Ukraine, 2018).

Legal doctrine offers different approaches to
distinguishing between public and civil oversight.

Some scholars argue that the distinction is rather
conditional, or even non-existent. According
to this viewpoint, civil (public) oversight is
understood as a social phenomenon whereby
civil society participates in determining
the state’s domestic and foreign policy
directions, resolving socially significant issues
at all levels, and monitoring the implementation
of these policies (Melnyk, Obolenskyi, Vasina,
Hordiienko, 2003).

O. Selivanova holds that while public
and civil oversight are similar in nature, they
are not identical. The term public is linked to
a collective of individuals united by territorial,
cultural, or other unifying factors, while civil is
derived from the Greek polites (citizen), itself
formed from polis (city), and denotes a resident
of the city. Therefore, the subject of public
oversight is often depersonalized, representing
a collective interest. Conversely, civil oversight
implies a high degree of subject personalization,
where the individual is consciously engaged in
exercising control over the functioning of public
authorities (Hulyev, 2001).

In our opinion, a distinction does exist
between civil and public oversight, primarily
in terms of the actors involved. In the context
of civil oversight, the principal actors are often
military or security institutions, and the primary
objectiveistooverseeand correct the functioning
of the state’s defense-related structures.

Finally, the correlation between public
oversight and institutional public oversight
is another area actively discussed among
modern Ukrainian and foreign scholars.
For instance, M. Baranov sees the essence
of public (institutional ) oversight in establishing
mechanisms for public communication between
civil society and institutional authority in
the process of drafting, promoting, and adopting
legislative and executive decisions (Baranov,
2007).

According to V. Kravchuk, public
(institutional)  oversight is a  system
of organizational and legal forms that ensure
legality in the activities of public administration,
the protection of human rights and freedoms,
and the effective fulfillment of tasks and powers
by public authorities and local self-government
bodies, as well as their officials and employees.
Public oversight is classified according to
the conducting subject: state, public (civil
society),  municipal, and international
(Kravchuk, 2015).

Therefore, it can be concluded that public
(institutional) oversight is a vital component of all
political and democratic processes within a state
and is a prerequisite for the development of civil
society. In its essence, public oversight is a complex
phenomenon that encompasses both state
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and public components — in other words, public
oversight is a subset or component of the broader
category of institutional public oversight.

4. Conclusions

Summarizing the results of the study,
the following key conclusions can be drawn:
the concept of control serves as the theoretical
foundation for formulating and distinguishing
the features of public oversight. Public
oversight, as an object of administrative
and legal regulation, should be understood
as the purposeful activity of members
of the public (natural persons - citizens
of Ukraine and foreign nationals; and legal
entities — public organizations, institutional
and  corporate  representatives)  aimed
at monitoring the compliance of public
authorities with the principles of legality
and discipline, the protection of human rights
and freedoms, and the exercise of the powers
vested in them.

Ensuring effective and result-oriented
public oversight is a vital prerequisite
for the development of the state, as

limiting citizen participation may lead to
an absence of accountability within the system
of public authority. One of the key contemporary
directions for the functioning of this institution
involves the search for optimal forms
and methods for implementing democratic
public oversight.

References

Arabadzhyiev, D. Tu. (2013). Sotsialnyi kon-
trol, hromadskyi kontrol i hromadskyi monitorynh: do
pytannia spivvidnoshennia poniat [Social control,
public control and public monitoring: On the issue of
the correlation of concepts]. Naukovyi chasopys NPU
imeni M. P. Drahomanova, (11), 10-15. (in Ukrain-
ian)

Averianov, V. B. (1998). Derzhavne upravlinnia:
teoriia i praktyka [State administration: Theory and
practice]. Kyiv: Yurinkom Inter. (in Ukrainian)

Baranov, N. A. (2007). Hromadianski rukhy
u Rosii: problemy vzaiemodii [Civil movements in
Russia: Problems of interaction]. Rosiia ta suchasnyi
svit: problemy politychnoho rozoytku, (1), 377-386.
(in Ukrainian)

Busel, V. T. (2005). Velykyi tlumachnyi sloonyk
suchasnoi ukrainskoi movy [Large explanatory dic-
tionary of modern Ukrainian language]. Kyiv—Irpin:
Perun. (in Ukrainian)

Danylian, O. H. (2009). Mistse i znachennia sot-
sialnoho kontroliu u sferi pravovoho vykhovannia [ The
place and significance of social control in the sphere
of legal education]. Problemy zakonnosti, (103),
220-225. (in Ukrainian)

Harashchuk, V. (2002). Kontrol ta nahliad u der-
zhavnomu upravlinni: navchalnyi posibnyk [Control
and supervision in public administration: Textbook].
Kharkiv: Folio. (in Ukrainian)

64

Holovatyi, M. F, & Antoniuk, O. V. (2005).
Politolohichnyi slovnyk [Political dictionary]. Kyiv:
MAUP. (in Ukrainian)

Hulyev, V. E. (2001). Postdemokratychna der-
zhavnist: aksiolohichna fenomenolohiia vidchuzhennia
[Post-democratic statehood: Axiological phenom-
enology of alienation]. Pravo ta polityka, (5), 4—13.
(in Ukrainian)

Konstytutsiia Ukrainy vid 28 chervnia 1996 r.
[Constitution of Ukraine of June 28, 1996]. (1996).
Retrieved from  https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/
show/254%D0%BA/96-%D0%B2%D1%80# Text
(in Ukrainian)

Kravchuk, V. (2015). Publichnyi kontrol u der-
zhavi [Public control in the state]. Yurydychnyi
visnyk, (1), 210-215. (in Ukrainian)

Malynovskyi, V. Ta. (2005). Sloonyk terminiv i
poniat z derzhavnoho upravlinnia [ Dictionary of terms
and concepts in public administration]. Kyiv: Atika.
(in Ukrainian)

Melnyk, A. F, Obolenskyi, O. Iu., Vasina,
A. Tu., & Hordiienko, L. Tu. (2003). Derzhavne
upravlinnia: navchalnyi posibnyk [State administra-
tion: A textbook]. Kyiv: Znannia-Pres. (in Ukrainian)

Nalyvaiko, T. V. (2010). Hromadskyi kontrol v
Ukraini yak instytut hromadianskoho suspilstoa: teo-
retyko-pravovyi aspekt[Public control in Ukraine as
an institution of civil society: Theoretical and legal
aspect]. Extended abstract of candidate’s thesis, Lviv.
(in Ukrainian)

Proekt Zakonu Ukrainy pro hromadskyi kon-
trol Ne 183 vid 1 chervnia 2008 roku [Draft Law
of Ukraine on Public Control No. 183 of June 1,
2008]. (2008). Retrieved from http://webcache.
googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:Bl9e-
gaMemtw]:w1.cl.rada.gov.ua/pls/zweb2/web-
proc34%3Fid%3D%26pf3511%3D9659%26p-
f35401%3D14368+&cd=1&hl=ru&ct=-
clnk&gl=ua(in Ukrainian)

Proekt Zakonu Ukrainy pro hromadskyi kon-
trol Ne 4697 vid 14 kvitnia 2014 roku [Draft Law
of Ukraine on Public Control No. 4697 of April 14,
2014]. (2014). Retrieved from http://wi.cl.rada.
gov.ua/pls/zweb2/webproc4d 1?pf3511=50646
(in Ukrainian)

Shemshuchenko, Yu. S. (Ed.). (2001). Yury-
dychna entsyklopediia [Legal encyclopedia]. Kyiv:
Ukrainska entsyklopediia. (in Ukrainian)

Shestak, S. V. (2009). Nederzhavnyi kontrol za
diialnistiu militsii: teoretyko-pravovyi aspekt [Non-
state control over police activities: Theoretical and
legal aspect]. Candidate’s thesis, Kharkiv. (in Ukrain-
ian)

Skvirskyi, I. O. (2013). Hromadskyi kontrol u
publichnomu upravlinni: teoretyko-pravovi ta prakse-
olohichni aspekty[Public control in public adminis-
tration: Theoretical, legal and praxeological aspects].
Doctoral thesis, Zaporizhzhia. (in Ukrainian)

Tarasov, A. M. (2002). Derzhavnyi kontrol: sut, zmist,
suchasnyi stan [State control: Essence, content, current
state]. Zhurnal prava, (1), 26-36. (in Ukrainian)

Zakon Ukrainy “Pro natsionalnu bezpeku
Ukrainy” vid 21.06.2018 Ne 2469-VIII [ Law of Ukraine



2/2024
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW AND PROCESS

“On the National Security of Ukraine” No. 2469-VIII of Zhukrovskyi, Ya. I. (2014). Do pytannia pro
21 June 2018]. (2018). Retrieved from https://zakon.  poniattia ta sutnist hromadskoho kontroliu [On the
rada.gov.ua/laws/show/393/96-%D0%B2%D1%80#- concept and essence of public control]. Dnipro:
Text (in Ukrainian) Monolyt. (in Ukrainian)

Cepeiii Capanos,

Kandudam 10puduuHux Hayk, cmapwuil nayxosuil cnigpodimnux, Hayxoeo-docaionuil incmumym
nybniunozo npasa, eya. I'. Kipnu, 2a, Kuie, Yxpaina, indexc 03035, saranovserhii@ukr.net

ORCID: orcid.org/0000-0001-9707-7730

3MICT TPOMAJICBKOTO KOHTPOJIIO 1K OCHOBHOI ®YHKIIII
TPOMAJISHCHKOTO CYCIIIJIBCTBA TA OB’€EKTY
AJIMIHICTPATUBHO-IIPABOBOTO PETYJIIOBAHHS

AHorauisi. Mema crarri nosisirae B popmyBaHst 3acaj 3abe3iiedeHHst eheKTHBHOTO Ta Pe3yJIbTaTrB-
HOI'O 'POMAJICHKOTO KOHTPOJIIO, SIK OCHOBHOI (DYHKILi IPOMaJIHCHKOTO CYCIIIbCTBA Ta 00'€KTYy ajiMiHi-
CTPATUBHO-TIPABOBOTO pery/oBaHHs. Pe3yavmamu. BusHaueHo, 1110 T1ijl TPOMaJCLKUM KOHTPOJIEM CJIijT
PO3YMITH TIiJIECTIPSIMOBAHY isIbHICTD MPEACTABHUKIB TpoMachKkocTi ((isnunmx ocib — rpoMazsi Ykpa-
iHHM, IHO3EMITiB; Ta IOPHANYHIX 0CI0 — FPOMAJICHKUX OPTaHi3alliii, TPe/ICTABHUKIB YCTAHOB 1 MiNPHEMCTB),
SKa TI0JISITAE Y HATJIA/ 3 IOTPUMAHHAM OPTraHaMy JIePsKaBHOI BJIA/IN 3aKOHHOCTI, IUCIUIIHNI, 3aXUCTOM
paB i cBOOOJ JIOIMHH, & TAKOK BUKOHAHHSIM HAIAaHUX iM MOBHOBaXKeHb. O[HUM i3 BasKJIMBHX 3aBJIaHb
TEOPETUYHOI CKJIAJ0BOI HAYKU aJMIHICTPATMBHOIO MpaBa MOTPIGHO BU3HAUKMTH TOAOJAHHS OYy/ib-SKHX
TEPMIHOJIOTIYHNX HETOYHOCTEH, YCYHEHHS HEeUiTKOCTI Ta fediniTuBHOI HeBusHaueHocTi. I1pu ipomy dop-
MYJIIOBaHHST aBTOPCHKUX BU3HAYEHD Y GIIBIIOCTI BUIMAJIKIB HE € MOKJIUBUM O€3 CITiBBIHOIIEHHS CXOKIX
YW TOTOXKHUX TepMiHiB. Tak, 30Kpema, B MesKax JJAaHOTO TiPO3/IITY, Ha HAITy AYMKY, CJijl TpOaHaIi3yBa-
THU Ta CIIBCTaBUTHU TOHATTS «TPOMAJICHKUIT KOHTPOJIb», a caMe: OCHOBHI HAYKOBI MiZIXOM BITYU3HIHUX
i 3apyOIKHUX AOCTIIHIKIB, 3 THITMME CYMIKHUME KaTeropistMut. /[0 TaKMX CyMiKHUX TIOHSTD Y MOAAJTb-
MMOMY MU BiJIHECEMO: COIIATBHINA KOHTPOJIb, ITUBLTBHIIT KOHTPOJID, MYOIiaHUI KOHTPOJIH ToIo. [Iporiec
CHIBBIZHOMIEHHS CYMIZKHIX, TOTOKHUX OHATD J03BOJISIE BCTAHOBUTHU B3a€MHI BiZHOIIEHHS, 38’ 43KH, 200,
HaBIIaKH, BIAMIHHOCTI, 1110, ¥ CBOIO YEPTY, CTHUMYJIIOE MOTIHOJCHUI aHasis J0CTiIKYBAHUX SIBUII, BUSB-
JIEHHS iX CYTHICHUX XapaKTePUCTHK, 03HAK TOIIO. Bucrnoskxu. 3a pesysibrataMu aHali3y rpoMajiICbKOTO
KOHTPOJIO, sIK OCHOBHOI (DYHKIIil FPOMa/ITHCHKOTO CYCIIiJIbCTBA, 3pO0JIEHO HACTYIIHI BUCHOBKM: IIOHSITTSI
<KOHTPOJIb> € TEOPETHMYHOIO OCHOBOIO /I (DOPMYJTIOBAHHS MOHATTS Ta BUOKPEMJICHHS O3HAK TPOMajl-
CBKOTO KOHTPOJIIO; ITi/l [POMaJICHKUM KOHTPOJIEM SIK 00'€KTOM aIMIHICTPATHBHO-TIPABOBOTIO PEryJI0BaHHS
CJIJT PO3YMITH T1iJIECTIPSAMOBAHY [is/IbHICTD TIPEACTaBHUKIB rPOMaAChKOCTI ((idudnmux 0ci6 — rpomMagsam
VYkpainu, iH03eMI[iB; Ta IOPUINYHIX 0Ci6 — rPOMaIChKUX Opranisaiiii, MpeCTaBHNKIB YCTAHOB 1 MiAMpPH-
€MCTB), SIKa TIOJISITAE Y HATJIS/ 32 IOTPUMAHHAM OPraHaMu JIEPKaBHOI BJIaJiM 3aKOHHOCTI, UCIIUTLIIIHH,
3aXUCTOM TIpaB i CBOOOJ JIOIUHN, & TAKOK BUKOHAHHSIM HAJIAHUX iM MOBHOBaKeHb. 3a0e3neueHHst edek-
TUBHOTO Ta PE3YJIBTATHBHOTO IPOMAICHKOTO KOHTPOJIO € HEOOXIHOIO 3all0PYKOI0 PO3BUTKY JIEPKABH,
OCKIJIbKM 0OMEKEHHSI yUacTi TPOMaJIiH MOKe TIPU3BECTH 10 OE3KOHTPOJILHOCTI Iy OJIIYHOI BIAJIM.

KiiouoBi ci10Ba: rpoMa/iChbKuii KOHTPOJIb, TPOMAJICBKICTh, KOHTPOJIbHA IsLIbHICTD, CY0'€KTU rpOMa/l-
CBHKOTO KOHTPOJIIO, MEXaHi3M BiJIIIOBI/[aJIbHOCTI, OPraHu JiepsKaBHOI B/, OPraHi MiCIIEBOTO CAMOBPSIILY-
BaHHSI.
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