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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the public 

opinion on the contribution of State Economic Enterprises 

(SEEs) to the economy and privatisation of these enterprises. 

Specifically,this study will determine if 

differences in opinions of employees working in 

private firms and among groups with different 

there 

public 

are 

and 

demographic 

characteristics,in relation to the state economic enterprises. 

Furthermore,it will compare opinions on some characteristics 

of the state sector with the private sector. 

In this study,as a main data collection instrument a 

structured questionnaire was used which has been instructed by 

the personnels of the public and private firms and men in the 

street with a sample of 150 people. 



OZET 

Bu amacl Kamu tktisadi 

ekonomiye olan katkllarl ve bu kurulu?larln 

v 

Te~ebbUslerinin 

dzelle?tirilmesi 

hakklnda kamuoyunun dU?Uncelerini ara~tlrmaktlr. 

bzellikle degi?ik demografik dzelliklere sahip kamu ve bzel 

Kamu tktisadi Te~ebbUsleri Uzerindeki 

-eger varsa- farkll dU?tincelerini de belirleyecektir. Ayrlca, 

kamu ve dzel sektbrUn dzellikleri hakklndaki 

kar?lla?tlrllacaktlr. 

dU?tinceler de 

Bu ~all?mada,veri toplama vasltasl olarak hazlrlanan 

bir anket kullanllml?tlr.Hazlrlanan bu anket kamu ve dzel 

sektbrdeki i?letmelerin personeli ile sokaktaki insanlar 

taraflndan -anket 150 ki?iye sunulmustur- cevaplandlrllml?tlr. 
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INTRODUCTION 

It is extremely important to determine the place and 

the role of State Economic Enterprises (SEEs) in our economy 

at a time When controversies concerning the met~i ts of 

different socio-economic systems have seen prevalent in Turkey 

and in many other countries in the world. 

Tud::ey is one of those countries which initiated the 

pt~ocess of industrialization through the establishments of 

state concerns. These state enterprises were not a product of 

any particular doctrine. They were a creation Ataturk's genius 

in a period of time when there was no alternative course 

action to take in order to translate into reality his goal of 

catching up with the modern world. [1] The motive was not to 

establish the principle of government ownership of industt'Y 

but to facilitate the process of ecbnomic development by 

setting up state concerns which could lead the way. 

In the beginning of the republic period, the state had 

a leading role in the economy because of private sector. State 

sector has realized many investments and produced main goods 

and services for industry. State enterprises have followed the 

import substitution policy since 1930,and they initiated for 

the development of private sector. 

[1] Mustafa Aysan,& Selahattin Ozmen.Turklyp'de ve Dunvada 
Karou Iktisadi Tpspbbuslet'i. (lstanbul:Kat'deslet', 1981) ,p.6 ~{ 35. 
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Although they provided valuable services for a number 

of years,they,later,met with serious management problems and 

fa.i led to function properly owing to the fixed prices of SEEs 

products and services. The home market was isolated the 

WOt~ ld market and foreign economies conse9uently,SEEs become 

powerful implements of a closed economy_ [2] Initially~the 

in the investment and employment contributed to the 

welfare of the nation as a whole.Yet,later,heavy taxation,high 

inflation rate and high prices brought about by SEEs finance 

had an adverse effect on the economy. 

The operation of SEEs was characterized by 

productivity and higher costs in comparison with the private 

sectot-..= [3] Although they provide low priced raw material 

and intermediate goods for industry, their high costs 2nd low 

productivity led to negative economic outcomes. Structures of 

SEEs at~e not to theit~ pLwposes of 

establishments, therefore they cannot be updated without doing 

any changes on their organizations and management degrees by 

legal and administrative precautions. 

The pub 1 ie sectot~ will a.l~'iays tend 

[2J Turk Sanayicilet~i ve Isadamlat~i De~~ne9i (TUSIAD) .KIT 
Rapm~u. (lstanbul:TUSIAD, 1982) ,po 1. 
[3] . .JoLwnal of The Istanbul Cha.mbet~ of Industt~y. TLwkey 's 500 
Largp Indu~trial Establishments. (Istanbul:Guzel 
Sanatlar,1986),p.165. 



inefficiency,since it cannot go bankrupt and therefore has no 

compulsion to compete or to excel.Main pt~oblem of publ ic 

enterprises is to be dependent on the state. In 

their production,price~investment and employment po11cies are 

determined by governmets. If so,some basic conditions have to 

be secured to give an autonomous position for them. 

The proffered solution can be let the 

sector,where only the fit survive, push back the frontiers of 

the state. Taxpayers will benefit because a shr1nking publ ic 

'3ectOt' means lower subsidies.So will the customers. because 

competition will lead to better quality at lower prices. [4J 

Nowadays,privatisatl0n of state enterprIses at'e pu.t 

into practice effectively by England,Japan,and also othet~ 

developing countries. Definition of privatisation is that it is 

a process which transfers ownership and control of a state 

asset to the private sector. [5J two majOt~ 

purposes of privatisation ;first,being SEEs elimination out of 

the state direct control or command,and the secbnd,reducing 

burden of the SEEs to the state bugdet. 

The purpose of the this study is to invest iga.te the 

public opinion on the contribution of SEEs to the economy and 

[4J "Pt~ivatisation.Evet'ybody's DOIng 
Economist,December 21,1985,p.70. 
[5J TUSIAD.Ozpllpstirme.KIT'lerin Halka 
Kosullat'i. (lstanbu.l:TUSIAD, 1986) ,p.13. 

It, D if fet'en t 1 y" • The 

Sa.tisinda Basat'i 
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privatisation of these enterprises. 

Fot~ this reason,that is,in order to find out what the 

public opinion is the views of the people who are employed in 

pt~oduct ion and services departments of public and pt~ivate 

concerns have been taken since privatisation these 

employees in particular. If a privatis~tion scheme is carried 

out,it is likely that some of the employees in the public 

sector will face redundancy for the SEEs employees have more 

job security than those in the private sector. [6J On the 

othET hand, it is possible that the employees of a state 

economic enterprise will be given priority in buying shares 'L 1 • 

the privatisation project of the concerns they work fot~ is 

cart~ied out by way of selling shares. Also they will be in a 

advantageous position to buy shares in return fot~ the 

debts o\l'~ed to them,which will help to solve the problem of 

compensation and debts. [7] 

As the employees are well-educated and highly 

-mostly high school and university graduates- they could 

c omp t~eh en d the subtleties of the subject and did not have 

difficulty in their own jUdgements. 

The inclusion of the views of both public and private sectot~ 

[6J Mustafa Aysan. "Ozellesti~~menin Ekonomiye Ka,tkisi !\Ie 
Olab iIi t~~"?". Kap i tal, Temmuz-1986, pp. 15-6. 
[7] TUSIAD,Ozellestirme,Ibid.,pp.65-6. 
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employees in OLW study Ni II enable us to make a sound 

comparison and judgement. It is to be noted that the coverage 

of the study is not wide enough to generalize the results for 

people as a whole. 

The organization of the chapters is as follows: 

In chaptet~ I , the literature review on the subject of 

the study will be presented. 

Chaptet~ I I will design and 

methodology and the findings of an empirical study. 

In the final chapter,interpretations of the -findings 

and implications of the study will be discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

1. STATE ECONOMIC ENTERPRISES 

1.1. History of The State Economic Enterpt~i ses in 

TLwkey : 

Establishment and development of SEEs can be examined 

in two the t~epublic a.nd 

pet~iod . republic,some enterprises have been 

to help state's economic development at the end of 

the nineteenth century. In 1870, "I"ienafi Sandiklat~i" which was 

the finance foundation were organized, and its na.me was 

changed as "Zit'aat Bankasi II in 1878. It was the fit~st SEE. [8] 

In addition,some industrial establishments have been set up 

for military needs. They,however,could not be effective in the 

Ottoman Economy, because of capitulations,foreign 

companies,weakness of the state finance,and political 

In the republican period, state enterprises had always 

been an issue of debate in Tut~~::ey • Their positions being 

discussed continuously by governments. Question of increasing 

[8] Ai-:::BANK. CumhUt'i yPt Donemi Tud:: iye Ekonomisi. (Istanbul; 
AKBANK, 1980) ,p. 630. See also, Haydat' Kazgan. "Kamu I kt i sad i 
Tesebbuslet'inin Gecmisi ve Gelecegi",Kamu Iktisadi 
Tesebbuslet'i:Gelisimi,Sot'unlat~i ve Cozum YoliE·t'i. <Istanbul: 
I.U.Iktisat Fakultesi Mezunlari Dernegi,1981),pp.15-6. 
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ot' dect~ea.sing these establishments had been a focus in the 

discussson of state policy or free market economic policy. 

In the beginning of Turkey's economic development,state 

economic entet~pt~ises (which have been ca.l1ed as the "KIT" in 

Tut~k ish) had been a repelling power for the economy. The 

consensus of opinion in the early years of the republic was in 

favor of relying on private sector iniative for development. 

The l",eakness of the private sector ,however,compelled the 

state to assume the leading role. [9] 5EEs,whose origin 

could be traced back to 1930s have performed a key role in the 

industrialization process,especially in sectors where private 

firms were not willing to participate. Moreover,their presence 

have been instt~umental for the subse9uent development of 

private enterprise. 

DLwing the 1923-1931 period,private sector could not 

show any important development because o-F inefficient 

technology and high costs,although they had great p t~otec t ion 

and encouragement from the government. In this pet~iod, "5anayi 

ve t1aadin Bankasi" ~ ... as ot~ganized to seCLwe needs of the state 

establishments in April 1925. [10] Nevertheless,there was a 

gt'eat cl'isis in the world in 1929,which affected the wOt~ld 

[9] Journal of The Istanbul Chamber of Industry,Ibid.,p.65 
[10J AKBANK,Ibid.,pp.630-1. 
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economy and also led to the start of the state enterprise 

period in Turkey. 

In 1932,two new enterprises were established in place 

of the "Sanayi ve Maadin Bankasi". One of them was the state 

Industrial Office which was responsible for the administration 

state economic establishments,and the other was the "Bank of 

of Industt'ial Ct'ed i t 

fat' 

II (Sanayi Kt'ed i Bankasi) which 

t'esponsible giving indus tt, i a I ct~edi ts. In 

addition,Sumerbank was planned in 1933 for executing the same 

duties of these two enterprises. [11 ] 

Beginning ~..,ith these early organizations,the state 

enterprises continued to grow and have significant development 

in the five decades. Etibank 

Office,Turkey's Iron-Steel Companies,Turkish Nitrogen Industry 

can be given as an example. 

1. 2. The Purpose of State Economic Enterprises 

The contemporary state IS defined to take action in the 

way to raise the social standard of living and to fulfill the 

economic development preferable consistently and without 

t'-wmoi I in the society. Dut~ing the continous process of 

[11] Aysan & Ozmen,Ibid.,pp.35-6. 
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development,the state is e:<pec ted to take care of the 

country's defense the social benefits,the t~ise of social 

welfare,and the oversensitive balance between regions as much 

as the commercial profit concerns. The economic order in which 

the above stated expectations can be fulfilled is best defined 

to be the "mi :-~ed-economy" in TLwkey, in wh ich both the state 

and private enterpreneurs can side by side work,cooperate and 

f lOUTish. [12] Within this context,the SEEs are an important 

source of power and means to rapid development in their status 

of protecting both the social and commercial benefits. These 

opganizations have played an important role in Turkey in the 

past periods which can never be overlooked. 

Most of the state enterprises in the European countries 

B.nd less developed countries by the 

nationalization. Yet,Turkey's state enterprises are generally 

organized by the state. 

We can shortly explain some purposes behind the 

establisment of the state enterprises: 

To Realize Capital Accummulation Becal!c;e of The 

Insufficipnt Private Capital. At the beginning of the 

republic,there was consensus of opinion for relying on private 

[12J Kot~el Goymen. "I<IT'lel~in Tud<: Ekonomisindeki 
Yeri",KIT'lpt~in Yonptim Sot~unlat~i. (Ankat~a:MPM, 1976) ,p.ll. 
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To Pt'odure Goods WI th £. Lm", Pt~ice. Some consumption 

goods and important intermediate goods are produced 

any purpose of propfit- by the state. Consumption goods such 

as sugar,flour,textile products and many intermediate products 

like metallurgy and iron-steel products are produced by the 

state enterprises and sold to the private scetor with a lot-J 

pt'ice. 

To Balanrp Foreign Trade. State enterpriese have 

follm..,ed the import substitution policy since 1930. By this 

policy,state enterprises decreased need of goods 

especially sugar,textile,cement, iron-steel pt~oduc ts and so 

on,because these goods were began to produce in TLwkey. 

However,balance of trade has been understood as a 

or limitation of import capacity by the governments. 

Fot'eign trade has never been balanced without inct'easing of 

[13) Export policy has not been thought and applied 

as a purpose of the state enterprises. 

To Spt'pad lnvec;tments in Anatol ia. In the choice of 

the the investment areas of the state establishments can be 

seen a tendency to balance the density of the indus t t~ i a 1 

investments in Marmara regIon. On~ of the important purpose~ 

fot~ the spread of the investments to the Anatolia 

[13] Ahmet Insel."KIT'i Satmak 
Diyalog, Kasim-1986,pp.45-6. 

KLwtulus mudut'-?". Ekonomide 



11 

the indus tt~ ia I society values to the agriculturel society 

values. new social contacts and social values are 

extracted out of the big cities by the state enterprises. [14] 

To Aid in Planning_ State enterprises' investment 

program was the first program that was put into practice in 

the republican peirod. [15] After 1960,state enterprises 

have been the foundation stone fOt~ the development 

plans. Private sector relies on the state sector fot~ some 

intermediate products and such planned production has been an 

important factor in the economy 

1. 3. Legal Status of The State Economic Enterprises : 

First law about the state enterprises was legislated in 

1938 (number 3460). Aftet~ that, two new laws were passed in 

1964. These laws were applied for twenty years. After the 1980, 

some new arrengements were made in 9183 (number 2929) and in 

1984 (decree with power of law 233). [16] By th i s dect~ee, 

public economic enterprises were seperated in two types. First 

type was "Kamu Iktisadi KLwuluslat~i" which included the public 

set~vices,and the second one was "Iktisadi Devlet Tesekkullet~i" 

[14J 
[15] 

[16J 

Insel,Ibid.,p.47. 
Insel,Ibid.,p.47. 
TUSIAD,Ozellestirme,Ibid.,p.l. 
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which included the companies which are managed according to 

the commet~c ial in the economic life. The law 233 

forsaw the establishment of the enterprises accordingly 

then changed into a governmental decree signed by the 

Council of Ministers and the capitals of these enterprises to 

be determined by a Coordination Council. 

au thot~ i ty of the legislation on SEEs were transfered to the 

responsibility of the Council of Ministers. [l7J 

According to the decree,the entrepreneurial partnership 

and the right to run the enterprises then were given to the 

Coot~d ina t ion Council and the procedures would then be 

regulated the law 2983. 

1. 4. The Status of The State Economic Enterprises in 
The Economy : 

All the countries in the world have SEEs. The country's 

socio-economic structure,develbpment stage,ideals,and the 

special conditions determine the status snd functioning of 

these organizations. In Turkey,the SEEs are active in almost 

every field of the economy. During the process of development, 

the major role state investments played,and the definition of 

"the rise of investment - the rise of income" t'elationship 

[17] TUSIAD,Ozellestirme,Ibid.,p.2. 
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~",i thin the context of certain models,have kept the SEEs' role 

in the economy active also in the planned-economy periods.[18J 

While the state sector fulfills the expected functions,it 

could also contribute to the creation of new fields of 

activity for the private sector to exhaust. 

Yet,one thing should never be overlooked,and that is to 

see the SEEs' place in the national economy not according to 

the quantitative evaluations but rather qualitatively. 

Because, the SEEs in almost all the mixed economies possess a 

importance in terms of economic development and 

growth which cannot be quantItatively evaluated. 

SFEs' Placp in The Total Investments. State sectot~ 

has realized 51.1 percent of the total investments in the 

fIrst plan period. In the fit~st three plan periods~the 

SEEs' share in the state sector were 34.8 percent,43.8 percent 

and 50 percent,respectively. [l9J State enterprises' 

investments dominate the energy,production,and 

communication sectors. Shortly,the SEEs realize 25 percent of 

the total investments in the economy. 

[18J Goymen,Ibid.,p.16. 
[19J Tevf i k Al t inok. KamL! I kt i sad i TesekkL!llet~ i Sot~un lat~i ve 
~o;::uI}! Yollat~i. (Ankat~a:Basbakanlik Basimevi, 1982) ,pp.12-3; 
AKBANK, Ibid. ,pp.632-3.; Oztin Akguc. "Kamu Iktisadi 
Tesebbusle!~inln Bugunku Sot~unldri ve Cozum Yollat~i" • KamL! 
Iktisadi Tespbbu<:;let~i Gelisimi .Sot~unlat~i ve Cozum Yollat~i. 

(Istanbul:I.U.lktisat Fakultesi Mezunlari Dernesi,1981),p.25. 
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1. GNP h In the thit~d plan pet~iod,SEEs ct~eated 7.4 pet~cent of 

the GNP,and in the fourth plan,this ratio increased to 8.4 

Despite this,in the indiustrial sector,the SEEs 

created approximately 24.7 percent of total value added,while 

this ratio was 21.7 percent in the fourth plan. [20] The 

SEEs place in the GNP may seem lower than its actual 

contribution,because their price policies are determined by 

govet~nments. Their prices are lower than the market price,and 

therefore their value added appears lower than its real ratio. 

Emplovment in Publir Entprpri~e~. Hatio of total 

employees in the public enterprises (except agriculture) was 

10.3 percent in 1979~and 9 percent in 1983. (Hov-Jevet~, TLWk ish 

Electt~ici ty Administration nan was not included its 

employees are 26,000. If it is included,this ratio will be 

9.46 percent in 1983.) Decrease in employment has mostly been 

In the sectot~, wh i Ie dect~eases in the 

transport,communication,trade and banking sectors have been 

lower than the industrial sector. [21] 

Statp Economic Entpt~pt~ises' Shat--e in Pt'oduction. The 

SEEs have monopoly situations in some goods and services areas 

such as copper,sulphur,railway etc. In addition, they dominate 

[20] TUSIAD,Ozellestirme,Ibid.,p.2 
[21] TUSIAD,Ozellestirme,lbid.,p.4 

AKBANK,Ibid.,p.632. 
AKBANK,Ibid.,p.634. 
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some production areas like iron-steel,chemicals,elecricity, 

mining and so on. 

Statp Eronomir Enterprises' Finanre Position. 

Investment needs of the SEEs were totally provided by foreign 

sources in 1981. In 1982,the SEEs created positive surplus 

from their own sources. They supplied 12.7 percent -for their 

investments- from their own sources in 1982,38.4 percent in 

1984,28.6 percent In 1985. [22]. 

The major policy change initiated after 1980 was to 

allow flexibility to public enetrprises in their pricing 

decisions. On the basis of the current practice public 

enterprises are free to reflect cost increases directly on the 

prIces of their final products. 

The finance requirements of public enterprises for both 

working capital and investment expenditures become 

progressively a major burden on the central government budgets 

with its corresponding inflationary effects for the whole 

economy. [23] 

In short,the issue of public enterprise reform once 

again come into the forefront of policy discussion in 

conjunction with the stabilization effects of the post 1980 

[22J TUSIAD,Ozellestirme,Ibid.p.9. 
[23J Journal of The Istanbul Chamber of Industry.Ibid.,p.165. 
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Labor hoardin8 was a perennial problem of pub 1 ic 

enterprises prior to 1980. This problem was alleviated to a 

extent by deliberately failing to replace employees 

who resigned or guit after 1980. In spite of these 

changes,however,public enterprises continue to be a major 

in f I a t i on cl.t~y fot~ce in the TLWklSh economy. Radical, long-term 

solutions are reguired for the successful reorganization and 

improved operation of public enterprises. One solution may be 

increased autonomy in decision~making. Public enterprises can 

adjust to in tet'na tiona I competition and to a free mat~ket 

en vi t'onmen t by allm-ling them to operate as independent 

commercial establishments. 

1. 5. The Problems of State Economic Enterprises 

There are diverse and important problems of the SEEs 

which limit their active functioning.We shall 

these problems shortly: 

The Political Pt~essut'es and The Lack of 

Administrational Autonnmv Fot'ces The SEEs to Fall Shot~t of 

The i t' Economic Functions. [24] One of the most impot~tant 

the SEEs face in Turkey is the political 

[24J Akguc,Ibid.,p.26 TUSIAD,KIT Raporu,Ibid.,p.26. 
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that originate from the ruling governments which is not 

necessarily related to the general economic program in force. 

This totally blocks the administrational autonomy in the SEEs. 

And infact,other problems like personnel,price mechanisms and 

adminlstrational defects are the byproducts of the lack of 

autonomy. 

Proble~s of Administration and Workforce. No 

objective criteria have been created for the election and 

appointment of high ranking managers. Political choices were 

given priority at the recruitment of personnel,therefore the 

result is the overpopulation of the workforce which in return 

creates extra problems of inefficiency and various deficits in 

the enterprises thus leading to important organizational 

problems. Besides the relatively high number of 

personnel in general white within the SEEs,technical 

personnel,white collar and blue collar workers are over 

populated as compared to the similar enterprises. This 

imbalances the efficiency and rantability measures. [25] 

The need of technical personnel fully furnished with 

technological background and knowledge is strongly felt in the 

SEEs and also the diffIculty of finding internationally 

competent personnel with the back up on such subjects as 

[25J Akguc, Ibid.,pp.26-7 Aysan-Ozmen,Ibid.,p.356 
Altinok,Ibid.,pp.27-8. 
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international trade techni9ues,marketing,finance,and business 

administration also handicaps the SEEs in investment and 

business activities. [26] On the other hand,the political 

t~ea_sons togethet~ wi th the II non-mot i vat ins II wage pol icy leads 

to fre9uent changes in the employment scheme thus creating the 

disability to prepare and apply consistent long-term plans. 

Investment Related The investment 

decisions are usually taken with the political conserns thus 

lacking the necessary serious feasability reports and concrete 

pt~ojects. And on top of that,the investments are put into 

effect rather slowly,in the most expensive way with usually 

the old-fashioned technologies. [27] Thet~efore, the 

investments are unnecessarily prolonged due to unfot~tunate 

choice of timing,erroneous purchasing decisions~financ2ment 

difficulties and organIzational disorders. 

Finan r ied The pt~ICes of goods and 

produced by the SEEs are determined by the 

governments usually under their prime costs,not just for the 

reasons of social benefits as they claim,but almost always for 

sole political concet~ns. As a t~esul t of this poiicy,the 

financial structures of the SEEs are deeply tremored and 

[26] Akguc,Ibid.,p.27. 
[27] TUSIAD,KIT Raporu,Ibid.,p.26 
Altinok,Ibid.,pp.29-30. 

Aysan-Ozmen,Ibid.,pp.353-4 
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faced with loss of income. One important problem of the SEEs 

is the insufficient capital formation. At the establishment 

stages,the amount of capital assignment IS enforced wIthout 

financial structure analysis and forecasts. The finance 

problem becomes even more problemat19ue with the governmental 

decisIons that lead to greta losses. Besides,no common 

accounting standards and budget systems have been formed in 

the way to control and regulate the administration. [28] 

Problem~ Relatpd With Business Administration. 

The SEEs generally function undercapacity. The technological 

advancements are malchance not followed up and neither the 

rational business techniques can be enforced. An unsystematic 

surprIse choice of a modern technology cannot be fully 

utilized. The stocks control policies are not effective 

either,thus usually leading to over or under limit stocks. The 

lack of 9uality control system is another similar problem with 

the SEEs. The domestic and especially the international 

marketing of the SEEs' products are insufficient. [29] 

[28] TUSIAD,KIT Raporu,Ibid.,p.27 
360 ; Altinok,Ibid.,pp.31-2. 
[29] TUSIAD,KIT Raporu,Ibid.,p.27 

Aysan-Ozmen,Ibid.,pp.359-

Altinok,Ibid.,pp.24-5. 
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2. PRIVATISATION 

After the 1930's world economic crisis and World War 

Two,in many countries -especially European countries- economy 

has been organized by the natinalization policies. So, public 

sector share has increased in the economy and the SEEs have 

began to work well in many areas. However~in the 1970s,the 

loss-making propensity and poor service of much of the public 

sector -In developing countries as well as Western Europe and 

North America- seemed incurable. Trains did not run on 

time,miners went on strike demanding higher wages to produce 

coal at a loss,third-world treasuries were effectively 

bankrupted by their state-owned enterprises. [30] 

In the course of time,by the chancing of eco~omic 

policies,~tate sector has been popular again.Therefore,the 

SEEs' domination has been decreased In these economies. This 

reducing policy through privatisation was put into practice in 

many countries like England,Japan,and also some other 

developing countries. Almost everywhere outside Russia's back 

yard,governments are either selling assets or talking of doing 

so. [31J 

[30J The Economist,Ibid.,p.69. 
[31J The Economist,Ibid.,p.69. 
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2.1. Concept of Privatisation 

Definition of privatisation is that it is 

which transfers ownership and control of a state asset to the 

private sector. [32J There are two major purposes of 

privatisation;first,being SEEs elimination out of the state 

d i t"'ect control or command,and the second,reducing burden of 

the state enterprises to the budget. 

Pt~ivatisation can be called d.5 an "umbt~ella concept" 

which includes other privatisation methods. These methods are 

sale of some parts of the SEEs;creating public-private sector 

in some investments;and transfer of the public 

establishments' services to the private companies by award of 

a contract or privilege. In addition leasing of unprofitable 

public enterprises or having private management control fot~ 

having productive and profitable SEEs can be thought in the 

privatisation scope. [33J 

to the specific country"s economic position 

on the establishments characterictics,decision can be given 

the methods of privatisation. Pt~i vat i sat ion ~..,i th the 

[32J Selahattin Ozmen.Turkive"de ve Dunyada KIT'lerin 
Ozellestirilmesi(Istanbul:Met/er,1987),p.7:The Economist,Ibid. 
p.70;TUSIAD,Ozellestirme,Ibid.,p.13. 
[33J The Mor~an Bank.Privatization Master Plan,Executive 
Summary of Reco;mendations. May-1986,p.14;TUSIAD,Ozellesti r me, 
Ibid.,p.14. 



selling of share can be the best method,because it can help in 

developing the capital market~and managers and employees can 

become partners to the possession. Moreover,it encourages 

savings through to the shares. However ,unprofitable and 

unproductive establishments can not be sold through shares. 

In the privatisation ,according to the some 

opinions,thereis no need to turnover SEEs' possession to the 

private capital. [34J According to this view.privatisation 

can occur through turning over the management nad 

administration task to the private sector. In addition,in some 

countries,private capital has not enough finance to invest,and 

therefore,state makes investments,and after that,management is 

transfered to the private person(s). South and Middle America 

FOMENTO applications are an example for this. [35J In 

Turkey, tourism investments are a good example of this type of 

application,for example;Pension Fund has several hotels such 

as Istanbul-Hilton; Izmir-Buyuk Efes which are rented 

private establishments. 

Purposes of Privatisation 

The interlinking 

[34] Ozmen,op.cit.,p.l0. 
[35J Ozmen,op.cit.,p.l0. 

concept between each 

to the 

of the 



privatisation purposes is to increase benefits to Turkey by 

the role of market forces. Most of the pLwposes 

~~evol ve at~ound this general idea. TLwkey as yet has plcms 

than achievements. But a start in building a capital 

market come with a February 1984 law allowing state bodies to 

issue revenue bonds. So far,they have been used to raise TL 10 

billion ($17.7m) for the old Bo~phorus B~idge and the Keban 

Dam. Around a quarter of the TL 40 billion Keban Dam issue was 

dominated in D-marks and aimed at West Germany's Turkish 

The next stage will be full privatisation,based on a 

law passed In May 1985. Lazard Freres,The New York investment 

bank,has presented a plan for the phased sale of THY, the state 

airline;and Morgan Guaranty,an American commercial bank signed 

in Octobet~ to pt~epat~e a "mastet~ plan" fOt~ the 

pt~i vat i sat ion of 32 SEEs,28 of which the bank believes were 

profitable (and so saleable) in 1983. [36J 

The purposes of privatisation as follows: 

To Encouraqe The Free Market Economy. 
----.~ -- The SEEs do 

not have any sensitivity to market demands from the stand 

point of price and quality because of thei t~ momopoly 

situations,and more importantly havlng no bankruptcy 

Therefore,the SEEs do not take any precautions not to lose 

[36J The Economist,Ibid.,p.79. 
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their market shares. In other words~they do not increase the 

9uality,and do not reduce the cost and price not to lose their 

mat~ket shares. P t~ i vat i sa t ion can these 

characteristics,and can provide an activity in the market 

conditlon. [37J It is therefore extremely important that 

the government support actions that encourage the development 

a competetive environment. However,to realize these 

purposes,we need some precautions to prevent pt'ivate sectot' 

monopolies. For this,the state can bring some standards or can 

organize control mechanism over them. 

The goal of 

widespread share 'ownership is important in order to t'educe 

the concentration of economic power and to bring about a more 

equitable distribution of income and wealth. Corporate we&lth 

in Tut~key is still in the hands of a few founding fa.mi 1 ies. 

There are many economic,social,and political benefits to 

ma.king this ownership structure more broadbased. Widespread 

share ownership is also important to the development of the 

secondary markets WhlCh is in turn important for the long-term 

development of capital markets. [38] Many capital markets 

have been constt'ained in the past due to lack of E'9uity 

[37J The Morgan Bank.Priv~tization Master Plan,Objectives of 
Privatization.May-1986,p.22; Ozmen,op.cit.,p.14 and p.25 . 
[38J The Morgan Bank,Ibid.,p.29 ; TUSIAD,Ozellestirme,lbid., 
p.16. 
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su.pply. The sale of state assets to private owners will do a 

great deal to help alleviate this shortage. 

Lack of 

orientation,poorly defined goals,and no answerability 

to stock-holdet~s have dec t~eased incentives fot~ pub 1 ic 

enterpt-ises to increase productivity and efficiency. 

studies have concluded that,on average, in the publ ic 

sector,productivity are always lower than the private sector. 

are some reasons for this,such insufficient 

technology,overemployment policy and so on. 

opet~ate wi th much more lower amnpower levels and 

efficient use of e9uipment than do public businesses. [39] 

Low productivity of the SEEs affect the general pt~oduct ivi ty 

level of the economy in a negative way. I f so, togethet~ with 

pt~ovid ing precautions to rise the productivity and nat~t'owin8 

do~"n the public sector can increase productivity in the 

economy. 

To The C.=>.p 1. t."I.l The basic 

prerequisities for the development of a successful capital 

include a stable political/economic env i t~onment, an 

adequate supply of stock,a sufficient demand for stock,and an 

ef-f ic ient enetrmed1.ary network. 

[39] The Morgan Bank,Ibid.,pp.26-7 
p.15 Ozmen,op.cit.,p.17. 

Pt-·ivatisation genet-'ally 

TUSIAD,Ozellestirme,Ibid. 
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directly adresses the supply side issue by immediately making 

available shares of stock for private ownership. This increase 

in supp ly wi 11 then indirectly enhance the chances of 

developing a successful capital market. The full development 

potential of a country can only be reallzed when the savings 

accummulated in the economy can be into 

investments. This transformation is conducted tht'ough and 

facilitated by a deep and broadbased capital market. When the 

capital is underdeveloped,as in Turkey,savings are 

to unproductive investment areas!such as real estates,gold and 

so on. [40] 

One of the 

more obvious objectives of privatisation is the 

minimization of the drain on Treasury Funds and the gener~tion 

of Fevenues from the sale of state assets. Although 

privatisation does increase state funds,this objective is not 

of paramount importance to some governments. Other goals,such 

as productivity and ef f ic ieny, at'e sometimes 

overriding factors in privatisation objectlves. [41J The 

genet'a t ion of revenue,however,wlll probably be of 

importance when 90v~rnments encounter de+Icit problems. In an 

[40] The Morgan Bank,Ibid.,p.30 ; 
pp.16-7 ;Ilhan Ozer."KIT'lerin 
Dergisi.Mayis-1987,pp.67-8. 
[41] The Morgan Bank,Ibid.,p.36. 

TUSIAD~ Ozellestirme,Ibid., 
Ozel Kesime Acilmasi"~ISO 
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to combat high deficits, governments sometimes increase 

the money supply which may conse9uently exert 

pt~essut~es. 

inf lat ionat~y 

as an 

funded 

To Minimize Financial SuppOt~t FOt~ The SEEs BY The 

Companies which do not have maximization of profits 

explicit goal will tend to run up losses which must be 

by an outside source. In the case of public 

enterprises, this financing must be funded on the T t~easury. 

With the high budget defIcits faced by nations today,most 

governments do not have the resources to finance these gaps 

ct~eated on the public sector. The p t~ob I em is fLwthet~ 

compounded in developing countries where deficit financing by 

the Tt~easut~y leads to high in f I d. t ion. [42] In 

Turkey,privatisaticn could help remove the burden of financing 

the SEEs losses,allow funds to be channeled in a more useful 

direction,and enable the government to slow the growth of 

inflation. 

To Attt~art Modet~n Tpchnolo~y Manaqpme-nt 

Techniques. The private sector and foreigncompanies generally 

tend to have better management techniques and more modern 

technology than the public sector. One of the most successful 

~';Iays of attracting foreign and private sector Investment is 

[42J The Morgan Bank,Ibid.,p.31. 



28 

through a privatisation process. Through the outright sale of 

shares, management contracts, leasing, point-ventures, advanced 

technology,and sophisticated management technigues can be 

drawn into these companies. [43J 

To Impt~ov<=> F't~oductivitv £l.Y. Issuing Shat~es To The 

Employppc:;. The issuance of shares to employees will 

company pet~fot~mance labot~ 

productivity,stimulating worker morale,and improving quality. 

When participate in the ownet~ship of the 

company,quality tends to increase dramatically as employees 

now pet~sonally gain from reduced costs and inct~ea.sed 

sa.les. [44] Employees,as owners,recognize that their own 

interests are coincident with those of the firm. 

[43] The Morgan Bank,Ibid.,pp.32-3 
[44] The Morgan Bank,Ibid.,p.33. 

Ozer,Ibid.,pp.67-8. 
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CHAPTER II 

1. FIELD STUDY ON THE PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT 

PRIVATISATION IN TURKEY 

THE 

1.1. Research Des1gn and Methodoltigy : 

In this section of the study,objectives,content and the 

research methodology of the field study conducted 

employees of the public and private service and 

amOf!g the 

pt~oduct ion 

firms and men in the street with a sample of 150 people,will 

be pt~esented in the proceeding parts,the findings obtained 

through the field study will be described. 

1.2. Objectives and Scope of The Research 

The main objective of this study is to investigate the 

public opinion on the contribution of the SEEs to the economy 

and privatisation of these enterprises. Specifically,this 

study will explore if there are differences in opinions of 

employees working in public and private firms and among groups 

with different demographic characteristics, in relation to the 

SEEs. comp.3Te opinions on some 

characteristics of the state sector with the private sector. 
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1.3. Data colloction Procedure and Sampling Plan = 

This study can be considered as a descriptive research 

because it aims to pub 1 ic opinion about 

characteristics of public and private firms. It also can be 

as a descriptive study because the bojective is to 

determine the conditl_·or .... of the SEE-~_ l·n t:he . 11 - ~ _ economy,espec1a y 

in the eyes of people and opinions about privatisation. 

The study was done for once wlthout 

mea su r~emen t s. It is a cross-sectional study measuring the 

sample of elements from the populati~~ of interest at a single 

po in t of t iff!e. 

As a sampling procedure a non-probability sampling 

method was used where the sample is selected on basis of 

judgment. Generally,employees who are mostly working on the 

publ ic Ot~ private sector firms were selected as a 

sample, because most of them will be affected in a bad or good 

way by the privatisation process. If a privatisation 

1S put into practice,it is likely that some of the employees 

in the public sector will face redundancy. On the other hand, 

it is possible that the employees of a SEE will be given. 

in buying shares. Of course,success of this purpose 

depends on the privatisat10n method with the "selling of 

Furhermore,they will be in a more advantageous 
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position to buy shares in return for the debts owed to them 

which maybe solve the problem of compensation and debts. 

The data was collected from the public and private 

firms in the service sector (Vakiflar and Ziraat Bankasi in 

the public sector and Akbank in the private sector),and 

production sector (Tekel in the public sector,and Turk Demir 

Dokum in the private sector) ,and the men in the street. 

Thus,men in the street constituted 24.7 percent with 37 

respondents,public firm in the service sector 16.7 percent 

with 25 respondents (this data was collected from two seperate 

public banks with the 11 and 14 respondents) ,private firm in 

the service sector 20 percent with 30 respondents -this data 

was collected from one private bank- public firm in the 

production sector 20 percent with 30 respondents and private 

firm in the production sector 18.7 percent with 28 respondents 

of the total number of responses (150 people). 

As a main data collection instrument a structured 

questionnaire was used which has been i~struct~d to be 

answered by the personnels of the public and private firms and 

men in the street. 150 distributed 9uestionnaires~all of them 

have been returned and 150 were toyally utilized in the data 

analysls,indicating a response rate of 100 percent. 



1.4. Method of Analysis 

The data was obtained through a self-administered 

questionnaire which was distributed and collected by the 

researcher. It was a structured questionnaIre with the 

response categories and undisquised were presented exactly in 

the same order and with the same wording to all respondents to 

provide standardization and comparability. Fixed alternative 

questions in which responses are limited to stated 

alternatives were utilized. 

1.5. Variables Utilized and Their Operational Measures: 

1.5.1. Section 1.Characteristics of Public and Private 

Firms 

The first section attempted to find out the opinions on 

the characteristIcs of the public and private firms. This 

section listed 15 opinions on the characteristics of publIC 

firms and 10 opinions on the characteristics of private firms. 

Respondents are asked to pick 5 opinions which they thought 

best described public firms and 5 opinions for private firms. 

The 15 opinions on ~haracte~istics ot public firms are: 

1. Provides work g~arantee 

2. Creates job opportunity to many people 
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3. Has low priced goods and services 

4. Provides job trainlng ~or new graduate managers 

5. Gives low salary to employees 

6. Has low promotion opportunity for the employees 

7. Creates overemployment in the public sector 

8. Contributes to the industry bv producing service and 

intermediate goods 

9. Has low capacity and productivity 

10. Has inefficient management 

11. Is sensitive to environment protection 

12. Realizes huge invesments 

13. Has low quality goods and service because of 

monopolies 

14. Is less sensitive to the environment protection 

15. Has low production quality in the eyes of consumers 

The 10 opinions on characteristics of prlvate firms 

are: 

1. Gives higher salary 

Has high promotion opportunity 

, Has high quality goods and services 

4. Has high priced goods and services 

5. Provides less work guarantee 

6. Is more senSitive to environment protection 
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7. Has efficient management 

8. Has less intentj.on to invest in some areas for the 

development of the economy 

9. Is less sensitive to the environment protection 

10. Puts 

i mp t~ovemen t s • 

into practice to the new technologies and 

This section also included one question at the end 

asked if the t~espondent followed the issue of 

privatisation from mass media or not. Respondents who replIed 

that they did not followed this issue skipped section two and 

moved to section three,while respondents who followed tis 

issue answered both sections two and three. 

1. 5. 2. Section 2. Opinion on PublIC Sector and 

P t~ i vat i sa t ion 

In this section,Likert scale was used to measure the 

opinions on the SEEs and privatisation. The categories were 

strongly agree,partially agree,no idea,partially disagree and 

stt~On8ly disa8t~ee. Respondents e;<pt~essed theil~ opinIons on the 

following 13 va~iables : 

1. Organizations of the SEEs are not rational accordIng 

to their purposes of establishments. 



2. High cost and low productivity of the SEEs are 

leading to negative economic outcomes. 

< Main problem of the SEEs being dependent the ~. IS on 

state and not working in competitive economy. 

4. The SEEs can be updated without privatisation by the 

good managers. 

5. Purpose of the SEEs is not only profit. 

6. By the privatisation,state"s income can decrease 

because of the huge profits of the SEEs in the last years. 

7. Privatisation is a way to transform the SEEs into 

profitable,productive and effective enterprises. 

8. Privatisation can help to reduce the burden on the 

state budget. 

9. In the selling of the SEEs,some privileges have to 

be provided to their employees. 

10. Privatisation can improve the capItal market. 

11. Privatisation is useful and necessary. 

12. Introduction of the characteristics of the SEEs is 

an important factor in privatisation. 

13. The SEEs have to be profitable for privatisation. 

1.5.3. Section ~. Demographic Characteristics: 

The third section included the demographic 9uestions on 
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education level,sex,age,income and employment in pub I ic Ot~ 

P t~ i va te sec tOt~s. 

1.6. Statistical Methods of AnalysIs Utilized 

SPSS (Statistical Package Program for Social Sciences) 

has been used to analyze data collected from the respondents. 

In to analyze the t~elations between 

subprograms like frequency distrlbutions~pearson correlations~ 

and ANOVA were employed. 

2. Research Findgins: 

2.1. Descriptive Statistics on Variables Studied 

2.1.1. 

Table 

t~espondents 

Opinions on the Characteristics of Public 

1 and table 2 portrays the number and percent 

. I . each. c_.tatements as describing that pICt::ed 

and 

of 

the 



state and private enterprises. Respondents were asked to pick 

5 out of 10 statements for the private sector. 

Table 1. Opinions on the Characterlstics of The Public Firms 

Variablps 

Provides work guarentee 

Creates job opportunity to many people 

Number 
of people 
mentioned 

77 

63 

Has low priced goods and services 26 

Provides job training for new graduate managers 29 

Gives low salary to employees 96 

Has low promotion opportunity for the employees 51 

Creates overemployment in the public secto~ 65 

Contributes to the industry by producing 37 

service and intermediate goods 

Has low capacity and productivity 64 

Has inefficient management 40 

Is sensitive to environment protection 21 

Realizes huge invesments 54 

Has low 9uality goods and service 70 

because of monopolies 

Is less sensitive to the environment protection 12 

Has low production 9uality in the eyes of 45 

consumers 

% of 
people 

51.3 

42.0 

17.3 

19.3 

64.0 

34.0 

43.3 

24.7 

42.7 

26. 7 

14.0 

36.0 

46.7 

8.0 

30.0 
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As seen from Table 1,distribution of opinions on the 

characteristics of the public firms were mainly gathered on 

five i d eCi. s; "G i ves low Si:.dClTY to employees" (64.0%), "Pt~ovides 

guat~antee" (51 = 3%) , "Has low quality goods and 

beC2.u.se of monopol ies" (46.7%), "Ovet~employment in the pub I ic 

sectot~" (43.3%), and "Has lm.y capacity and pt'oductivity" (42.7%) 

t~espect i ve ly. 

Table Opinions on the Characteristics of The Private Firms 

Gives higher salary 

Has high promotion oppurtunity 

Has high quality goods and services 

Has high priced goods and services 

Provides less work guarantee 

Is more sensitive to environment protection 

Has efficlent management 

Has less intention to invest in some areas 

for the development of the economy 

Numbet~ 

of people % of 
mentioned people 

120 80.0 

82 54.7 

74 49.3 

50.0 

81 54.0 

14 9.3 

101 67.3 

58 38.7 

Is less sensitive to the environment protection 43 28.7 

Puts into practice new teehnologies and 102 68.0 

i mp t~ovemen ts 
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As seen from Table 2,dlstributlon of the opinions on 

the characteristics of the prIvate firms were mainly gathered 

on five idea.s; "Gives hlghet~ salat~y" (80.01.), "Puts into pt~actice 

technologies and impt~ovements" (68.01..) , "Has effIcient 

management" (67.31..), "Ha's high pt~omotion OppLwtunity" (54. 7i~) ,and 

"Has h igh pt~iced goods a.nd set~vices" (50. Oi~) t~espect i vely. 

2.1.2. Interest in the Issue of Privatisation 

Respondents were asked if they followed the issue of 

P t~ i vat i sa. t ion from mass media or not. Number and percent of 

tota.l respondents who followed or who were not interested in 

this issue are given in Table 3. 

Table 3. Respondents Interested in Privatisation 

Vat~iablp 

Numbet~ 

of people I. of 
Respondents who are interested 
in pt~ivatisation Ot~ not 

Intet~ested 

Not intet~ested 

mentioned 

92 

people 

61.3 

38.7 

100.0 

In this researh,61.3 % of respondents were found to be 

interested and folloowed the issue of privatisation 



40 

media,and 38.7 % of respondents were not interested. 

2.1.3. Opinions on the State Economic Enterprises and 

F't--i vat isat ion 

Likert scale was used to measure the opinions on the 

SEEs and pt~i vat i sat ion. The categories were stt-ongly 

agree,partally agree,no idea,partially disagree and 

Respondents e :-; p t~es sed theit~ opinions on 

Respondents with no idea are excluded 

calculation of mean. 

Table 4. Opinions on the SEEs and Prlvatisation 

:,~ of 
respondents (*) 

with Pot. 
\/;u-i ab les Flean no idpa S.D. Range 

Organizations of the PEE are 3.833 
not rational according to their 
purposes of establishments. 

High cost and low productivity 4.091 
of the SEEs are leading to 
negative outcomes. 

Main problem of the SEEs is 3.~91 
being dependent on the state 
and not working in competitive 
economy. 

SEEs can be updated witho~t 
privatlsation by the good 
managet's. 

4.286 

1. 811 5-1 

1.265 5-1 

0.7 1.350 5-1 

0.7 1.098 5-1 

13 

ft'om 

<**) 
Act. 

Ranqe 

5-2 

5-2 

5-2, 

5-2 



Table 4 (continued) 

i~ of 
t~espondents (* ) 

Vat~:tablp<:; 

Purpose of the SEEs is not 
on I y P t~O fit. 

By the privatisation,state's 
lncome can decrease because of 
the huge profits of the SEEs 1n 
the 1 ast yeat~s. 

Privatisation is a way to 
transform the SEEs into 
profitable,productive and 
effective enterprises. 

Mean nn 

4.356 

2.648 

3.440 

Privatisation can. help to 3.218 
reduce the burden on the state 
bugdet. 

In the selling of the SEEs,some 3.917 
privileges have to be provided 
to their employees. 

Privatisation can improve the 
capital mad::et. 

Privatisation is useful and 
necessat~y • 

Introduction of the 
characteristics of the SEEs, 
is an important factor in 
p t~ i vat i sa t ion. 

3.793 

3.225 

4.524 

SEEs have to be profitable for 3.200 
p t~ i vat i sa t ion. 

(*)Potential range 
(**) Ac tua I t~ange 

with Pot. 
idpa S.D. R.=mge 

1.3 1. 115 5-1 

~l ---r 1.605 5-1 LlOI ! 

0.7 1.552 5-1 

= -or ..J •. .:.. 

6.7 

2. (j 

t.581 5-1 

1.441 5-1 

1.403 5-1 

1.622 5-1 

6.7 1.068 5-1 

4.7 1.724 5-1 

Mean scale values are:5:Strongly agree,4:Partially agree, 
2:Partially disagree,1:Str6ngly dIsagree. 
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<**> 
Act. 

Hri.nqe 

= ..., .J-.£.. 

5-2 

5-2 

5-2 

5-2 

5-2 

5-2 

5-2 

Table 4 shows that,among these variables "Introduction 
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of the characteristIcs of the SEEs IS an Important factor in 

P t~ i vat i on II has the highest mean (4.524) ,that is the 

respondents strongly agree about that. "By the pt~ivatisation, 

state's income can decrease because of the huge profits of the 

SEEs in the last yeat~slt has the 1m-lest mean (2.648) in the 

v2Tiables, that is respondents partially disagree about that. 

The means of other ideas approach to the opinion of the 

p2rt ially agt'ee. 

2.1.4. Demographic Characteristics 

Table 5.Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents: 

Variables 

Fdl \lation 
1.Prlmary and junior secondary 

school 

Se;{ 

2.High school 
:':::.Univet~sity 

1. t1ale 
2.Female 

Numbet' of 
people 

28 

c-.-, 
.JL 

70 

150 

9 = • ...J 

150 

% of 
people 

18.6 

34. ,7 
46.7 

100.0 

63.::::; 
36.7 

100.0 



Table 5 (continued) 

1.24 and undet~ 

2m 25- i 4-5 
3.46 and ovet~ 

Incomp 

..job 

I. Income ~ Expenditure 
2. Income = Expenditure 
3. Income < Expenditure 

i.Public sectot~ 
2.Private sector 
3.0ther (retired people, 

professions,and non-employees) 

Numbet~ of 
people 

26 
101 

150 

56 
51 
43 

150 

62 
70 
18 

150 

% of 
people 

43 

17.4 
67.3 
15.3 

100.0 

37.3 
34.0 
28.7 

100.0 

41.3 
46.7 
12.0 

100.0 

As seen from the demographic characteristics of the 

respondents,most of the respondents had university degree with 

46.7 %~and high school degree with 34.7 %. 63.3 % of the 

respondents were male and the others were female (36.7 %). 

In this research, people were in the middle age group 

(25-45) with the 67.3 %. With to 

level,respondents have been cate90rized likely income was 

greater than expenditure with 37.3 %,lncome was equal to 
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e:-:pend i tLwe with 34.0 %,and income was less than the 

e:{pend i tut~e ~"!i th 28.7 Of 

AccOt~d Ing to the kind of / .. 
job,respondents generally came from two main groups which were 

the public and private sector. The former was 41.3 % and the 

latter was 46.7 %.The other group which included the 

people,professions,and non-employees was 12.0 %. 

2.2. Analysis of Variables 

2 .. 2.1 .. Composite Scot~e fot~ op in ions on PubliC 

Sepat~ate opinions on, "Ot~ganizations of the SEEs at~e not 

accot~ding to theit~ pLwposes of establishments", "High 

cost and low productivity of the SEEs are leading to negative 

economic outcomes" ,and "Main pt~oblem of the SEEs is being 

dependent on the state and not working the competitive 

economy were combined by adding the values for these variables 

to Table 6 shows some statistics on Score i 
J- • 

Respondents who did not follow thiS issue from the mass medi~ 

and with no idea are excluded from calculation of mean. 



Table 6. Opinions on the SEEs:Scor~ 1 

Vat~ i ab Ie Mean 
i: of <*) 

Average respondents S.D. 
Actu.al 
Range 

11.800 ::::;.933 46.7 2",558 15-3 

(*)~ercent of respondents did not follow privatisation from 
mass media and with no idea. 
Me2n scale values are; 15:Strongly agree~ 12:Partially a9ree~ 
6:Partially disagree~3:Strongly disagree. 

Ta.ble 6 reveals that,opinion the t~esponden ts 

gathered in the partially agree. 

2.2.2. Composite Score for Opinions on Privatlsation : 

Separate opinions on, "By the pt~ivatisation~state's 

income can decrease because of the huge profits of the SEEs in 

the la.·:::;t yeat-·s","Pt~ivatisation is a wa.y to tt~ans+ot~m the SEEs 

into pt~ofita.ble,pt~oductive and ~ffective","Privatisation ca.n 

help to t'educe the bLwden on the state budget", "Pt~iva.tisa.tion 

can impt'ove the capital mat~~::et",a.nd IiPt~iva.tisa.tion IS u.seful 

and necessat~y!l were combined to fot~m a P t~ iva. t i sa. t ion 

score, cal led Score 2.Table 7 shows some statistics on Score 2. 

Respondents did not follow the privatisation from the mass 

media and with no idea are excluded from the calculation 0+ 

mean. 



Table 7. OpInions on Privatisation :Score 2 

\lat~ i ab Ie Mean 

Scot'e 2 16.081 

Average 

3.216 

'l. of C*) 
t~esponden ts 

50.70 

46 

Actual 
S.D. Hange 

5.789 

<*)Percent of respondents did not follow prlvatisation from 
mass media and with no idea. 
Mean scale values are; 25:Strongly agree, 20:Partially agree, 
lO:Partially disagree,5:Strongly disagree. 

Table 7 indicates that,opinions on privatisation of the 

respondents were lower than partially agree. 

......, "t ~ 

.L1I: L Ie -~'. Correlation Between Opinions on the SEEs and 

OpinIons on Privatisation : 

Table 8. Correlation Between Opinions on the SEEs and 

Opinions on Privatisatlon. 

Correlation of opinions on the SEEs 
(Scot'e 1) ~'ii th 
-----------------------------------

SEEs can be updated without 
privatisation by the good managers. 

Purpose of the SEEs is not only 
pt~ofit. 

n 

8·Q· 

7Q 
E , 

I 11 · of the SEEs,som~ privileges 76 n se Ing 
have to be provided to their employees 

( 

2 

-.1324 . 121 .0175 

-.0952 .202 .0091 

+.4202 .000 .1766 



Table 8 (continued) 

Correlation of opinions on the SEEs 
(Scol·~e 1) with 
-----------------------------------

n 

47 

2 

Introduction of the characteristics 
of the SEEs is an important factor 
in privatisation. 

74 +.3848 .000 .1481 

SEEs have to be profitable for 
privatisation. 

74 +.3606 .001 .1300 

Table 8 reveals correlation between opinions on the 

SEEs and opinions on privatisation. According to the findings 
2 

eighteen of the vat~iation in the belief 

that,"In selling of the SEEs,some privileges have to be 

pt~ovided to theit~ employees" W2.S e:-:plained by oplnions on the 

SEEs. Fifteen percent and thirteen percent are the variations 

in the beliefs that, "Intt~oduction of the chat~actet~istics of 

the SEEs is an important factor in privatisation",and that 

"SEEs have to be profi table pt~ivatisation" t~espectiv.ely, which 

were explained by opinions on the SEEs. 

Significant correlations were not found between the 

opinions on the SEEs and the views that : 

SEEs can be updated without privatisation by the good 

- Purpose of the SEEs is not only profit. 
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2.2.4. Correlation Between Score 1 and Score 2 

Table 9. Correlation Between Score 1 and Score 2 

Correlation of Score 1 with n t' 

Scot""e 2 67 .4998 .000 .2498 

The result of the Table 9 revealed a highly significant 

correlation between Score 1 and Score 2 as seen from the above 
2 

table with the 25 % (r ) of the variation. 

Analysis of Variance Between Opinions on the SEEs 

and Privatisation and Demographics : 

Table 10. Analysis of Vat'iance Bet\o\'een " t'ationallty of 

ot'ganizations of the SEEs" and Demogt'phlCS. 

Rationality of organizations of 
the SEEs with 

Educa.tlon 

AgE' 

Income 

Job 

Degt'ees 
of ft'eedom 

r:> 81 ..:..., 

1 , 82 

r, 
81 ..L.., 

~, 81 L, 

r, 
.s::., 81 

F 
cal. Sig.of F 

· 4.' J 7 .bl, · 6318 

· 4174 · 52t)() 

5.3121 · 0068 

· 5366 · 5868 

· 431 1 · 6513 
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to th? Table 10,highly significant F value 

ca.n be seen beh'leen "t~ationa.lity of Ot~92.niz:ations of the SEEs" 

and This F value is significant at the .0068 

level. This implies that there are significant dIfferences in 

the mean of age groups with respect to the acceptance of the 

"t~ationality of ot~ganlza.tions of the SEEs". t.oJe ca.n thus 

conclude that the age group with the thr~e dIfferent levels do 

not have the same acceptance level with the 

organizatioins of the SEEs. Means of age groups were as 

follows; 24 and under:4.400 , 25-45:3.8983 , and 46 and over: 

4.5714. (Mean scale values are; 5:Strongly agree, 4:Partially 

agn,:>e 2:Partially disagree, l:Strongly disagree.' 

There are no significant differences in the mean of the 

subcategories of education,sex,income,and job. 

Table 11. Analysis of Varia.nce Beh"leen "High cost and 

1 0\<.1 pr"oductivity leading to negatl',le economIC autcomes" a.nd 

Deomogr~aph ics : 

High cost and low productivity 
leadig to negative economic 
outcomes t'\li th 

Education 

5e;·; 

Age 

De':!t~ees F 
of freedom cal. Sig.of F 

2,85 . 846~~ .4326 

1,86 .3711 .5440 

2,85 .1171 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Income 2,85 .9364 

~Tob 2,85 .2208 

As seen from the Table 11,calculated F values are less 

than the F table. ThIs implies that there are no significant 

d i f fet'ences in the mean of levels of the demographics with 

t'espec t to the acceptance of the idea which was mentioned 

above. 

Table 12. Analysis of Vat'iance Between "t'1aln pt'oblem 

being dependent on state and not working in competetive 

economy" and Demogt'aphics. 

Main problem being dependent on 
State and not working in 
competitive economy with 

Education 

Age 

Income 

Job 

Degt'ees F 
of freedom cal. Sig.of F 

" 88 1 9553 1476 ..r.::., · · 
1 , 8" • 7 1 · 6412 · 2()~.5 
r; 88 2. 7::::83 0701 L, · 
. ..., 

88 1 2853 2817 .a::... , · · 
''''l 88 1 2354 2957 L, · · 

In Table 12 , F:2.7393. This F valeu is SIgnificant at 

the .0701. This implies that there are significant differences 
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in the mean of age groups with respect to the acceptance of 

the above idea. Means of age groups were: 24 and under: 

3.6000, 25-45 :3.8065~ 46 and over:4.6429. However,there are 

no significant d i f+et~ences in the sobca tegor~ i es of 

education,sex, income level,and job with respect to the 

acceptance of the idea. (Mean scale values are;5:Strongly agree 

4:Partlally agree !2:Partially disagree, l:Strongly dIsagree.) 

Analysis of Vat~lance Between "SEEs can be 

updated without pt~ivatisation by the good managet~s" and 

Demogt~aph ics. 

Degt~ees F SEEs can be updated without 
privatisation by the good 
managet~s ~"li th 

of freedom cal. Sig.of F 

Education 2,88 1. :::::.605 .2619 

Se}~ 1 ,8'7' 5.0741 .0267 

Age 2,88 6.8688 .0017 

Income 2,88 .0436 .9574 

'-:> 88 . ~5285 . 7209 ..:..., Job 

In Table 13 F values are significant at the .0267 and 

• 0017,respectively (F:5.0741 and F:6.8688) • They Imply 

that,there are significant differences in the means of sex and 

age gt~OUps wi th t~espect to acceptance of the "SEEs can be 

updated without pt~ivatisation by the good managet~sn. l<le can 
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conclude that the male and females (1. Male with 4.4462 mean 

value,2.Female with 3.8846 mean value) and age groups with 

levels (24 and under with 3.4000 mean value; 

25-45 with 4.4194 mean value;46 and over with 4.6429 mean 

value) do not have the same acceptance level with this idea. 

are no significant differences in the means of the 

levels of education, income and job. ( Mean scale values are ; 

5:Strongly agree, 4:Partially agree 2:Partially disagree, 

l:Strongly disagree.) 

Table 14. Analysis of Variance Between "PUt~pose of the 

SEEs is not only pt~ofit .. 

Purpose of the SEEs is not only 
pt~ofit ~..,ith 

Education 

Se;.: 

Age 

Income 

Job 

of 
De9t~ees 

ft~eedom 

~l 87 L~ 

1,88 

2,87 

""' 87 L, 

2,87 

F 
ca.l. Sig.of F 

· 469:::; .6270 

2. 1418 . 1469 

· 3177 . 7287 

· 4787 .6212 

.5795 . 5623 

Table 14 indicates that,calculated F values are less 

than F table. This implies that there are no significant 

di+fet~ences in the mean 6f levels of the demographiCS with 

to the acceptance of the idea "pLwpose of the SEEs IS 

not only pt~ofit. 
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Table 15. Analysis of Variance Between "By the 

privatisation,state's income can decrease because of the huge 

pt~ofits of the SEEs" and Dem08t~aphics. 

Degt'ees F By the privatisation,state's 
income can decrease because of 
the huge profits of the SEEs with 

of freedom cal. Sig.of F 

Educed; ion 2,85 1 • ()3~~2 3603 · 
Sex 1, 86 ., 8778 0934 L~ · 
Age .." 85 -:,- :S816 0::::.86 ..:.., ._ .. · 
Income 2,85 .-, 8048 .0661 L. 

Job 2, 85 .8270 · 4407 

In Tab Ie 15, F:2.8778 ; F:3.3816 and F:2.8048. These F 

values are significant at the .0934 (sex) .0386 (age) ;.0661 

(income) • These imply that,there are significant diffet'ences 

in the means of sex,age,and income groups with to 

acceptance of the above idea. Mean differences of sex,age,and 

income levels were as follows: Se:<; I.Male with 2.4769 mean 

value, 2.Female with 3.1304 mean value. Age; 1.24 and under 

with 3.6429 mean value, 2.25-45 with 2.4500 mean value, 3.46 

and over with 2.500 mean value. Income; 1. Income>expenditure 

with 3.0000 mean value, 2. Income=Expenditure with 2.6897 mean 

value, 3.Income{expenditure with 2.0000 mean value. (Mean 

scale values 5: Stt'ongly 4: P a t~ t i a I 1 Y 

~ t- 11 d1·~~gt~Oe l:S~t~onq_Iy disagree.) agree, L.par 1a y --. -, -
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no significant differences in the means of the levels of 

education and job. 

Table 16. Analysis of Variance Between "privatisation 

IS a way to transform the SEEs being profitable,productlve and 

effective" and Demographics. 

Privatisation is a way to Degrees 
transform the SEEs being profitable,of freedom 
productive,and effective with 

Education .... ·t 
L, 88 

Sex 1 , 89 

~ 88 ~, Age 

Income 2, 88 

~ 88 L, Job 

= 

c , 

~. 

. 
= ~. 

~. 

. 

cal. Sig.of F 

9694 · 0037 

0568 · 8121 

0020 · 0088 

1009 · 0500 

8270 · 4407 

Table 16 reveals that, F values which are 5.9694 

(education), 5.0020 (age) ,and 3.1009 (income) are SIgnIficant 

at the .0037 , .0088 and .0500 respectively. These indicates 

that,there are significant differences in the mean of levels 

of education,age,and income. With respect to acceptance of the 

above idea. We can thus conclude that the education groups 

with three different levels (I.Primary and junior secondary 

school graduates with 2.1818 mean value. 2.High school 

graduates with 4.0000 ~ean value, 3.University graduates 

3.4667 mean value) ,age with three levels (1.24 and under ,WIth 
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4.2667 mean value! 2.25-45 with 3.1129 mean value, 3.46 and 

over with 4.0000 mean value) ,and income with three different 

levels (1. Income}expenditure with 3.2973 mean value, 

2. Income = expenditure with 3.9667 mean value, 

3.Income{expenditure with 3.0000 mean value) do not have the 

same average of acceptance level with the above idea. (Mean 

scale values are ; 5:Strongly agree 4:Partially 

agree, 2:Partially disagree, l:Strongly disagree.) 

However,there are no significant differences in the means of 

the subcategories of sex and job. 

Table 17. Analysis of Variance Between "reducing the 

burden on the state budget" and Demographics. 

Reducing the burden on the state 
budget with 

Education 

Sex 

Age 

Income 

Job 

In the Table 17, F:8.8442. 

Degrees F 
of freedom cal. Sig.of F 

2,84 2.3470 · 1019 

1,85 1 .5300 · 2195 

2, 84 8. 8442 · 0003 

2,84 . 6641 · 5174 

2,84 .6755 .5117 

F value is significant at 

the .0003. This implies that there are significant differences 

in the mean of age groups (its mean values were; 1.24 and 

under:4.0000, 2.25-45:2.7586~ 3.46 and over:4.2857) with 



~-espec t to the acceptance of the idea,that is "r~educ ing the 

hur-den on the state bugdet ". There are' no mean differences in 

the subcategorIes of education,sex,income,and job. 

Table 18. Analysis of Variance Between "~31'-iing pt~iot~ity 

to the employees in the selling of the SEEs" and Dem08t~aphics. 

Giving priority to the employees 
in the selling of the SEEs with 

Education 

Se:-: 

Age 

Income 

Job 

of 

( 

Degt~ees 

ft-eedom 

2,81 

1 , 82 

r; 81 L, 

2,81 

2,81 

F 
cal. SiS·of F 

. 1292 .8790 

-, !::--;r-,- .... 1 150 L. J-.:.,/ .a::.... · 
1. T.544 · 2964 

1.;6883 · 1913 

1 . 1475 -:0-' ..... .,.., r:::-
• -'-:·LL-.I 

As seen from the Table 18,calculated F values are less 

than F table. This indicates that there are no significant 

d i f-fet~ences in the mean of levels of the demographics with 

respect to the acceptance of the above idea. 

Table 19. Analysis of Variance Between "improvements of 

the cap i tal ma.t~~::ets" and Demo~:waph ics. 

Improvement of the capital 
mat'ket ~oJi th 

Education 

Degt~ees F 
of freedom cal. SiS.of F 

( 2,79 2.5169 .0872 



Table 19 (continued) 

Se;{ 1 , 80 · 23~.O · 6306 

~, 79 4 . 3442 0162 ..::., · Age 

Income ~. 79 6915 5038 L'f · · 
., 81 1 0627 3504 ..::., · · Job 

In Table 19,F values are significant at the .0872 

(educi:i.t Ion) and .0162 (age). They imply that, 

significant differences in the means of education and age 

groups with respect to acceptance of the "impt~ovement of the 

capital mi:i.t~ket ... Mean differences in these groups were as 

fo 11 Ol>lS: Education; junoir secondary school 

gt~aduates: 2. 9000 2.High school gt~aduates: 4. 0526 

3. Un i vet~S i ty graduates:3.8679. Age;1.24 and under:4.6923 , 

2:25-45:3.5079 , 3:46 and over:4.0769. (Mean scale values are; 

5:Strongly agree, 4:Partially agree ~ 2:Partially disagree, 

l:Strongly disagree.) There are no significant differences in 

the mean of the levels of sex, income, and job. 

Table 20. AnalYSIS of Variance Between "p t~ iva. t i sa t ion 

IS useful and necessary" and DemographIcs. 

Privatisation is usefull and 
necessat~y with 

Degt~ees F 
of freedom cal. Sig.of F 

Education 2,86 2. 8~A2 .0643 
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Table 20 (continued) 

Se;-~ ( 1 ! 87 · i)694 · 7929 

~l 86 1 • 569 :5193 L, · J. · Age 

Income --, 8' ~< 9763 0563 L, 0 L..... · 
'":l 86 1356 87:34 k, · · Job 

Table 20 shows that,F values are significant at the 

. 0643 <education) and .0563 (income) . These indicates 

are significant differences in the mean of 

education and income groups with respect to acceptance of 

the above idea. Mean differences in these groups were: 

Education; I.Primary and junior secondary school:2.1818,2.High 

school:3.5238,3.University:3.3158.Income;1.Income>expenditure: 

2 .. 9429 "1 2.Income=expenditure:3.8000 , 3. Income<expenditure: 

2.9167. (Mean scale values are; 5:Strongly agree, 4:Partially 

2:Partially disagree, l:Strongly disagree.) 

are no significant differences in the mean of the levels of 

sex,age,and job. 

Table 21. Analysis of Variance Between "introduction of 

chax-actet~istics of the SEEs" and Demogt~aphlcs. 

Introduction of characteristics 
of the SEEs v..li th 

Education 

Degt~ees F 
of freedom cal. Sig.of F 

( 2,79 .6728 
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Table 21 (continued) 

Se}~ 1 , 80 · 13196 · 3680 

" 79 421 1 6578 ..... , · · Age 

Income ( 2, 79 · 5735 · 5659 

Job ( 2, 79 · 6138 · 5438 

Table reveals that,calculated F values less 

than F table. This implies that there are no significant 

d i f fet~ences in the mean of levels of the demographics with 

to the acceptance of the "intt-·oduct ion of 

chcu~actet~istics of the SEEs". 

Table 22. Analysis of Vat~iance Bet ..... Jeen "SEEs h-B.ve to be 

p~~Ofl table" 2.nd Demogt~aphics. 

Degt'ees F 
SEEs have to be profitable with of ft~eedom cal. Sig.of F 

~I 82 2592 772~3 £- , · · Education 

Se}~ 1 , 8-~ '-' · 342~:) · 560:::;; 

., 
82 2 0139 1 1 3(j3 L , · · Age 

Income ~, 82 1 630::::; 2()22 L , · · 
\. 2 82 .... "\ 20 1 4 1 1 7 1 , L · · Job 

In the Table 22,there are significant differences in 

the mean of levels of the demographics wlth respect to the 

acceptance of the above idea,because all of the F values are 



less than F table. 

Table Analysis 

Demographics. 

Score 1 with 

Education 

Sex 

Age 

Income 

Job 
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of Variance Between Score 1 and 

F Degrees 
of freedom cal. Sig.of F 

2,77 .6972 .5011 

1,78 ~6553 .4207 

6.4825 .0025 

2,77 ~2911 .7482 

2,77 .1800 

Table 23 illustrates that,F values is Significant at 

the .0025. This indicates that!there are Significant 

differences In the mean of age groups with respect to 

acceptance of the Score 1. Mean differences in the age groups 

were; 24 and under: 11.7692, 25-45:11.2642, 46 and over: 13.8571 

(Mean scale values are; 15:Strongly agree, 12:Partially agree, 

6:Partially disagree, 3:Strongly disagree.) However,there are 

no significant differences in the means of the subcategories 

of education,sex~income,and job. 

Table 24. Analysis of Variance Between Score and 

Demographics. 
Degrees F 

Score 2 with of freedom cal. Sig.of F 

Education 2,71 4.6236 .0130 

Sex 1,72 ) 1.4461 .2331 
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Table 24 tcontinued) 

Age 2,71 .0011 

Income 2,71 .1189 

Job 2,71 .7536 .3906 

In Table 24, F values are significant at the .0130 

(education) and .0011 (age). They imply that,there are 

significant differences in the means of education and age 

groups respect to acceptance of the Score Mean 

differences in these groups were as follows: Education; 

l:Primaryand junior secondary schoo:l!.1111, 2.High school 

17.8750, 3.University:16.4082. Age; 1.24 and under:20.~167, 

2.25-45:14.4286, 3.$6 and over: 18.3077. (Mean scale values 

are ; 25:Strongly agree, 20:Partially agree, 10:Partially 

disagree 5:Strongly disagree.) There are no significant 

d1fferences in the mean of the groups of sex,income,and job. 



Education 

SeK 

Age 

Income 

Job 

1:4.4462 - 1:2.4769 
2:3.8846 2:3.1304 

1:2.1818 
2:4.0000 
3:3.4667 

- 1:2.9000 1:2.1818 -
2:4.0526 2:3.5238 
3:3.8679 3:3.3158 

1:4.4000 - 1:3.6000 1:3.4000 - 1:3.6429 1:4.2667 1:4.0000 - 1:4.6923 
2:3.8983 2:3.80652:4.4194 2:2.45002:3.11292:2.7586 2:3.5079 
3:4.5714 3:4.6429 3:4.6429 3:2.5000 3:4.0000 3:4.2857 3:4.0769 

- 1:3.0000 1:3.2973 
2:2.6897 2:3.9667 
3:2.0000 3:3.0000 

1:2.9429 -
2:3.8000 
3:2.9167 
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1:11.111 
2: 17.875 
3: 16. 408 

- 1:11.7692 1:20.416 
2: 11. 2642 2: 14. 4281 
3:13.8572 3:18.307 

Table 25 illustates the summary table which is related to the analysis of variance between opinions on the SEEs and 

privatisation and demographics. It can be seen significant differences in the means of education.sex,age.income,and job groups 

with respect to acceptance of the ideas which was mentioned before from the above table. 
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CHAPTER III 

1. CONCLUSIONS and IMPLICATIONS 

This chapter will be presented in two sections 

1. Summary and discussion of findings, 

2.Implications of the study. 

1.1. Conclusions 

The main objective of this study was to study the 

public opinion on the contribution of the SEEs to the economy 

and privatisation of these enterprises. This study also was to 

compare opinions on some characteristics of the state sector 

with the private sector. 

The study was conducted with a sample of 150 peopl!'" 

tht'ough a guest ionnai t~e included questions about the 

characteristics of public and private firms,opinions on 

privatisation and demographics. 

The filled-up guestionn?ires bv the employees of _ '..r the 

public and private firms and men in the street were analyzed 

by the aid of SPSS computer and subprograms like ft'eguency 

distribution,pearson correlations,and analysis of vat'iance 
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The majority of all respondents (61.3 'lo) have followed 

interested in the issue of privatisation from mass 

media. In this research,most of the respondents had university 

degree (46.7 'l.J,and high school degree (34.7 'l.) and they were 

in the middle age gr'oup (25-45) wIth the 67.3 'l.. Male 

respondents were 63.3 % and female respondents were 36.7 'lo. 

With respect to income level~respondents have been categorized 

likely,income was greater than the expenditure with 37.3 %, 

income was equal to expenditure with 34.0 %,and income t",as 

less than the expenditure with 28.7 'lo. According to the kind 

of job,respondents generally came from two main groups which 

were the public and private sector. The former was 41.3 'l.,and 

the latter was 46.7 'lo. The other group which included the 

retired people,professions,and non-employees was 12.0 'l.. 

One of aims of the study was to rewiew the properties 

which define the private and public sector in abest way as 

seen by employees working within 

following properties were found: 

For the public firms; 

these domains. 

Gives low salary to employees 

Provides work guarantee 

Thus,the 

Has low 9uality goods and services because of 

monopolies 

- Overemployment in the public sector 



- Has low capacity and productivity 

For the private firms: 

Gives higher salary 

Puts 

improvements 

into practice to 

Has efficient management 

the new technologies 

Has high promotion opprotunity 

Has high priced goods and services 
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and 

As can be understood above findings,the public sector 

generally carries with it negative traits whereas the private 

sector possessed relatively positive characteristics. 

Meanwhile,due to the fact that,pay ranked first among 

properties describing both the public and private sector. It 

can be seen that the pay factor is one which has a 

differentiative explanatory value. That is,low pay signifies 

the public sector whereas high pay can be associated with 

private sector. Furthermore,as can be interpreted from the 

above findings,the public sector employees higher manpower and 

higher work guarantee which causes inefficient operations 

among with low capacity usage. Again,the public enterprises 

are monopolies in certain areas,and due to this lack of 

competition they produce low 9uality product and services. 
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As far as we can understand from the characteristics 

that explain the private sector. It can be said that they are 

managed better than the public sector,and they provide much 

improved opportunities for promotion and self-

accomplishment.Furthermore,they are more sensitive in adopting 

new technological developments. When compared to public 

sector. However,the product and services provided by the 

private sector is more expensive when a comparison is made 

relative to the public sector. 

The replies to the SEEs and privatization are as 

follows: 

A great majority of the respondents one to be informed 

on the enterprises that are to be privatization. Governments 

in Turkey,are generally hesitant to revial open and sufficient 

information concerning state enterprises. On the other 

hand,these that replied to the 9uestionnaire are eager to be 

informed especially on the economic values of the enterprises 

that are to be privatised. 

Most of the respondents stated that,the state would be 

deprived of the income obtained from the continues raise in 

the prices of the product and services of the SEEs. 

Respondents further stated that, they agreed with the 

negative characteristics o~ the SEEs which are namely ; their 

organizational stuructures are not rational and unrealistic 
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with respect to their establishment objectives; their 

operations being carried out with low efficiency and high cost 

which bring alone negative economic outcomes and finally that 

their real problems arise from the fact that they are heavily 

dependent on the state. 

However, the respondents stated on the other hand that~ 

despite their negative traits the SEEs could be reformed 

product management without the need for privatisation 

furthermore added that the only objectives of the SEEs 

not to make profit alone but provide social purposes such 

providing jobs to many people, pioneering 

spread nation wide and provide product and 

prices. 

investments 

serVlces at 

In general the respondents favor the privatisatio~ 

by 

and 

were 

as 

to 

low 

of 

SEE and the provision of certain incentives to their employees 

during the process of selling of shares at the point of 

privatisation. 

According to the Pearson Correlation analysis aiming to 

reveal a meaningful relation between the privatisation of SEEs 

and their negative traits these that are united on the 

negative traits have very strong ideas and opinions 

privatisation. They stated that the enterprises to 

on 

be 

privatised 

concerning 

have to be' profitable ones and 

them have to be expressed to 

information 

the public. 
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Furthermore, through the course of privatisation certain 

incentives should be given to the employees. 

The variance analysis was used in an attempt to relate 

demographic questions to the idea of privatisation. 

There is no difference between negative opinions on 

SEEs and means of education levels that is people 1n all three 

levels agree with the negative traits related to SEEs. 

AIso,there is no significant difference between the mean of 

the education levels and privatisation. However,privatisation 

Junior and secondary school graduates do not agree with the 

idea that privatisation can transform the SEEs in to effective 

and profitable organizations and they do not share the view 

that this could lead to a contribution of the improvement 

capital market. On the other hand, high school and university 

graduates have a positive tendency towards these opinions. 

There is no significant difference between the means of 

male and females with respect to the privatisation of the SEEs 

and negative traits associated with them. However,although 

males partially deny that the government will be diprived of 

the great profits obtained from the SEEs,females displayed 

more favorable opinion. 

There are great differences between age groups and 

agreement with negative traits associated to SEEs. The middle 

agp group and the group under 24 agreed with these opinions 
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partially,46 and over group agreed strongly. In 

addition,although,the age group (24 and under) partially agree 

that the government will be deprived of the great profits 

obtained from the SEEs,middle age group and 46 and over group 

partially disagree. 24 and under group and 46 and over group 

agreed with the idea that privatisation can transform the SEEs 

into effectice and profitable "organizations,whereas middle age 

group had no idea on this idea. Also,24 and under group 

strongly agreed on the idea that privatisation can improve the 

capital market,on the other hand,middle and 46 and over age 

groups partially agreed about this opinion. 

There are no significant differences between the means 

of income groups and agreement with negative traits associated 

to the SEEs. However,low income group (income < expenditure) 

is partially disagree on the idea that by the 

privatisation,the government will be deprived of the great 

profits obtained but the middle (income = expenditure) and 

high (income> expenditure) income groups has no idea on this 

opinion. Furthermore, low and high income groups has no idea on 

these ideas that privatisation can transform the SEEs into 

effective and profitable organizations and privatisation is 

useful and necessary. On the other hand,middle income groups 

partially agree on these ideas. 

There are no significant differences between the means 
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the job levels with respect to the privatisation 0+ the 

SEEs and negative traits associated with them. That 

is,according to the working sector,it cannot be seen any mean 

differences among the public,private sector and other group 

which included professions,retired people,and non-employes 

with respect to the above ideas. 

1.2. Implications to the Government 

The findings of this study may have implications which 

must be addressed in the privatisation process +or the 

govet~nment • For the success of the privatisation program the 

public should believe in the necessity and utilization of the 

pt'ogt'am. 

The first step for the success 0+ the program is to get 

the support and the eagerness of public. For this reason,+irst 

0+ all the government should prepare the privatisation program 

a.nd e~~p la in the details 0+ the program step by step to the 

public. The firms that will be changed to private property 

should be determined and should be introduced to the public. 

In changing the statue of the firms,the best method to 

be used is "sell ing the shares of the f i t~m". This method 

helps to improve the capital market. The development of the 

capital markets was determined to be a much more important 
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objective than the generation of revenues for the government. 

Therefore,in view of the underdeveloped nature of the Turkish 

capital markets,equity securities of the SEEs will need to be 

priced very attractively. Widespread ownership is also 

important to the development of the secondary markets which is 

in turn 

markets. 

important for the long term development of capital 

Furthermore,with this method some privileges can be 

given to the employees while selling the shares,so the 

employees will have the opportunity for codetermination. 

Selling the profitable SEEs is much more easier than 

the unprofitable ones. If these unprofitable firms cannot 

change their status they will keep on causing great losses to 

the treasury and economy. For these companies,before~tryin9 to 

change their status some managerial and financial predcautions 

should be taken. While changin~ the status of the SEEs it 

should be taken into account that the last thins wanted is to 

end up with private monopolies instead of state monopolies. 

So,the government should be taking the necessary 

precautions,and cope with the doubt of the publiC opinion on 

this subject. 
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APPENDIX QUESTIONNAIRE 

Bolum 1 

SORU hA,?aglda Kamu sektbt~unde 
bulunan ,?irketier hakklnda 15 
saru,? slralanml'?tlr.Sizee bu 
kurulu;;larl en iyi anlatan 5 
gbru,?u se~iniz ve l?aretleyi­
niz. 

[ ] Call,?anlara i,? guveneesi 
saglar. 
[ ] Geni,? kitlelere i,? imkanl 
yat~atmaktad 1 t~. 

[ ] Mal ve hizmet fiyatlarl 
di...i,?L!k tLir. 
[ ] Yeni mezun ybnetieiler 
i~in bir okul vazifesi gbt~mek-
tedit~. ) 
[ ] Call,?anlarln maa?Iarl dU­
,?LiktLit~. 

[ ] Call,?anIarln kendini ge­
li?tirmesi ve yukselebilmesi 
i~in gerekli flrsatlar azdlr. 
[ ] Gere9inden fazla insan ~a­
II? t 1 t~ 1 1 I yo r. 
[ ] BaZl sektbrlerde tek Lire­
tiei oldu9undan ara mall ve 
hizmet Lireterek sanayiye kat­
klda bulunmaktadlr. 
[ ] Verimlilik ve kapasite dU­
?uk tLit~. 
[ ] Genel olarak ~ok kbtU yb­
netilmektedirler. 
[ ] Cevre korunmaslna daha ~ok 
duyat~ 11 dIP 1 at~. 
[ ] Ozel sektbrLin giremeyecegi 
bUyUk yatlrlmlarl ger~ekle?­

t i t~mek ted i t~ 1 et~. 
[ ] BaZI sektbrlerde tekel du­
rumunda oldugundan - rekabet 
olmad191ndan - mal ve hlzmet­
lerin kalitesi dU?Uktur. 
[ ] Cevre korunmaslna daha az 
duya.rlldlrlar. 
[ ] Tuketlcl gbzunde Urunleri­
nin kalitesi dU,?uktUr. 
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SORU 2. A;:;aglda Ozel Sektbt~de 
bulunan ?irketler hakklnda 
10 gorti,? slralanml?tlr.Sizce 
bu kurulu?larl en iyi anla­
tan 5 goru?ti se~iniz ve i?a­
t~et leyin i z. 

[ ] Call?anlarln maa?larl 
daha yUksekt i t~. 
[ ] Call,?anlarln yUkselme ve 
kendini geli?tirme olanakla­
t~ 1 i Y i d i t~ • 

[ ] Mal ve hizmet kalitesi 
yUksek t i t~. 
[ ] CaIl;;anIarln i? guvence­
si yLikseJ.::tit~. 

[ ] Mal ve hizmet fiyatlarl 
nispeten yuksektir. 
[ ] Cevre korunmaslna daha 
fazla duyarlldlrlar. 
[ ] Genel olarak iyi ybne­
t i Imekted i t~ 1 et~. 
[ ] Ulke kalklnmaslna katkl-
da bulunabilecek bazl alan-
lara yatlrlm yapmamaktadlr­
lat~. 

[ ] Cevre korunmaslna daha 
az duyarlldlrlar. 
[ ] Yeni geli?meleri ve tek­
nolojileri hemen uygulamaya 
koyabilmektedirler. 
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SORU 3. Son gUnlerde baZI kesimlet~i ilgilendiren bit~ olaydan 
"Ozelle?tit~me" den,yani dlget~ bit~ deyi,?le; "Kamu yonetimi ve 
mUlkiyetindeki iktisadi te,?ebbtislerln bzel ki?i ve kurulu?lara 
devt~edilmesinden" bahsedilmektedit~.Bu konu ile ne kadat~ 

ilgilendiniz? 

a) Bu konuyu kamuoyundan 
etmedim. 

b) Bu konuyu kamuoyundan 
ettlm. 

* Eger soru 3'te a YI 
BblUm 3' e ge~iniz. 

i?aretlediys~niz lUtfen dogrudan 

* Eger soru 3"te b' yi i?aretlediyseniz IUtfen 
itibaren devam ediniz. 

Bolijm 

BOLuM 2 

LUtfen bu bblUmdeki gorU?lere ne derece katlldl91nlzl 
tat~aftaki kutulara i,?aret koyat~ak belit~tiniz.~~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ :lJ ~ .~ 

• KIT'lerin mUlkiyet ve orgUtsel yapllarl 
kurulu? ama~larlna gore rasyonel ve ger­
~ek~i deglldl.t~. 

~,,~ ~; ,f~ 
,,"(' ~ ~ ~ v.,,~ 
[ ] [ ] [ ] 

den 

· KIT'lerin yUksek maliyet ve dU,?Uk verim­
lilil-::le ~all,?malarl TUrk sanayiini olum­
suz bir yapilanmaya sevkeden onemli bir 
unSUt~ olmu'?tut~. 

[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

• KIT"lerin sorunlarl esas olarak devlete 
baglml1 olmalarlndan ve serbest rekabet 
kurallarlna tabi olmamalarlndan kaynak-
lanmaktadlt~. 

[ ] [ ] [ J [ ] [ ] 

• KIT"ler bzelle?tirilmeye ba,?vurulmadan [] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
da iyi yoneticiler elinde ~a9da? bir ge-
li~ime kavu?turulabilir. 
· KIT'lerin amaCl sadece kar etmek degil- [] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ J 
d i t~. 
• KIT'ler son Yillarda tirettikleri mal [ ] [ ] [ J [ ] [ ] 
ve hizmetlere zam yaparak bUyUk karlar 
elde etmeye ba,?laml,?lardlr.Eger KIT'ler 
bzelle~tirilirse devlet bu kanaldan 
saglad191 gelirden mahrum kalacaktlr. 
• tJzelle?tirme,KlT'leri daha etkin,ve- [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
rimli ve karl1 kurulu?lar haline getir-
menin bir yoludur. 

tJzelle?tirme,deviet bUt~esinin hafif- [] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
letilmesine katklda bulunacaktlr. 



· KIT' let~in halka satl~lnda~~all~anlara [ ] 

-ozel kut~ult~~lara gOt~e oncelik veri let~ek-
" hisse satl~lnl kolayla~tlt~lCl te~;vik ted-

bit~lEwi geti r'~mek laz lmd 1 t'. 

· ~zelle~tirme,sermaye piyasaslnln geli~- [ ] 

mesine kat~ada bulunab iIi t'. 

· KiT'let'ln bzelle~tirilmesi get'ek 1 i ve [ ] 

yat'at'11dlr. 

· ~zelle~t1t'11ecek kut'umlat'ln ozellikle- [ ] 

t'ifl in tanltllmasl !;ok dnemlld it'. 

· tlze 11 e~t i t'i lecek i;.letmeler kat'll 01- [ ] 

rna 1 at' 1 d 1 t'. 

BtiLLiM 3 

SORU h E9i tim dw'urnunuz nedir? 
[ ] 11kokul [ ] Lise 
[ ] Ortaokul [ ] Universite 

SORU ~ Cinsiyetiniz, 
[ ] Et'kek 
[ ] Kadln 

[ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

[ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

[ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

[ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

[ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

SORU 6. Ya;'lnlz a;.a91da.ki guruplardan hangisine 9 i rmekted 1 t' 
[ ] 19'dan az [ ] 36-45 at'aSl 
[ ] 20-24 at'aSl [ ] 46-55 at'aSl 
[ ] 25-35 araSl [ ] 55'ten fazla 

SORU h Ai len i z in gel it' dLizeyi ned it'? 
[ ] Gelirim siderimi rahatllkla kar;'lllyor. 
[ ] Gelirim giderimi olduk!;a kar~111yor. 
[ ] Gelirim giderime denktir. 
[ ] Gelirim siderimden azdlr. 
[ ] Gelirim giderimi hi!; kar~11amlyor. 

SORU 8. Call~t191nlz 

hang i sid it"? 
[ ] I<a.mu 
[ ] ~zel 

veya 

[ ] Emekli 
[ ] Call?mlYOt' 

[ ] Serbest -tficcar, 
esnaf,sanatkar gibi!; 
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