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The estimations of the most significant issues of public administration in
Ukraine in the context of self-organization, which, in general, show understanding
on the vast majority of the interviewed civil servants of the real problems of the
country. Assessment experts also showed a discrepancy for a number of governance
mechanisms on the degree of exposure and degree of need for their improvement.

Key words: self-organizing system, public administration, public administration
system, expert interviews.
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The position of consideration of the various interest groups was exposed and
the basic problem in regulatory activities and the main reason for its occurrence
were summarized. The joint positions of the various stakeholders on how to address
the problem of the implementation of regulatory activities and perspectives towards
improving this process were considered.

Key words: regulatory activity; regulatory process; regulatory act; cooperation;
relationship; interest; mechanism.


