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SUMMARY
The article deals with the problems concerning the needs of introducing the private model of law enforcement system. The author 

examinetes both the positive and negative aspects of this model in the case of Ukraine and the Russian Federation. Special attention is 
given on a critical analysis of non-state forms of enforcement of court decision, as well as leading examples to support his belief that the 
state and society is not ready for the “privatization” of enforcement.
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