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CRIMINOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS WHO HAVE COMMITTED CORRUPTION
OFFENSES IN THE CRIMINAL-EXECUTIVE SPHERE

The article provides a comprehensive criminological and legal analysis of the current state of corruption preven-
tion and counteraction within the activities of the State Criminal-Executive Service of Ukraine. It is substantiated
that corruption offenses in the field of execution of criminal punishments are characterized by a high level of latency,
which is primarily caused by the closed nature of penitentiary institutions, rigid hierarchical management structures,
the specific scope of officials’ discretionary powers, and limited public oversight. It is emphasized that the formal
implementation of general anti-corruption mechanisms without due consideration of the specific features of the peni-
tentiary system significantly reduces their practical effectiveness.

The study examines the legal framework governing anti-corruption activities within the State Criminal-Executive
Service of Ukraine, including the provisions of the Criminal Code of Ukraine, the Law of Ukraine “On Prevention of
Corruption,” departmental regulations of the Ministry of Justice of Ukraine, and internal anti-corruption programs
of penal institutions. It is established that the existing regulatory framework is fragmented and largely declarative,
while its enforcement does not ensure an adequate level of corruption prevention among penitentiary personnel.

Within the criminological dimension of the research, the main groups of factors contributing to corruption in the
criminal-executive system are identified, including organizational and managerial, socio-economic, normative, and
moral-psychological determinants. Particular attention is paid to the analysis of special criminological measures
aimed at counteracting corruption, such as internal control mechanisms, the activities of authorized anti-corruption
units, conflict of interest regulation, and lifestyle monitoring of officials.

The author argues that the current anti-corruption policy model in the State Criminal-Executive Service of
Ukraine is predominantly focused on responding to already committed corruption offenses, while the preventive
potential of criminological measures remains underutilized. In this regard, an original approach to improving the
system of corruption prevention and counteraction is proposed, which involves the differentiation of anti-corruption
instruments based on the specific nature of penitentiary activities, the strengthening of internal compliance mecha-
nisms, and the introduction of continuous criminological monitoring of corruption risks in the penitentiary sphere.

The article concludes that effective counteraction to corruption within the State Criminal-Executive Service of
Ukraine is possible only through an integrated approach combining legal, organizational, and criminological meas-
ures aimed not only at holding offenders accountable but also at systematically eliminating the causes and conditions
that give rise to corruption offenses.

Key words: corruption, State Criminal-Executive Service of Ukraine, corruption prevention, counteraction to cor-
ruption, criminology, penitentiary system, official misconduct.

Iéamxo C. B. KPUMIHOJOITYHA XAPAKTEPUCTHKA OCIB, AKI BUMHHJIHA KOPYIIIINHI
IIPABOIIOPYIIEHHSA ¥ KPUMIHAJBHO-BUKOHABYIN COEPI

Y crarTi 3gilicHEHO KOMIIJIEKCHUIM KPUMiHOJIOTiUHO-TIPABOBUI aHAJI3 CyYacHOTO CTaHy 3amlo0iraHHA Ta IPOTUAIL
Kopynuii B mismbHOCTI Jep:kaBHOI KpUMiHATHHO-BUKOHABYOI cay:x0u YKpainu. O6TpyHTOBAaHO, IO KOPYMIITiliHi mpa-
BOIIOPYIIIEHHSA Y cepi BUKOHAHHA KPUMiHANIBHUX IIOKAPAaHb MalOTh MiJBUINEHUN PiBeHb JIATEHTHOCTI, III0 3yMOBJIEHO
3aKPUTUM XapaKTepoM YCTAHOB BUKOHAHHS IIOKapaHb, JKOPCTKOIO iepapXiuHOI0 CTPYKTYPOIO VIPaBIiHHSA, clIenupikoo
c1y:x00BMX IOBHOBAKEHD IIEPCOHATY Ta 00MeKeHUM IpoMaJChKUM KOHTposeM. Harosmomero, mo (GopmanbHe 3amo3u-
YeHHS 3araJbHOJIeP/KAaBHUX aHTHMKOPYIIIHHNX MeXaHi3MiB 0e3 ypaxyBaHHS 0CO0JIMBOCTeH (DYHKIIOHYBAHHSA MEHiTEH-
I[iapHOI CUCTEeMU iCTOTHO BHUIKYE IX e(DeKTUBHICTS.

ITpoananizoBaHO HOPMATUBHO-MIPABOBI 3acaau aHTuKopynmiituoi gisasHocTi v JJKBC YKpainu, sokpema moJoMxeH-
ua KpuminanbHoro Kojexcy Ykpainu, 3akony Yipainu «IIpo samobiranusa xopymiii», Bimomuux aktie MimicTepcTsa
focTullii YKpainu Ta aHTUKOPYNI[iHHWX IIPOTpaM OpraHiB i yCTaHOB BMKOHAHHSA IIOKapaHb. BCTaHOBJIEHO, IO YWH-
He IIPaBOBe PETYJIIOBAHHA XapaKTepU3yeThcA (hparMeHTAPHICTIO Ta JAEKJapaTUBHICTIO, a MOT0 MpaKTUYHA peasidalid
He 3a0esmeuye HAJIEKHOTO PiBHS ONepeIKeHHa KOPYIIiiHuX mposBiB cepex nepconany JKBC.

¥ Me)kax KPUMiHOJOIIYHOTO aHATIi3y BUSHAUEHO OCHOBHI MDY UMHHUKIB, I10 3yMOBJIIOIOTH IOMINPEHHA KOPYMIIil
Y KPUMiHAJIbHO-BUKOHABYIA CHCTEeMi, 30KpeMa OpraHisallifiHO-yIpaBiHChKi, COIiaIbHO-eKOHOMIUHi, HODMATUBHI Ta
MOpaIbHO-TIcuxojoriuni. OKpeMy yBary mpuaijieHo aHATi3Y ClIeliaJbHO-KPUMiHOJOTIYHUX 3aXO0/AiB IPOTUAil KOPYIIITii,
BKJIIOUHO 3 BHYTPIIIHIM KOHTPOJIEM, AiANbHICTIO YIIOBHOBAKEHNX aHTUKODPYNIINHUX HiApO3AiNiB, MexaHi3MaMu BUAB-
JeHHA KOHQIIKTY iHTepeciB Ta mepeBipKY CIoco0y MKUTTS MOCATOBUX 0Ci0.

HoBeneno, 110 icHyoua moaenb anturkopynuifinoi nomituku y JKBC Yrpainu nepeBaskHO OpieHTOBaHA Ha peary-
BaHHS Ha BiKe BUMHEHI KOPYII[iiiHi IpaBOIOPYIIEeHHA, TOl AK IPOo(iTaKTHUHNI TOTeHIial KPUMiHOJOTIUHIX 3aX0/iB
3aJIMIIAEThCA HEJOCTATHLO Pealis0BaHUM. ¥ 3B’A3KY 3 IIMM 3aIIPOINOHOBAHO aBTOPChKUM MiAXiM 10 BAOCKOHAIEHHS CHC-
TeMH 3aI00iraHHd Ta IPOTHAIl KOpymIlii, AKuii nepegdavae qud)epeHIialio aHTHKOPYNIIAHIX iIHCTPYMEHTIB 3 ypaxy-
BaHHAM cIenu(}iKyu KpUMiHAJIbHO-BUKOHABYOI MisAJBbHOCTI, MOCUJIEHHA BHYTPIITHIX KOMILJIA€HC-MEeXaHi3MiB, a TAKOMX
BIIPOBAI’KEHHA IIOCTiHHOTO KPUMiHOJIOTiYHOTO MOHITOPUHT'Y KOPYIIIiHHNX PUBUKIB y eHiTeHITiapHil cdhepi.
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3pobJIeH0 BUCHOBOK, IO eheKTHBHA MpoTuiisa Kopymmii B [lepixaBHill KpuMiHAJIBHO-BUKOHABUiN cay:k0i YKpa-
{HM MOKJIMBa JIWIIIEe 3a YMOBHU IIOETHAHHS IIPABOBUX, OPraHisaImiiHMX Ta KPUMiHOJOTIiUHHX 3aXOMiB, CIPAMOBAHUX
He Jiullle HA NPUTATHEHHS BUHHUX JO BiNOBiJAJbHOCTi, a I Ha CHUCTeMHEe YCYHEHHS YMOB i IDUUYUH KOPYHIIHHUX

IIPaBOMOPYIIEeHb.

Kanwuosi crosa: xopytiis, [lep:raBHa KPUMiHAIbHO-BUKOHABYA CIy:K0a YKpainu, 3amobiranusa KOpymniii, mpoTugisa
KOpymIii, KpuMiHoJOrif, meHiTeHITiapHa cuCcTeMa, CIY:KO00Bi ITPaBOTIOPYIIEHH.

Introduction. Corruption in the field of exe-
cution of criminal punishments constitutes one
of the most complex and, at the same time, highly
latent forms of crime in contemporary Ukraine.
The special status of the State Criminal-Executive
Service of Ukraine as an institution implementing
state policy in the sphere of execution of punish-
ments predetermines increased requirements for
the integrity of its personnel and the effectiveness
ofmechanismsaimedatpreventingcorruptionoffenses.
At the same time, practical evidence demonstrates
that the penitentiary system remains an area of
heightened corruption risks, which negatively
affects both the rights of convicted persons and the
overall authority of public power.

In scientific literature, it has been repeatedly
emphasized that corruption in closed institutions
possesses specific criminological characteristics
determined by limited public oversight, asymmetry
of authoritative powers, and the presence of stable
informal practices. In this regard, the State Crimi-
nal-Executive Service of Ukraine requires not only
general anti-corruption measures but also specially
adapted mechanisms of corruption counteraction
that take into account the functional and organiza-
tional specificity of penitentiary institutions.

The relevance of this issue is further intensified
by the fact that the state anti-corruption policy, as
enshrined in the Law of Ukraine “On Prevention of
Corruption,” is predominantly oriented toward uni-
versal instruments that are not always effective in
the field of execution of criminal punishments. This
circumstance necessitates a comprehensive crimi-
nological and legal analysis of existing mechanisms
for preventing and counteracting corruption within
the State Criminal-Executive Service of Ukraine in
order to develop scientifically substantiated propos-
als for their improvement.

At the same time, the application of unified
anti-corruption standards without due regard to
the specific conditions of penitentiary activity
leads to a formalized approach to the implementa-
tion of preventive measures. Such an approach sig-
nificantly reduces their practical effectiveness and
fails to address the systemic causes of corruption
in the criminal-executive sphere. Consequently,
corruption-related offenses continue to reproduce
themselves within institutional frameworks char-
acterized by heightened levels of discretion and
limited transparency.

Given the above, the need for a criminologi-
cal and legal reassessment of the existing system
of corruption prevention and counteraction in

the State Criminal-Executive Service of Ukraine
becomes evident. Such reassessment should be
aimed not only at improving legal regulation but
also at identifying and eliminating the crimino-
genic factors that contribute to the persistence
of corruption practices in the penitentiary system.
This approach enables the formation of a compre-
hensive model of anti-corruption policy focused on
both accountability and effective prevention.

Research results. Corruption within the activ-
ities of the State Criminal-Executive Service of
Ukraine represents a complex socio-legal phenom-
enon that develops under the conditions of func-
tioning of a specialized state institution character-
ized by a closed nature of operations. Unlike other
spheres of public administration, the criminal-ex-
ecutive system combines elements of state coercion,
an increased level of discretionary authority, and
continuous interaction between personnel and a
socially vulnerable category of individuals—convict-
ed persons. This specificity predetermines the dis-
tinctive criminological nature of corruption in the
penitentiary sphere.

From a criminological perspective, corruption
within the State Criminal-Executive Service can-
not be reduced solely to a set of criminally pun-
ishable acts provided for by the Criminal Code of
Ukraine. It encompasses a broader range of devi-
ant practices associated with the misuse of offi-
cial authority contrary to the interests of ser-
vice, including conduct that does not always reach
the threshold of criminal liability but neverthe-
less contributes to the formation of a persistent
criminogenic environment. As rightly noted by
V. V. Holina, criminological research on corrup-
tion should go beyond a purely criminal-law assess-
ment and focus on the analysis of the causes, condi-
tions, and mechanisms of reproduction of corrupt
behavior within a specific social environment.

The normative construction of corruption-relat-
ed criminal offenses in the activities of personnel
of the State Criminal-Executive Service primar-
ily includes offenses stipulated in Articles 364,
368, and 369-2 of the Criminal Code of Ukraine.
At the same time, official statistical data from
law enforcement agencies and judicial practice
demonstrate a significant gap between the num-
ber of detected offenses and the actual scale of
corruption within the criminal-executive system.
This situation is largely explained by the high level
of latency, which is a characteristic feature of cor-
ruption-related crime in closed institutional set-
tings [3,c.131].
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The latency of corruption in penitentiary insti-
tutions is determined by a number of interrelated
factors. First, convicted persons are placed in rela-
tionships of factual dependence on institutional
personnel, which significantly limits their will-
ingness to report corrupt practices. Second, inter-
nal control mechanisms often possess a formalized
character and fail to ensure an adequate level of
detection of abuses. Third, restricted opportuni-
ties for external public oversight contribute to
the preservation of informal corrupt practices.
In this regard, the position of O. M. Bandurka is
well-founded, as he emphasizes that corruption
in bodies endowed with extensive authoritative
powers tends toward institutionalization and self-
reproduction [10, c. 344].

A further criminological peculiarity of corrup-
tion within the State Criminal-Executive Service
manifests itself in its functional role. In certain
cases, corrupt practices perform a so-called “com-
pensatory” function, substituting for deficien-
cies in official management mechanisms, resource
shortages, or gaps in normative regulation. As
M. I. Melnyk observes, under such conditions cor-
ruption begins to be perceived by participants in
legal relations as a habitual or even inevitable ele-
ment of system functioning, which substantially
complicates its eradication through purely repres-
sive measures [16, c. 257].

An important criminological feature of cor-
ruption within the criminal-executive service is
its systemic nature. Corrupt acts are often com-
mitted not in isolation but within the framework
of established informal networks among individ-
ual employees of penitentiary institutions, and in
some instances with the tacit approval or tolerance
of management. This indicates the presence of
internal criminogenic processes that sustain cor-
rupt practices regardless of the personal charac-
teristics of individual offenders.

From the standpoint of criminological theory,
corruption in the State Criminal-Executive Ser-
vice should be regarded as the result of interaction
among organizational-managerial, socio-economic,
normative, and moral-psychological factors. Such
factors include, inter alia, insufficient material
support for personnel, staff shortages, excessive
professional workload, ambiguity of certain offi-
cial powers, and a tolerant attitude toward corrupt
manifestations within the professional environ-
ment. O. M. Lytvynov also draws attention to this
issue, emphasizing that effective counteraction to
corruption is impossible without systematic influ-
ence on the criminogenic conditions that give rise to
it[15, c. 201].

Thus, corruption within the State Criminal-Ex-
ecutive Service of Ukraine should be conceptualized
not as a collection of isolated criminal acts but as a

complex criminological phenomenon rooted in the
specific characteristics of the functioning of the
penitentiary system. This approach provides the
theoretical foundation for further analysis of legal
and criminological mechanisms aimed at preventing
and counteracting corruption in this sphere.

The legal regulation of preventing corruption in
the activities of personnel of the State Criminal-Ex-
ecutive Service of Ukraine has a specific character
determined by the special legal status of this cate-
gory of public servants and by the conditions under
which the penitentiary system operates. Unlike oth-
er areas of public service, the activities of person-
nel in penal institutions take place within a closed
institutional environment, are characterized by
an increased level of discretionary authority, and
involve a persistent asymmetry of power relations
between officials and convicted persons. These cir-
cumstances give rise to specific corruption risks
that are not fully addressed by universal anti-cor-
ruption norms [4, ¢ .21].

Under Ukrainian legislation, personnel of the
State Criminal-Executive Service are subject to
anti-corruption restrictions and prohibitions estab-
lished by the Law of Ukraine “On Prevention of
Corruption.” At the same time, the legal status of
employees of penal institutions combines elements of
general public service with those of service of a spe-
cial nature, which objectively entails an expanded
scope of authoritative powers. Such a legal config-
uration significantly increases the level of corrup-
tion risks, as personnel are effectively empowered
to make decisions that directly affect conditions of
detention, access to benefits, privileges, or restric-
tions imposed on convicted persons [5, ¢. 1955].

Normative anti-corruption restrictions aimed
at minimizing corruption risks in the activities of
the State Criminal-Executive Service personnel
include, inter alia, requirements for preventing
and resolving conflicts of interest, prohibitions
on receiving undue advantages, bans on the use of
official powers for private interests, and instru-
ments of financial control. However, in the con-
text of criminal-executive activities, these mech-
anisms demonstrate limited effectiveness, as they
are primarily oriented toward detecting formal
violations rather than eliminating systemic cor-
ruption risks.

A particular criminological problem arises
from the formalized approach to the application of
anti-corruption norms in the activities of personnel
of penal institutions. Asset declarations, conflict of
interest notifications, and anti-corruption checks
often become purely procedural exercises that are
not accompanied by a substantive analysis of actual
service conditions. As a result, latent corrupt prac-
tices related to informal access to resources, relax-
ation of regime requirements, or the granting of
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unlawful advantages to convicted persons remain
outside the scope of effective legal control.

The absence of specialized normative instru-
ments for assessing corruption risks in the activ-
ities of the State Criminal-Executive Service
personnel leads to a situation in which anti-cor-
ruption regulation fails to take into account the
internal structure of penitentiary institutions, the
nature of service interactions, and informal mech-
anisms of influence. In practice, this means that
identical anti-corruption requirements are applied
both to employees with minimal discretion and to
those who, in fact, control access to key material
and non-material resources within places of depri-
vation of liberty.

Criminological analysis demonstrates that the
formalism of normative regulation itself consti-
tutes one of the factors contributing to the repro-
duction of corruption risks in the activities of the
State Criminal-Executive Service personnel. The
existence of general prohibitions without clearly
defined sector-specific corruption indicators does
not ensure a preventive effect; on the contrary, it
creates an illusion of effective control. Consequent-
ly, legal regulation becomes focused on recording
individual violations, while the systemic conditions
underlying corrupt behavior remain unchanged.

Thus, the legal regulation of preventing corrup-
tion risks in the activities of personnel of the State
Criminal-Executive Service of Ukraine is charac-
terized by the dominance of universal anti-corrup-
tion mechanisms over specialized legal instruments
adapted to the specific nature of penitentiary ser-
vice. This necessitates a revision of approaches to
the legal support of anti-corruption policy within
the State Criminal-Executive Service, taking into
account the criminological characteristics of cor-
ruption risks inherent in the execution of criminal
punishments.

Counteracting corruption risks in the activities
of personnel of the State Criminal-Executive Ser-
vice of Ukraine requires the application not only of
general anti-corruption instruments but also of spe-
cial criminologically grounded mechanisms adapt-
ed to the specific conditions of the penitentiary
system. Unlike normative legal regulation, which
is predominantly formalized, criminological mech-
anisms are aimed at identifying, neutralizing, and
preventing the factors that directly contribute to
the reproduction of corrupt behavior among person-
nel of penal institutions.

One of the key special mechanisms for coun-
teracting corruption risks within the State Crim-
inal-Executive Service is the system of internal
control and service security. From a criminologi-
cal perspective, the effectiveness of such control is
determined not by the number of formal inspections
but by the capacity to timely detect informal cor-

rupt practices that arise in everyday service activ-
ities. In practice, however, internal control within
many penal institutions tends to focus on recording
disciplinary violations, leaving systemic corrup-
tion risks related to access to resources, relaxation
of regime requirements, or informal arrangements
between personnel and convicted persons outside
effective scrutiny.

Criminological analysis demonstrates that one
of the most vulnerable areas of activity for State
Criminal-Executive Service personnel is the exer-
cise of discretionary powers. The ability to make
individual decisions regarding conditions of deten-
tion, the application of incentives and disciplinary
sanctions, access to visits, parcels, or medical care
creates a fertile ground for the emergence of cor-
ruption risks. In the absence of transparent pro-
cedures and effective oversight, such powers are
transformed into instruments of corrupt influence,
as evidenced by materials from criminal proceed-
ings and disciplinary practice.

Personnel management mechanisms—particu-
larly selection, rotation, and performance evalua-
tion—also play a significant role in counteracting
corruption risks. From a criminological standpoint,
prolonged tenure of an employee in the same posi-
tion within a closed institutional environment facil-
itates the formation of stable informal ties, which
may evolve into corrupt practices. At the same
time, the lack of systematic rotation and objective
criteria for assessing service performance reduces
the preventive potential of personnel policy within
the State Criminal-Executive Service.

Special attention should be paid to mechanisms
for detecting and minimizing latent corruption.
The criminological specificity of the penitentiary
system lies in the fact that a significant propor-
tion of corrupt practices remain undisclosed due
to fear of retaliation, the dependence of convict-
ed persons on personnel, and corporate solidarity
among staff members. Under such conditions, tra-
ditional reporting channels for corruption prove
ineffective, and their formal existence does not
ensure the actual inflow of information regarding
corruption risks.

From a criminological perspective, the intro-
duction of continuous monitoring of corruption
risks in the activities of State Criminal-Executive
Service personnel constitutes an effective special
mechanism for counteraction. Such monitoring
should be based not only on the analysis of statisti-
cal indicators but also on the assessment of service
processes, working conditions, staff workload,
and the nature of interactions between personnel
and convicted persons. The absence of systematic
criminological monitoring results in anti-corrup-
tion measures assuming a reactive rather than pre-
ventive character.
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The criminological effectiveness of special
mechanisms for counteracting corruption risks
also largely depends on the level of anti-corrup-
tion culture among State Criminal-Executive Ser-
vice personnel. The formal conduct of trainings
and briefings without due consideration of the real
conditions of service does not contribute to the for-
mation of stable motivation for lawful behavior.
Instead, criminologically grounded anti-corruption
training programs should focus on the analysis of
typical risk situations encountered by personnel in
the course of performing their official duties.

Thus, special mechanisms for counteracting cor-
ruption risks in the activities of personnel of the
State Criminal-Executive Service of Ukraine should
be regarded as a system of interrelated criminolog-
ical measures aimed primarily at prevention rather
than merely at the detection of corruption offenses.
Their effectiveness depends on the degree of adap-
tation to the specific nature of penitentiary service
and on the capacity to influence the underlying
criminogenic factors of corrupt behavior.

Conclusions.The conducted criminological
analysis provides grounds to assert that corrup-
tion risks in the activities of personnel of the State
Criminal-Executive Service of Ukraine are predomi-
nantly systemic in nature and are determined not so
much by the individual characteristics of particu-
lar employees as by a combination of organization-
al, normative, and socio-psychological conditions
inherent in the functioning of the penitentiary sys-
tem. In this regard, effective counteraction to such
risks requires a transition from a formally reactive
anti-corruption model to a preventive system of
influence grounded in criminological theory.

First, it is expedient to introduce a sector-specific
approach to the identification and assessment of cor-
ruption risks in the activities of State Criminal-Ex-
ecutive Service personnel. Unlike universal anti-cor-
ruption instruments, such an approach should take
into account the specific nature of particular posi-
tions and functions depending on the scope of dis-
cretionary powers, the level of access to material and
non-material resources, and the intensity of inter-
action with convicted persons. Criminologically jus-
tified concentration of preventive measures on the
most risk-prone segments of service activity would
make it possible to enhance the effectiveness of cor-
ruption prevention without excessive formalism.

Second, there is a need to reconsider the func-
tional purpose of internal control mechanisms
within penal institutions. Internal control should
be oriented not merely toward the detection of dis-
ciplinary violations, but primarily toward the ear-

ly identification of latent corrupt practices arising
in everyday service activities. The introduction of
risk-oriented inspections, analysis of atypical man-
agerial decisions and service actions, as well as the
establishment of secure internal reporting chan-
nels, may significantly strengthen the preventive
potential of this mechanism.

Third, an important direction for minimizing
corruption risks lies in the improvement of person-
nel policy within the State Criminal-Executive Ser-
vice. From a criminological perspective, systematic
rotation of personnel occupying positions with an
increased level of discretion, combined with trans-
parent criteria for evaluating service performance,
is capable of reducing the likelihood of forming
stable informal ties of a corrupt nature. At the
same time, recruitment and attestation procedures
should be supplemented with elements assessing
integrity and resilience to corruption pressures.

Fourth, the effectiveness of counteracting cor-
ruption risks largely depends on the level of anti-
corruption culture among personnel. Formalized
training measures limited to familiarization with
normative prohibitions do not ensure the formation
of intrinsic motivation for lawful behavior. Instead,
criminologically oriented training programs should
be based on the analysis of typical risk situations
inherent in penitentiary service and should promote
awareness of personal responsibility for the conse-
quences of tolerating corrupt practices.

Fifth, the proposal to introduce continuous
criminological monitoring of corruption risks in
the activities of State Criminal-Executive Service
personnel appears well-grounded. Such monitoring
should combine quantitative and qualitative indica-
tors, including data on disciplinary practice, staff
turnover, internal inspections, complaints by con-
victed persons, and the results of internal control.
Its purpose should not be the mere accumulation of
statistical information, but the timely identifica-
tion of negative trends and the adjustment of pre-
ventive measures.

In summary, improving the system of coun-
teracting corruption risks in the activities of per-
sonnel of the State Criminal-Executive Service of
Ukraine is possible only through the formation of
an integrated, criminologically oriented model that
combines legal regulation, organizational mecha-
nisms, personnel policy, and systematic analysis of
criminogenic factors. Priority within such a model
should be given not to repressive measures, but to
eliminating the conditions and causes that contrib-
ute to the reproduction of corrupt behavior in the
penitentiary sphere.
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