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W3BopeH HayyeH TpyA

MPNBATHNOT BE3BEAHOCEH CUCTEM BO MNOTPAIA 1O
NETNTUMUTET N JABHA JOBEPBA

KpaTka cogp>kuHa

TpygoT v aHanusupa npupojaTa W CTeneHOT Ha NernTUMHOCT Ha npuBaT-
HNOT 6e3befHOCEH CeKTOp, M Ce (OKyCKpa Ha mpaliakbeTOo 33 T0oa Kako nernTumMuTe-
TOT eNujae Ha ynoraTa KojawTo npuaTHUTE 6e36e4HOCHN Cy6jeKTM ja umMaaT BO
BPLUEHETO MOMNLMCKK 3afa4n, Kako 1 Ha ynpaByBareTO €O 6e36egHOCTa reHepasHo.
AHanu3aTa ce NOTNMPa Ha NoCTOojHaTa akajeMcKa imTepaTypa 3a npueaTHaTa 6es-
6eHOCT, KaKo ¥ Ha KBANMTATWBHOTO NCTpaXKyBare Ha coCcTOoj6uTe B0 MakefjoHuja.
AKO paboTHMUMTE BO MPMBATHOTO 06e36edyBare WMaaT MOHU30K NErNTUMUTET
(Kako 1 nocnabu MHrepeHUM 3aynoTpeba Ha cuna) Bo cnopeaba co gp>KaBHaTa nonum-
uuja, Haym Tpeba ga ce MMaaT [Be NMpeMucn: NpBo, MOCTOMjacHa TeHAeHUMja Ha Ha-
masnyeare Ha ja3oT Mefy jaBHUOT W NpuBaTHMOT 6Ge3b6edHOCEH CEKTOp; M BTOPO,
UMajKn eo BUL feKa npuBaTHWTE 6e30efHOCHN cay>KOeHuuy n upMmn cTaHysaaT ce
MOVHBONBUPAHN BO BPLUEHE HA TPaANLMOHANHN NOAMLMCKN (YHKUMKM, cnabuoT nernTw-
MWTET M OTCYCTEeoTO Ha NpaBHa MOK 3a AejCTBYyBatbe MOXKe [a Ce 0fpasu HeraTus-
HO Ha HWEHOTO fJejcTByeawe BO uMiaHWHa. Cenak, BO AafeHWOT Mur, cnabocTnTe eo
norneg Ha NerMTUMWTETOT Ha nNpuBaTHaTa 6e36egHOCT BO MakefoHuja He ce gehu-
HMPaHW Kako akyTeH W BWANMB Mpobnem, €O Ornef Ha Toa WTOo Ha npuBaTHUTE 6es-
6eIHOCHN aKTepn UM ce [ofeNeHn cneLntuyHN NpaBHW OBNacTysama U LWTO mue He
Ce MOTNMUpaaT Ha NernTUMUTETOT e0 MepKa €0 Koja Toa e MpuHyAeHa Aa ro npasu
noanumMjaTa eo eplleweTO Ha HejsuHaTa [ejHOCT.

KnyyHu 36oposu: MPUBATHA BE3BEAHOCT, JABHA NOBEPBA, NETU-
TUMWTET, YMNPABYBAWE CO BE3BEHOCTA, MAKEAOHWJIA

Bosepg

3HAUMTENTHMOT pacT Ha NpuBaTHaTa 6e3befHOCHa MHAYCTpUja NpUBeYe rone-
MO BHMMaHWe, Koe Ce ABW>Kelle of Toa fa Ce rfeja Ha Hea HU3 Npu3Ma Ha 06MYHa Jby-
60nuTHOCT (,,MpUBaTHa NOMMLMja HAaBUCTMHA NOCTON™) 4O TeMa Koja CTaHyBa MHTepec-
Ha 3a UCTPaXyBare Of] CTpaHa Ha Hay4yHWTe PaboTHMLW, NOAUTUYAPUTE M 3aKOHOAB-
unte. HajronemnoT 6poj cTyauu nokaxyBaaT 6aBHa, HO NO3WTMBHA MPOMEHA BO NO3u-
LiMjaTa Ha NPUBATHNOT CEKTOP BO NONETO Ha 6e36eA4HOCTA; MHO3MHA Ce CNOXYBaaT AeKa
BO [€eMOKpaTUMTE Taa KOHEYHO ro AOCTUFHA CTaTyCOT Ha KpeAubuneH napTHeEpP Ha cu-
NINTE Ha jaBHaTa 6e36eAHOCT. Be3 orneq Ha NOCTOjHUTE MPOGIEMU, UAN MOTOYHO TOKMY
nopagu HUBHOTO MOCTOEHE, NPUBATHMOT 6e36eHOCEH CEKTOP He € camo NIerMTUMEH,
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TYKY ¥ MHOTY 3Ha4aeH NpeamMeT Ha UCTpaxyBawe. MefyToa, ronem 6poj Hay4Hu paboT-
HMLM ce cornacyBaaT [eKka CTaHyBa 360p 3a MPUAMYHO MpobnemaTuyeH unm amb6uBa-
NeHTEeH npegMeT Ha nctpaxyBsarwe (Ocqueteau 1993) nopagn HerosaTa ABOjHa AehHU-
UMja 1 npusma Ha aHanm3a, Koja Kpempa AMXOTOMMja BO HEroBoTO pasbupare. IMpBo,
npuBaTHaTa 6e36e4HOCT ce chaKa Kako efieH creunduyeH nasapeH cektop (perynupad
CO [1e/I0BHOTO NpaBO), KOj € peuncy cocema AeTePMUHUPaH 0f Na3apHWUTe 3aKOHUTOCTU
Ha MoHyAaTa U nobapysaukaTa. Cropef oBa rneguwTte, 6e36eqHOCTa e MPBEHCTBEHO
cToKa (Savas 1982), a He npaBo. OcHOBaTa Ha BTOPOTO CTOja/IULLTE € BO BPEAHOCHOTO
pe3oHupate. ViMajKkv ja BO BUf cneyuduyHata npupoga Ha NoHyAeHUTe 1 NPOMOBUpa-
HU yCNyrn KOM MOXaT fAa MUmaaT BAujaHue BP3 CEKOro (NMpeBeHuMja of KpMMUHan, 3all-
TUTa Of PU3NLM 1 HEMOTOAM, UTH), Ce jaByBa NOTpeda 04 HOBM LIEHTPY Ha perynauumja,
KOW KpeupaaT HOB MOPEAOK CO MOMOLU Ha anTepHaTUMBHU MOMMLMCKW CRyX6WU BO On-
LUTeCTBOTO. BO KOHTEKCT Ha OBa BuAyBawe, 6e36eAHOCTa € MpPaBO CTEKHATO HU3 WUCTO-
pujaTa [0 CTeneH Ha AO/HKHOCT Ha CTpaHaTa Ha couujasiHaTa Ap)KaBa crpema Hej3uHuTe
rpafaHn. OTTyKa, Taa He e NasapHa CTOKa Koja Tpeba fa ce fo6ue 3a NapuyeH Hafo-
MeCT.

Bo pamkuTe Ha 0BOj TekCT, noj npusaTHa 6e36eqHOCT ce nogpasbupaat npu-
BaTHWUTe (hMpMU (areHLMmn) KoM Ha CBOUTe KIUEHTU UM 06e36eayBaaT nepcoHasn, TexHU-
YKW CpeacTBa M YCNYyru, Kako 1 6e36efHOCHMTE CAYX6U Ha rofemmuTe KOMnaHuu (Kop-
nopatmsHa 6e36eaHoct) (Mulone 2016, 280). Hu3 akafemckarta nutepatypa Moxe fa
Ce CpeTHaT MHOTy NpuUMepy BO KOW Ce NOCoYyBaaT HefoCTaToLMTe Ha npuBaTHara 6es-
6efHOCHa MHAYCTpWja, 0COBEHO cnopefeHa CO jaBHaTa nonuumja, a Tue 3abenewwku ce
HajuyecTo BO OfHOC Ha HeJOCTaTOK Ha COOABETHMW (NMpaBHM) OBMACTyBakba, NErMTUMUTET,
eKkcnepTMsa M NpojecuMoHasIHW BEWTWUHWU, TPEHUMHT U OT4yeTHOCT (Jones&Newbum
2006). Pa3bupareTo Ha NPUBATHOTO BpPLLUEHE HA NOAULMCKMX 3aa4yM U HEFOBOTO (PYHK-
LiOHMpatbe e BO rosieMa Mepa OnpefesieHo of aHanu3arta Ha pasIMuyHnUTe N3BOPK Ha fie-
rmTMmnTeT.1

1. JTeruTUMUTETOT Ha NPUBATHUOT Ge36eJHOCEH CEKTOP

KoHLeNnToT Ha NerMTUMMTET Ce NOBP3yBa CO aBTOPUTETOT, KOj MOXE Aa ce je-
thrHUpa Kako nermtumHa Mok (Weber 1978, Habermas 1978). Crnopef HeKou aBTopu
(Bourdieu 1986), Toj BO efeH Aen ce ofHecyBa Ha CNoCcOBHOCTA Ha OMLITECTBEHUTE TPpy-
nn ga rn TpaHcopmupaaT ApyruTe BUAOBW KanuTan (EKOHOMCKM, COUMjaneH u KynTy-
PEH) BO CMMOOMIMYKM KanuTasl, WTO UM OBO3MOXYBa 3a3eMarbe crneymmyHa AOMUHAHT-
Ha nosuuuja Bo efHo none. OTTyKa, NErMTUMUTETOT € HYXKHO MOBP3aH CO KOHLIENTOT Ha
MOKTa (1 cunata). JIErMTUMUTETOT e 0f CYLUTECTBEHO 3Hauee 3a BpLUEHEe Ha mpode-
CUOHaNHWTe 33a4m BO ob6nacTa Ha nonuumckaTa paboTa, nopagu HakToT LUTO Taa OBO3-
MOXyBa ¥ 06e36eayBa MUHUMAaNHO MOTNMpakwe Ha npuHyga (Mulone 2016). Pa3bupnu-
BO, Ce HaMeTHyBa C/MeAHOBO Mpallare: ako NerMTMMUTETOT MMa TONKAaBO 3HAYeHe 3a
nosmunckaTta paboTa, Toralwl KakBO € HEFOBOTO 3Hauewe 3a MpuBaTHaTa 6e36egHOCHa
UHAYyCTpUja?

MoueTHaTa TOYKa BO aHa/iM3aTta e (PakToT LWTO MOCTOU OFPOMHA pasnnKa nome-
fy cMMBGOANYKMOT KanuTa Koj ro nocefysa Ap>kaBHaTa nonvumnja v o4 MannoT Koj € Ha
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cTpaHaTa Ha NpuBaTHMOT 6e36efHOCEH CEKTOp, LypW W BO pasBMEHUTE AEMOKPATUW.
CBecHU 3a 0Ba, NMpWBaTHWTe NPOGecMoHanUM HacTojyBaaT Aa JobujaT npusHaHue 3a
CBOETO 3Hauewe W cTpaTerncka ynora of fpxkasaTta. TOKMY Nnopagv Toa MpuBaTHUOT
CEKTOp 1 No34paByBa ApPXKaBHUTE PerynaTuey, Ha KOW He Ce rnefa Kako Ha HaMeTHaTu
06BpCKM, TYKY Kako CMMO60M Ha MpWU3HaHWeTO A0 ApXaBHWTe BNacTW 3a HWBHaTa Aej-
HocT. /IcTOTO Toa ce ofHecyBa M Ha MakeAOHCKMOT npuBaTeH 6e36e4HOCEH CEKTOP, KOj
[ypU 1 CaMMOT Ce jaByBa Kako MHULMjaTOP Ha [OHECYBare 3aKOHCKa perynatusa ylTe
BO paHUTe rofuHW Ha HejsuHata nojasa (bakpecku 2016, BaHkoBcka 2016, Komopa
2015). MoTparaTta No NerMTUMUTET He CMee fa ce chaTy Kako obua fa ce HalMKyBa Ha
nonuumjata UM Aa ce 0CBOjaT cpuarta Ha rparaHuTe. OBa e MOBeKe HauuMH fa ce 3rone-
MKW CBOjaTa NpPeno3HaT/IMBOCT BO O4MTe Ha BNacTUTe, Kako U Aa ce fobujaT HOBM JOro-
BOpU 3a paboTa. Tpeba Aga ce MMa BO BUJA AeKa Na3apoT 3a 6e36e4HOCT, rNaBHO, Ce BPTH
OKONy [iBe KaTeropumn KINEHTU: BNacTuTe (Ha CEKOE HWMBO) M KomnaHumTe. OTCYCTBOTO
Ha NerMTUMMUTET He ce CMeTa 3a Npobnem Koj Bfnjae BP3 NpogecnoHanHocTa (Kako LWTo
e Cyyaj co monmumjata), TYKY Kako HeLwTo LUTO Mpeyn BO CTeKHyBakeTo npogut. Ha-
Kyco, npuBaTHuTe 6e36eA4HOCHM aKTepu bGapaaT NerMTUMWTET MOTBPAEH Of LpXKasarta,
KOj He e NlecHo fAa ce fobue Mpeky M Haj KomepuujanHuot nermtumunTeT (Ocqueteau
1993,113).

2. 3HauyewEeTO Ha jaBHaTa foBepba 3a NMPUBATHUOT 6e36e4HOCEH CEKTOP

JaBHaTa foBep6a vMa ronemo 3Hauere 3a NerMTUMUTETOT U nepdopmaHcuTe
Ha cekoja gemokpatcka Bnact (Putnam 1993). Taa e KOMMOHEHTA Ha COLMja/THNOT Ka-
nuTan uja onecHyBa copaboTKaTa Koja e Hy>KHa 3a NOCTOeHe Ha NonMTUYKaTa 3aefHu-
La, Kako 1 3a e(eKTMBHOTO MeHalmpare Ha OMLITeCTBOTO. 3HayereTo Ha gosepbarta
[OMONMHWTENHO € HarflaCeHo BO KOHTEKCT Ha Heu3BEeCHOCT, buiejkn rparfaHute 06UMYHO
He pacrofiaraaT Co eKcrnepTusa, BpeMe W Croco6HOCTM fa NPOLEHAT fanu jaBHUTE rMo-
NUTVKN Ce COOABETHM BO 06/1acTa Ha MeHayupame co pusuum. Of fpyra cTpaHa, onara-
HETO Ha jaBHaTa [oBep6a BO NOMMTUUKNTE UHCTUTYLUN U NUAEPUTE € rN06aeH TPeH.
OBaa cuTyaumja uma Cepro3eH MMNakT BP3 NErUTUMUTETOT Ha OHWE KOW ynpaByBaaT.
Mokpaj Kpu3ata Ha NerMTUMUTETOT, OApedeHn aBTopy 360pyBaart v 3a ,,epa Ha HeLoBep-
6a“ (Hardin 2006). HepgoBepbaTa BO 613HMC-CY6jeKTUTE He e HULLTO HOBO; Taa W npeT-
X04M Ha rnobasHata eKOHOMCKa Kpu3a. Bo Make[OHCKOTO TpaH3ULMCKO OMNLTEeCTBO
Tpeballe fa MUHe [0CTa BpeMe 3a MPUBATHMOT BU3HUC fia Ce CTEKHE CO HEeKaKOB jaBeH
pecneKkT HajMHOry nopagm XMnoTeknTe Ha KpMMUHaNHaTa TpaHsmumja og 1990-tute ro-
OVMHW. HMCKOTO HMBO Ha couwmjaneH kanuTan Bo MakefoHuja e BeKe JOKYMEHTUpPaH 0f
uctpaxysaumte (Markovie and Damjanovski 2015).

[eHepanHo rnegaHo, GU3HNCMeEHUTE Ce COOYyBaaT CO TELIKOTUM BO moTpararta
no ogrosopuTe Ha npawakwara, kako LUTO C€: Kako jaBHaTa foBep6a BO KOMI'IaHVIjaTa ce
0fpa3syBa Ha Hej3nHaTa paboTa? Kakso e BN1jaHMETO Ha HUCKMOT CTEMeH Ha floBepba BO
JpxaBHaTa perynatnsa? Kow (aktopu nmaaT Nno3nTUBHO BMjaHWe Ha OfPEefeHU rpynu
KMMeHTU? Kako MoXe fia ce MpOLEHW HMBOTO Ha jaBHa fosepba BO opraHusaumjara?
(Harris, Moriarty and Wicks 2014). Bo BpeMe Kora puHaHC/CKaTa Kpusa 1 ckaHganmTe
ce CeKOojHeBMe, 0f KNYy4YHO 3Hayere e pasbupareTo Ha jaBHaTa fosepba BO 6GU3HUCOT,
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Kako 1 CTeNeHOT BO KOj jaBHaTa foBepba MOXe [a Bivjae Ha OApXKyBarbe Ha 34paBuTe
nasapHu OAHOCK. W Mokpaj eBMAEHTHOTO 3Hayere Ha jaBHaTa JoBepba 3a oafenHuTe
GU3HMCKU, PeUncn 1 HeMa HayuYHU UCTpaxKyBara Ha oBaa Tema. JlnTepartypaTa Koja e Ha
pacnonarawe ce 0gHecyBa CaMO Ha OpraHusauuckata foeepba (MerynepcoHaiHa 1 me-
fyopraHu3aymcka), 0co6eHo BO chepaTa Ha MeHalIMeHTOT. [loBepb6aTa MMa roneMo 3Ha-
Yyerbe 3a CeKoja NPouTHA AejHOCT: Taa BAMjae Ha penyTauujaTta, nepdopmaHcute Ha
KOMMNaHUWTe, HUBHATa BPeSHOCT M perynaumja.

He nocton onwTonpudgareHa gepuHnunja 3a gosepbarta, 6uaejku Taa 3aBucu
0/ BMAOT Ha aHanu3ata (EKOHOMCKA, COLMOSOLLKA M MCUMXOMOLWKa). JaBHaTa AoBepb6a
06M4HO ce cthaka Kako MOArOTBEHOCT Ha jaBHOCTa WAW OMLITECTBOTO fa Ce MOTnpe Ha
WHCTUTYLUWTE, BKIYYYBajKnN M 1 KOMepumjanHute. BusHuc-opraHnsauumTe Mopa faja
3acny»xat jaBHaTta foBepb6a npeky gobpaTa paboTa, WITO e M MpUMapHa 3ajaya Ha Me-
HalIMeHTOT. be3 fosep6a, MHOTY WHCTUTYLUMW, BKNYYYBajKu MV BNaguWHWTE U CTOMaH-
CKMTe, He MoXaT ga 6ugat npogyktmeHm (Fukuyama 1995). JaBHaTa goBep6a BO 6um3-
HWUCOT efBaj e npefMeT Ha Hay4Ha aHanu3a (Poppo&Schepker 2010), a oBa ce ofHecyBa
M Ha npusaTtHaTa 6e36efHoCT. Cenak, MHO3MHa YKaXXyBaaT Ha efleH napafokc: O Mpo-
ANnaboyyBareTo Ha ja3oT Ha HefoBep6aTa BO GU3HMCOT M KOPMOPaLunTe, UCTOBPEMEHO
pacTe notpe6aTa of jaBHa foBepba MOpagn MOAUTUYKUTE, TEXHOMOLIKNTE, EKOHOMCKU-
Te U counjanHmTe cnyyysama. OBaa KOHTpaguKLmja rm npuHyyBa MeHayepuTe aa Bno-
KaT JOMOMHUTENHN HaMopW BO jaBHO OMpaBAyBate Ha CBOjaTa ,,/IMLEHLA 3a [ejCTBYBa-
He“, a 3apajy jakHewe Ha NerMTMMUTETOT MNPeKy Nporpamy Ha KoprnopaTvBHa OrLiTe-
CTBEHa OfrOBOPHOCT. MCTpaxyBarwara Ha jaBHOTO MUC/eHE Ce efjleH Of, BooOuYyaeHuTe
HauMHW 3a NPOLeHYBakEe Ha jaBHMOT CTaB KOH OApeAeHa AejHOCT Mmn Cy6jeKT.

Bo noonwTa cmucna, foBepbaTta 3HauM MOAFOTBEHOCT 3a MOTNMpawe Ha Apyr
cy6jekT, Koj 61 AejcTBYBan BO Halle MMe, a 3aCHOBAHO Ha YyBepyBaweTo [eKa Toj uma
KanauuTeTn aa Hocu eteKTMBHU Of/YKM BO BPCKa CO OHa LUTO € BO Hall uHTepec. Pas-
BOjOT Ha 6M3HMCOT Ha NpuBaTHaTa 6e3befHOCT e (haKT WU BO Pa3BUEHUTE LeMOKpaTum U
BO Hepa3BMEHWUTE W MOCTKOH(IMKTHU 3eMju, Na OTTYKa U NpallaweTo 3a NernTuMmTe-
TOT OCTaHyBa BaXHO W MOKpaj cuTe APYrn pasnunku mery oue 3emju. JlernTumMmnteToT
npeTcTaByBa NocebeH BUA NOTMMpare Ha efeH 36Mp HOPMK M NpaBWfa, KOe ce pasnu-
KyBa W 0f, OfHECYBateTO BOAEHO 0f CebuyeH UHTepec U Of OHa KOe ce noTnopa Ha
npuHyga (Hurrell 2005). JleruTuMnTeTOT AeHec, 6apeM Ha AEKNapaTMBHO HUBO, € ef-
HaKBO B@XXEH W 3a jaBHMOT U 3a NPUBATHUOT CEKTOP, U NOKPaj Toa LUTO BTOPMOT MNpu-
BIEKYBa MHOrY nomano BHMMaHwe. Kage wTo nocton cnab nerutMMMTET, nNpusBatHaTta
6e36e4HOCHa MHAYCTPMja e NpeTcTaBeHa (MM AypU U caMo NPeTCcTaBeHa) Kako BU3HMC
BO eKCMnaH3uja, Koj e camoybefleH BO CBOjaTa yaora 1 nosuumja BO 04HOC Ha Croco6Ho-
CTa fia ce CrnpaByBa CO pacCTEYKMUTE U pa3sHOBMAHM 6e36eaHOCHUN Gaparba. JuHaMuyHaTta
npupoja Ha npmBaTHaTa 6e36eHOCT HEPETKO Ce UYCTPUPa CO MHCUCTHParE Ha HeKon-
Ky Te3n: BO Hea NOCTOM rosieM 06pT Ha PUHAHCUCKM CPeAcTBa, ronem 6poj BpaboTeHwu,
KOj MOHeKorawl ro npeMuHyBa 6pojoT Ha noanuajum; 6p3 TEXHOMOLWKM HanpeaoK Bo 06-
nacTta; pasHOBMAHa M 6oraTa MOHyAa Ha KomepuujanHu 6e36egHocHU ycnyru (George
and Button 2000; Button 2002). OBa e cnukaTa Koja ce crnofenyBsa, HO, U NOKpaj Toa,
MoCTOjaT CEPMO3HN TPVXKM 3a MAHMHATA, OMAejKM Cropes HEKOM aBTOPM MOCTOM Kpu3a
Ha nerutumutet (Gibson 2007, 2). Cekoja ceonarHa aHanM3a Nokaxysa Jeka camo-
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npomoumjata e npuapykeHa co oapefAeHa HeMpMjaTHOCT Kora CTaHyBa 360p 3a CBOjOT
nernTUMnTeT, jaBHa penyTaymnja n cn. (Thumala, Goold and Loader 2011). Cnopeg Bajt
(White 2010), cybjekTuTe Ha npuBaTHaTa 6€36eAHOCT 1 HaTaMy Ce COO4yBaaT CO Mpo6-
NeMOT Ha JOKaXyBatbe 1 0fpXXyBare Ha NeruTMMUTeToT, 0CO6EHO BO MOr/es Ha HUBHa-
Ta jaBHa penyTauuja. MpnunMHMTe 3a NpobnemMaTMyHMOT UMK Tpeba fa ce 6apaaT BO
(haKTUTe KOWM YKa)KyBaaT Ha HWCKO MaaTeH NepcoHas, HUCKO HUMBO Ha MpodecuoHanu-
3am, BpabOTyBake Ha nuua Co KpuMuHaiHO MuHato (Brookes 2007; Hobbs et al.,
2003). CuTyaymjaTa e faneky nonowa Bo MIagnTe 4eMOKpPaTMK, HO Taa Ce CpeKasa M BO
pa3BueHn 3emju, Kako WwTo e LLBeacka. MNpueaTHaTa 6e36egHOCHA MHAYCTPUja (hYHKLM-
OHVpa BO jaBEH KOHTEKCT BO KOj Ce BKOPEHETW YBepyBakaTa Aeka nonmumuckara paborta
n, reHepanHo 6e36efHOCTa, € ApXKaBHa 3agaya. MpodecunjaTta ,,06e36egyBay” ce cmeTa
3a e4Ha Of OHMEe KOW Ce Ha ncTaTa Ha T.H. BalKaHu pa6oTu. Mog ,,BankaHa pabota“ ce
nospasbupa n3BpLIyBare 3a4a4y Kou ce nepumMnupaar Kako M3nyKu, ONLTECTBEHO U
mopanHo ontoBapeHn (Hughes1958, 122). Xjy ykayBa feka OMWTeCTBOTO Aenervpa
13BpLUYyBatbe Ha OAPeAeHN paboTu/3aHMMatba, NCTOBPEMEHO CTUFMATU3UPajKN 1 nyfe-
TO Kou 1 m3spwysaaT. CO TEKOT Ha BPEMETO, YIEHOBUTE Ha OBME MPOMECUOHASTHM
rpynu noyHysaat Aa ce UaeHTUMUKyBaaT co paboTaTa Koja ja Bpwart (Lofstrand, Loftus
and Loader 2016, 299). YwTe og 1970-TuTe rognMHn nocTon yBepyBawe Aeka npusart-
HMOT 6e36e4HOCEH NepcoHaN ce KOONTMpa 3a Aa BPLUM BankaHM paboTu 3a ONLTeCcTBO-
TO 1 3a nonmuunjata (Becker 1974).

MakefoHCKMOT npuBaTeH 6e36eHOCEH CEKTOP Ce COO4YyBa CO UCTUTE Mpobne-
MW, HajMHOry nopagu cnaboctuTe v rpelwknTe of 1990-TWTe roAMHKM Kora 3amno4vHyBa
AejHocTa (Komopa 2015). Cenak, npallaweTo Ha NerMTMMUTETOT U jaBHaTa foBepba He
ce 0TBOpaaT Ha OpraHu3MpaH HauuH oA ABe NpuumMHKU: 1) NnpuBaTHMOT 6e36e4HOCEH CEK-
TOp MOBeKe Ce NMOTNMpa Ha 34€e/KM CO BNaWHN Y jaBHWN eHTUTETM OTKOJ/IKY Ha rpafaHuTe
1 ManuTe opMu; BTOPO, KOMEPLUjasIHUOT NEerMTUMUTET € BO CEHKa Ha MpoLecoT Ha
napTusaymja, na Taka ycrnexoT 3aBMCK MOBeKe 0f NOBP3aHOCTa CO LIEHTPUTE Ha MOK OT-
KONKY 0f NpothecoHan1M3MoT 1 jaBHaTa penyTauumja. MocnegHmee rogmHn Komoparta 3a
npueaTHo 06e36efyBarbe Ha MakefOHMja BNOXYBa rofIeMy Harmopu Bo jaBHa nNpomoLuja
Ha [ilejHOCTa 1 Toa BO pPasNnUyYHM (opMu, Kako MoAApLUIKa 3a jaBeH Aujanor, ny6nvkauum
U Hay4HWU COOMPU KOW T MOBP3yBaaT Hay4yHUTEe paboTHULM CO NpakTuyapuTe U cn. Vc-
TO Taka, BOBEleH e PefoBeH roanileH HacTaH ([eHoBM Ha npuBaTHaTa 6e36e4HOCT), Ka-
KO 1 3aCMNEHN Hanopu 3a MeAMyMCKo npucycTtso. Cenak, MeaMyMmckaTa npeseHTaumja
Ha OBaa [iejHOCT e MOBEKe HeraTMBHa OTKO/KY atmpmaTriBHa, 0CO6EHO Kora AiejHoCcTa ce
NPUKaXxyBa Kako NpoAo/kKeHa paka Ha LeHTPUTe Ha MOK.

3aKyyok

3a pas3NinKa of 6orataTta nutepatypa u ucTpaxysatw a 3a JIESTUTUMUTETOT I/IjaB-
HaTa foBepba BO MonuumjaTta, Bo cpepaTa Ha NpuBaTHOTO 06e36eflyBare He ce nocTa-
ByBaaT OBME Mpallawa Co UCT eHTy3ujasam. OBa e napafokcanHa cutyauuja, kora ce
3Hae feKa ja3oT Mefy jaBHWTe U NpuBaTHMTE NOMULMCKN [ejHOCTU Ce HamalyBa, co Toa
LITO NPUBATHUTE aKTepy CTaHyBaaT NerMTUMeH Aen Ha 6e36efHOCHMOT cekTop. W no-
Kpaj 6p3noT pacT Ha AiejHoCcTa, MHOrY MasiKy Ce 3Hae 3a TOa Kako jaBHOCTa v nepumnu-
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pa HOCMTeNMTe Ha npuBaTHaTa 6e36eA4HOCT 1 3a HMBHATA YN0ra BO jaKHEHETO Ha YyB-
CTBOTO Ha jaBHa CUrypHOCT. BO TeKCTOT € HanpaBeH 06ufA fa Ce NocTaBaT 3HayajHu
npallatba, 0CO6eHO BO MOrfes Ha MaKe[OHCKMOT Ciyyaj. AKO ce npugat GakToT aeka
nonuumjaTa e yectonaty nNpesmeT Ha KOHTPOBEP3MM BO jaBHOCTa, IOTMYHO e fa ce 3a-
KNy4n v feka npuBaTHaTa 6e3befHOCT e NpejMeT Ha HefoBepba M KOHTPOBep3uu, fe-
NYMHO NOpag1 HeOBO/IHOTO 3HaeHE 3a 0Baa PelaTUBHO HOBA figjHOCT. [pyrarta npuyu-
Ha Tpeba fja ce 6apa BO BKOPEHETUTE CTEPEOTUNM 3a 0Baa AiejHOCT KaKo ,,BasikaHa pabo-
Ta"“ n3pegyBaHa 0f cnabo 0byyeH NepcoHan Co HU30K NPOMECMOHANEH €TOC, KPUMUHAN-
HO MWHATO WU OAHecyBakwe (MOLEPHO PEKEeTapCTBO, Kako LUTO MHO3MHA ro onpeaeny-
BaaT). J/IerMTUMUTETOT Ha NPUBATHUOT 6e36eAHOCEH CEKTOP MMa [iBe KOMMOHEHTU: jaB-
Ha 1 KomepLuujanHa. Bo ycnoBu Ha Kpv3a Ha jeMOKpaTujaTa 1 ynpaByBakbeTo BO Apxa-
BaTa, MOXE [a ce 04YeKyBa U [eka npueaTHaTa 6e3befHOCHA MHAYCTPMja Ke nma ywTe
MOHM30K NErMTUMMUTET, OCOGEHO KOra e noJ NaTpoHaXa Ha NOMUTUYKUTE U APYTU LEeHT-
pY Ha MOK.
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PRIVATE SECURITY SECTOR IN QUEST FOR LEGITIMACY AND PUBLIC
TRUST

Abstract

The purpose of this chapter is to question the degree and the nature of legiti-
macy held by the private security sector, and how this can affect the role private actors
play in thefield ofpolicing and in the governance ofsecurity. We draw mainly on the
existing academic literature on private policing, as well as our own qualitative research
conducted in Macedonia. Ifprivate security personnel have less legitimacy (andforce)
than their public counterpart (state police), one should keep in mind two nuances:first,
there is a tendency toward shrinking ofthe gap between the two sectors; and second, as
private security officers and companies are likely to become increasingly involved in
traditional policefunctions, their lack oflegitimacy and legal powers could significant-
ly impede their actions in thefuture. However, at this point the legitimacy shortcomings
ofprivate security in Macedonia do not represent a visible problem, considering that
the private security actors are usually given specific legal powers and they do not rely
on legitimacy as much as the police do in order to do theirjob.

Key words: PRIVATE SECURITY, PUBLIC TRUST, LEGITIMACY, GOV-
ERNANCE OF SECURITY, MEDIA

Introduction

The remarkable growth of the private security industry has drawn its fair share
of attention, going from an object of simple curiosity (‘private policing does exist’) to a
topic fully investigated by academics, politicians, and legislators. Most of the studies
show a slow, but positive change in the position of the private sector in the field of se-
curity; many agree that it has finally reached the status of a credible partner of the pub-
lic security forces in many democracies. Regardless of the existing problems, or better
because of them, the private security sector is not only a legitimate issue for scholarly
research, but it is also a very important one. Yet, many scholars agree that it is still a rat-
her problematic research object (Ocqueteau 1993) due to its dual definition and prism of
analysis, which creates dichotomy in its understanding. First, private security is seen as
one specific market sector (regulated by business law), which responds almost entirely
to laws of demand and supply. In this view security is primarily a commodity (Savas
1982) rather than a right. The second standpoint is based on normative and moralistic
reasoning. Due to the very nature of the offered and promoted services that affect every-
body (prevention, disaster and risk protection, etc.), new centres of regulation appear as
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necessary, thus creating a new policing order in society. Within this paradigm, security
is a historically attained right (to the degree that it has become an obligation of the wel-
fare state towards its citizens), and not a commodity for purchase.

Private security will be understood here as the private enterprises that provide
security personnel, technologies, and services to customers, but also as the security de-
partments of big companies (corporate security) (Mulone 2016, 280).Vast of the acade-
mic literature regularly points out shortcomings of the private security industry when
compared to their public counterpart, such as a lack of (legal) powers, of legitimacy, of
expertise and professional skills, of training, and of accountability (Jones & Newbum
2006). Understanding of private policing and its functioning depends on the analysis of
its different sources of legitimacy.

1. The Legitimacy of Private Security

The concept of legitimacy is linked to authority, which can be defined as a le-
gitimate power (Weber 1978, Habermas 1978). According to Bourdieu (1986), it is in
part the capacity of social groups to transform other types of capital (economic, social,
and cultural) into symbolic ones that make them able to secure a specific dominant posi-
tion in a field. Legitimacy is therefore inextricably linked to the concept of power (and
force). Legitimacy is essential to the professional practices in the policing field, consid-
ering that the fact of being legitimate allows the use of a minimal amount of coercion to
obtain compliance (Mulone 2016). Logically, one could pose the following question: If
legitimacy is essential to police work, what roles does it play for the private security in-
dustry?

The starting premise here is that there is vast distance between the symbolic
capital held by the public police and the very small amount that the private security sec-
tor has succeeded in accumulating even in developed democracies. Having been aware
of this situation, the private security professionals are usually complaining about it, ask-
ing for more recognition by the State of their importance and strategic role. That is the
key reason why the private security industry has for the most part warmly welcomed the
new regulations that were imposed on them lately. Namely, they did not see them as
new obligations, but rather as a symbol of the recognition by the state authorities of
their importance in the field of policing. The same applies to the Macedonian private se-
curity sector that has been even an initiator of new legal regulation since its onset (Bak-
reski 2016, BaHkoBcka 2016, Komopa 2015). This quest for legitimacy must not be un-
derstood as an attempt to resemble the police, or to eventually take their place in the pe-
ople’s hearts. It is more a way to increase visibility in the eyes of state authorities, and
thus gain new contracts for the industry. One should keep in mind that the market of se-
curity is mainly built around two categories of customers, the government (at every le-
vel) and the companies. The lack of legitimacy is not seen as a problem, because it in-
terferes with professional work (as would be the case for the public police), but because
it can impede efforts toward economic profit. In sum, private security actors seek state-
approved legitimacy, which is not always so easy to come by, over and above commer-
cial legitimacy (Ocqueteau 1993, 113).
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2. The Significance of Public Trust for Private Security Sector

Public trust has a big significance for legitimation and performances of any de-
mocratic governance (Putnam 1993). It is a component of social capital and facilitates
the kind of cooperation that is necessary for existence of any political community as
well as for effective societal management. The meaning of trust is additionally emphasi-
zed in the context of uncertainty, because the citizens usually do not have the necessary
expertize, time and abilities to evaluate if the public policies are adequate, especially
when it comes to risk management. On the other hand, the decline of public trust in po-
litical institutions and leaders is a global trend. This situation seriously affects the legiti-
macy of those who govern. In addition to legitimacy crisis, some authors speak of ‘era
of distrust” (Hardin 2006). Distrust in business subjects is nothing new; it precedes the
current global financial and economic crisis. In the transitional Macedonian society it
took quite some time for the private business to gain public respect mostly due to the le-
gacy of criminal privatization in the 90-ies. The low level of social capital in Macedonia
has been documented by the researchers (Markovic and Damjanovski 2015).

Generally speaking, businesspersons face difficulties in the quest for answers
to the following questions: how does public trust in business affect one’s company?
What is the impact of the low level of trust in the state regulation? Which factors have
positive influence on specific target groups? How could business organization estimate
public trust (Harris, Moriarty and Wicks 2014)? In a world where financial crises and
scandals are an everyday phenomenon, it is of vital significance to put some effort in or-
der to understand the role of public trust in businesses, as well as the degree to which
public trust may affect maintenance of healthy market relations. Despite the obvious
significance of public trust for various businesses, there are almost no academic re-
search outcomes in this matter. One could eventually find some literature related to or-
ganizational trust (interpersonal and interorganizational ones), especially in the field of
management. Trust has great importance for any business: it influences the reputation,
and performances of companies, their value and regulation.

There is no generally accepted definition of trust, because of different points of
analysis, such as economic, sociological and psychological. Public trust is usually un-
derstood as readiness of the public or society to rely on institutions, including the com-
mercial ones. Business organizations have to deserve public trust through their good
work, and that is the primary task of any management. With no trust, many institutions
including governmental and business ones, cannot be productive (Fukuyama 1995).
Public trust in business (Poppo & Schepker 2010) is scarcely research issue, which ap-
plies even more when it comes to private security actors. Yet, many observers point out
to a paradox: while the gap of distrust in business and corporations deepens, at the same
time there is increase of demand for such a trust due to the political, technological, eco-
nomic and social developments. This contradiction makes business managers put more
effort in the strengthening of the justification of their ‘license to act’ before the public,
in order to establish legitimacy through programmes of corporative societal responsibil-
ity. Public opinion surveys are one of the usual ways of assessment of public attitude to-
wards certain business activity/actor. In the context of public trust, public refers to the



258 FACULTE DE PHILOSOPHIE SKOPJE

society as a whole, although companies usually care only for the groups that are their
current or potential clients.

In more general terms, trust means readiness to rely on another subject, which
would act on our behalf, based on the persuasion that it bears capabilities to make effec-
tive decisions with regard to our interests. The growth of private security business is
reality both in developed democracies and underdeveloped and post-conflict states, hen-
ce the issue of legitimacy remains crucial despite all differences among them. Legitima-
cy represents a special kind of submission/reliance of a set of norms and rules, which
differs both from the behaviour led by self-interest and the one based on coercion (Hur-
rell 2005). In today’s world, at least on a declaratory level, legitimacy is equally impor-
tant, both for the public and the private security sector, in spite of the fact that the latter
raises less attention than the former. When there is lack of legitimacy, the private secu-
rety industry is represented (or even, self-presented) as a business in expansion, which
is self-assured about its role and position with regard to its capability to deal with the
growing and diverse security demands. The dynamic and vivid nature of the private se-
curity has most often been illustrated through insistence on a few premises: high finan-
cial circulation of a huge amount of money in this industry; big number of employees,
which often exceeds the number of public police officers; fast technological advance-
ment in this area of work; diverse and rich supply of commercial security services
(George and Button 2000; Button 2002). This is the portrait that has been shared among
insiders and observers, among advocates and critics equally. Yet, in spite of this rather
positive image, there are serious worries for the future of this industry in which, accord-
ing to some commentators (Gibson 2007, 2), there is ‘legitimacy crisis’. Any compre-
hensive analysis shows that self-promotion has been accompanied by certain discomfort
when it comes to one’s legitimacy, public reputation and reputational problems (Thuma-
la, Goold and Loader 2011). According to White (2010), the private security actors still
face the problem of attesting and maintaining their legitimacy, especially with regard to
their reputation in the public. The causes of their problematized image are often found
in the facts, such as: low paid personnel, low level of professionalism, including em-
ployment of people with criminal past (Brookes 2007; Hobbs et al., 2003). The situation
is far worse in emerging democracies, but one should point out that such phenomena are
still present in developed countries, such as Sweden. Private security industry still exists
in a public environment that cherishes deep beliefs that police job, including security
affairs in general, should be guaranteed and provided by the state. The profession “pri-
vate security guard” is still considered as one listed in the category of so-called ‘dirty
jobs’. Hughes (1958, 122) defines ‘dirty job” as carrying out tasks that are perceived as
physically, societally and morally burdened. He points out that society delegate execute-
on of certain jobs/occupations, while at the same time stigmatizing the people who deal
in these areas. In course of time, the members of such a professional group start personi-
fying themselves with the job they do (L6fstrand, Loftus and Loader 2016, 299). Since
the 70-ies there is a thesis that private security personnel are co-opted in order to deal
with the dirty jobs ofthe society and the police too (Becker 1974).

The Macedonian private security sector faces the same problems, mostly be-
cause of the weaknesses and mistakes from the start of this business activity (Komopa
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2015). However, the issue of legitimacy and public trust has not been tackled in a more
organized manner, due to two main reasons: first, the private security sector replies
more on contracts with the governmental and public entities, while the individual citi-
zens and small businesses are not seen as very important (potential) clients. Second, the
commercial legitimacy is overshadowed by the process of mass politicization and parti-
sation of the society, so one’s business standing and development depends more on
close ties with power centres, rather than on professionalism and public reputation. Sin-
ce a few years ago, the Chamber for private security of the Republic of Macedonia put
some extra efforts in public promotion of its activity in various forms, such as support-
ing dialogue, publications and academic conferences that bring together foreign and do-
mestic scholars and practitioners. Also, there is a regular annual event with the same
purpose (“Days of Private Security”), as well as attempts to communicate with the me-
dia. However, the media presentation of the private security sector’s work is more nega-
tive than affirmative, especially when this business is presented as linked to party mem-
bers and power centres.

Conclusion

Unlike the growing body of literature and research on legitimacy, public trust
and public opinion about public police, the same issues have not been applied with a sa-
me vigour to plural policing to the same degree. This is a rather paradoxical situation
having in mind that the gap between public police and private security actors has been
constantly narrowing, with the latter becoming a legitimate part of the security sector as
such. Despite large increases in the growth of the private security sector, little is known
about how the public perceives agents of private policing and their role in enhancing the
public’s sense of safety. This paper represents an attempt to pose these important ques-
tions, especially with respect to the Macedonian case. If one accepts the fact that the po-
lice are often a source of controversy in the public, then the logical conclusion should
follow: private security is often a source of distrust and controversy, partly because of
the lack of knowledge of this relatively new field of security provision in transitional
societies. The other source should be sought in the deeply embedded stereotypes of this
business as a ‘dirty work’ conducted by poorly trained personnel with low professional
ethos, criminal past or criminal behaviour (modem racketeering as some people see it).
Legitimacy of private security sector has two components: a public and a commercial
one. If there is a crisis of democracy and governance in a state, one cannot expect to
find legitimacy in the private security industry, especially if it is under patronage of po-
litical and other centres of power.
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