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ARSTRACT

The purposes of this study is to investigate the public
gpihian on  the contribution of State 'E:Dnomic Enterprises
{SEEs) to the esconomy and privatisation of these enterprises.
Specitically, this study will determing if there are
differences 1in opinions of employeses working in public  and
private ¥irmé and among groups with different demographic
characteristics, in relation to the state sconomic enterprises.
Furthermore,it will compare opinions on some characteristics
of the state sector with the privaté 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 gnd men in the

street with a sample of 150 people.



OZET

Eu galigmanin amaci Eamu Iktisadi Tesebbluslerinin
ekonomiye olan katkilari ve bu kuruluslarin gzellegtirilmesi
hakkinda kamuovunun disincelerini aragtlrmaht;r. Bu galisma,
grellikle defisik demegrafik dzelliklere sahip kamu wve Ozel
sektdr calisanlarinin Eamu Iktisadi Tesebbusleri dzerindeki
—efar varsa—  farkl: disincelerini de belirleyvecektir. Avrica,
kLamu ve Ozel sekiordn Ozellikleri hakkindaki dugunceleP de
karzilastirilacaktir.

Bu galismada,veri foplama vasitasi olarak hazirlanan
bir anket kullanilimistir.Hazirlanan bu anket kamue ve dezsl
sekitordeki isletmelerin personel: ile sokaktak: insanlar

tarafindan —anket 150 kisiye sunulmustur— cevaplandirilmistir,
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INTRODUCTION

It is extremely important to determine the place and
the role of State Economic Enterprises (SEEs) in ogur economy
at a time when controversies concerning the merifs of
differant socio—economic systems have sean prevalent in Turkey
and in many other countries in the world.

Turkey is one of those countries which initiated the
process  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 timz when there was ng alternative course
action to take in order to translate into reality his goal of
catching up with the modern world. L1l The motive was not to
aestablish  the principle of government ownership of industry
hut to facilitate the process of economic 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 sconomy because of private seﬁtur. S5tate
sectnt has realized many investments and produced main goods
and ssrvices ¥éﬁ industry. State enterprises have followed the
import substitubtion policy since 1930,and they initiated {D;

the development of private sector.

L11 Mustafa Aysan,% Selahattin Ozmen.Turkivye de ve Dunvada
Kamu Iktisadi Tesebbusleri.{(Istanbul:Kardesler,1781},p.& % 3Z5.
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Although they provided valuable services for a number
of wvears,they,later,met with serious management problems  and
tailed fto function properly owing to the fixed prices df SEEs
products and ssrvices. The home market was isolated from  the
world market and +foreign economies consequently,SEEs  become
powertul implements of a clossad economy. £23 initiallv, the
increase  1n the investment and emplayﬁent contributed to the
welfare of the nation as a whnle.Yet,later?heavy taxation,high
inflation rate and high prices broughi about by SEEs  +finance
had an adverse effect on the economy.

The operation of SEEs was characterizgsed by lowesr

productivity and higher costs in comparison with the private
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Although they provide low priced ram material

b
[

nd intermediate goods for industry, their high costs =nd low

productivity led to negative sconomic putcomes. Structures of
S5EEs are not rational according to  their purposes o+
actablishments, therefore they cannot be updated without doing

any changes on their organizations and management degrees by

legal and administrative precautions.

The public sector will alwavs tend towards
L:] Turk Sanavicileri ve Isadamlari Lernegl (TUSIADY JEIT
Ra . (Istanbul: TUSIAD, 1982 0. 1.
[LZ1 Journal of The Istanbul Chamber of Industry.Turkey's SO0
Large Industrial Establishments. (Istanbul i Buzel

Sanatlar, 19848) ,p. 145,



inetticiency,since it cannot go bankrupt and therefors has no
compulsion to compete or to excel.Main problem of public
enterprises 1s fto be dependent on the state. In other words
their production,price, investment and employment policies are
determined by governmets. I+ so,some basic conditions have to
be secured to give an avtonomous position for them.

The proffered solution can be  let the private

-+

sector.whare only the fit survive,push back the frontiers o
axpavers will benefit because a shrinking public
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sechtor means  lowsr subsi customers, becausa
competition will lead to better guality at lowsr prices, C4jd

NMowadavs,privaitisation of siate enterprises arse put

intn practice effectively by England,Japan,and also othesr

o

[l

eveloping countries.Definition of privatisation is that it is
a process which transfers ownership and contral of a state
asset to  the private sector. (51 There are two major

purpaoses of privatisation jfirst,being 5EEs elimination out of

]

the statse direct control or command,and the second, reducing

burden of the SEEs to the state bugdet.

Pad

The purpose of the this study is to 1nvestigate the

public opinion on the contribution of SEEs to the economy and

{43 v"Privatisation.Evervbody's Doing It,Ditferentiyv”.The
Economist, December 21, 1985,p.70.
=3 TUSIAD.Ozellestirme. . BiT 'lerin Halka ESatisinda Basari

Eosuliari. (Istanbul:TUSIAD, 19856} ,p. 135,



orivatisation of these snte Brprises.

For this reason,that is,in order to find out what the
Dub};c opinlion is the viewé of the people who ars emploved  in
production and services departments of public and private
concerns  have been taken since privatisation concerns these
emplovess in particular. If a3 privatisation scheme is carried
out,it iz likely fthat some of the emplovess in the ublic
sector will face redundancy for the S5EEs smploveeses have more
iob curity than those in the private sscior. L& On the
aother hand,1t is possible that the emplovees of a  state
economic ente ﬁvise will be given priority in buving shares i4
the privatisation project of the concerns they work for is
carried oult by way of selling shares Alsoa thevy will be in a
mors advantageous position to buy shares in return for the
ow=d to bthem,which will help to solve the problem of
compensation and debis. £713

iz the employees are well-educatsd and highly trained
—moz=tly high school and uwuniversity graduatss— they could
comprehend the subtleties of the subject and did not  have
difficulty in Fforming and expressing  their own judgements.

:

The inclusion of the views of both public and private sector

L& Mustata fAvsan. "Ozellestirmenin Ekonomive Katkisi Me
Qlabilir?".Hapital, Temmuz—198&,pp. 106,

s

[71 TUSIAD,Ozellestivrme, Ibid. ,pp. 55356,



employess  1in  our study will enable us to make a sound
comparison and judgement. It is to be noted that the covesragse
ot the study is not wide enough to generalize the resulis for
people as a whole.

The organization of the chapters is as follows :

In chapter I , the literature review on the subjsct of
the study will be presented.

hapter IT will present the research design and
methodology and the findings of an empirical study.

in the +inal chapter,interpretations of the Ffindings

and implications of the study will be discussed.



CHAFTER I

1. STATE ECONCOMIC ENTERPRISES

1.1. History of The State Economic Enterprises in

Turkey :

Establishment and developmeni of SEEs can be examinsd
in two periods;betore the republic and republican
period. Before the republic,some enterprises have been
organized to help state’'s economic development at the snd  of

the nineteenth century.In 187¢, "Menafi Sandiklari" which wa

il
i

the finance +foundation were organized, and its name wa

I

changed as "Ziraat Bankasi" in 1878. 1t was the +irst SEE. [B]
Iin addition,some industrial establishments have been set up
for military needs. Thevy,however,could not be effective in the
Ottoman Economy,becauwse aof capitulations, foreign chartered
companies,weakness of the state finance,and political crisis.

In the republican period, state enterprises had always

heen an  issue of debate in Turkey. Their positions  being

discussed continuously by governments. tluestion ot increasing

(81 AakBEANE. Cumhurivet Donemi Turkive Ekonomisi. {Istanbul:
AKBANK, 1980) ,p.630. See also,Haydar Kazgan. "Famu Iktisadi
Tesebbuslerinln Gecmisi ve beleceai",kamu lktisadi
Tesebbusleri:Gelisimi, Sorunliari ve Cozum Yollari. {Istanbul:
I..Iktisat Fakultesi Mezunlari Dernegi, 1981} ,pp.15-4.




or  decreasing  these establishments had been a focus  in the

discussson of state policy or free market economic policy.

Iin the beginning of Turkey’a sconomic development,state
economic enbterprises {(which have been called as the "KIT® in
Turkish) had been a repelling power for the economy. The
consensus of opinion in the early vears of the republic was in
favor of relying on private sector iniative for development.
The weakness of the private ssctor  ,however,compelled the
state to assume the leading role. £21 SEEs,whose origin
could be traced back to 19305 have performed a key role in the
industrialization process,especially in sectors where private
Firms were not willing $o participate. Moreover, thelr presence
have been instrumenital for the subsequent development o+
private enterprise.

During the 1923-1731 perieod,private sector could not
show any important development because ot ineftticient
technology and high costs,although they had great protection
and encouragement from the government. In this period, "Sanayi
ve fMaadin Bankaesi" was organized fo secure needs of the state
establishments in April 1725, [101 HNevertheless, there was a

great crisis  in the world in 1929,which affected the worid

[9] Journal of The Istanbul Chamber o+ Industery,ibhid.,p.&65
[iG] AKBANK, Ibid. ,pp.&630-1.



aconomy and also led to the start of the shtate enterprise
period in Turkey.

Iin 1932, two new enterprisses were established in place
of the "Sanayi ve FMaadin Bankasi". Une of them was the State

Industrial Office which wazs responsible for the administration

of state economic establishments,and the other was the "Bank
o Industrial Credit "{Sanayi Eredi Bankasi) which was
responsible for giving industrial credits. In

addition,Sumerbank was planned in 1933 for executing the same
duties of these two enterprises. L1113

Beginning with these early organizations,the state
enterprises continued to grow and have significant developmant
in the ftive decades. Etibank Agricultural Froduces
Office, Turkey s Iron—-Steel Companies,Turkish Nitrogen Industry

can be given as an example.

1.2. The Furpose of State Economic Enterprises s

The contemporary state is defined to take action in the
way to raise the social standard of living and to fulfi1il the
economic development preferable consistently and without

turmoil  in  the society. During  the continous process of

{111 Aysan & Ozmen, Ibid.,pp.35-6-



development, the state is expected to take care of the
country’s defense the social benefits,the rise of social
welfare,and the oversensitive balance between regions as  much
as the commercial profit concerns. The eronomic order in which
the above stated expectations can be fulfilled is best defined’
to be the "mixed-economy" in Turkey,in which both the state
and private enterprenesurs can side by sidé work,cooperate and
+lourish. L1321 Within this context,the SEEs are an important
source of power and means to rapid development in their status
o+ protecting both the social and commercial benefits. These
opganizations have plaved an imporitant role in Turkey in  the
past periods which can never be overlooked.

Most of the state enterprises in the Buropean countries
and lgss developed countries are realized by the
nationalization. Yet,Turkey’'s state enterprises ars generally
organized by the state.

We can shortly explain some purposes behind the

establisment of the stiate enterprises:

— To Realize Capital Accummulation Because of The

Insufficient Frivate Capital. At the beginning of the

republic, there was consensus of opinion for relying on private

N Forel Goymen. "EIT lerin Turk Ekonomisindeki
Yeri",KIT lerin Yonetim Sorunlari. {(dnkaraz:PFM, 19748),p.11.
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- To Froduce Goods With a Low Frice. Some consumption

goods  and important intermediate goods are produced  —without
any purpase of propfit—- by the state. Consumption goods such
as sugar, tlour,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 low
price.

— To Balance Foreign Trade. State enterprisse have

followed the import substitution policy since 1930. By this
policy,.state enterprisss decreased need of 1mport goods
especially sugar,textile,cemnent,iron-steel products and so
on, because  these goods were began to produce in Turkewv.
However,balance of Fforeign trade has been understond as  a
contral opr limitation of import capacity by the governments.
Foreign +trade has never been balanced without increasing of
sxpori. [12Z1 Export policy has not been thought and applied

as a purpose of the state enterprises.

- 7T Spread Invesiments in édnatolia. In the choice of

the +the investment arsas of the state establishments can be
sean a tendency to balance the density of the industrial
investments in FMarmara region. ne o+ the important purposes

for the spread of the investments to the Anatolia ftransfers

[121 dhmet 'I nsel. "BKIT'i Batmak Eurtulus mudor?',Ekonomide
Divalog, Kasim—1286,pp.43-6.
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the industrial society values to  the agricul turel society
values. HMoreover, new social contacts and social values are
extracted out of the big cities by the state enterprises. [141]

— Yo Aid in FPlanning. State enterprises’ investment

program was the first program that was put into practice in
the republican peirod. L1351 After 1F60,ztate esnterprises
have been the foundation stone fﬁr the development
plans. Frivate secior relies on the state sector for some
intermediate  products and such planned production has been an

important factor in the economy
1.3. Legal Gtatus of The State Economic Enterprises :

First law about the state enterprises was legislated in
1238 {number 3I4&0}). After that, two new laws were passed in
19264, These laws were applied for twenty vears.After the 1980,
some  new artrengements were made in 183 {(number Z22%) and in
1284 (decrea with power of law Z33). L1461 By thi=s decree,
public economic enterprises were seperated in two fypes. First
type was "Hamu I[ktisadi Houruluslari® which included the public

services,and the second one was “"Iktisadi Devliet Tesekkulleri®

Lid4l Insel,lbid.,p.47.
L1531 Insel,Ibid.,p.47.
141 TUSIAD,Ozellestirme, Ibid.,p.l.
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8]

which included the companiss which are managed according %o
the commercial  rules in  the economic life. The law 233
which forsaw the sstablishment of the enterprises accordingly
was  then changed into a governmental decree signed by  the
Council of Ministers and the capitals of these enterprises to
be . determined by a Coordipation Council. Therefore, the
authority of the legisiation on S5EEs were transfered to  the
responsibility of the Council of Hinisters. L1713

According to the decree, the entreprenseurial partnership
and the right $to run the enterprises then were given to  the
Coordination Council and *he procedures wDuld‘ then be

regulated the law 29850

1.4. The Status of The State Economic Enterprises in
The Economy :

111 the countries in the world have S5EEs. The country’'s
SoCio—seconomic structure,development stage, ideals, and the
special conditions determine the status snd functioning of
these organizations. In Turkey,the SEEs are active in glmnst
every +ield of the economy. During tﬁe process of *:!e‘-v«’e11:19:»men‘2:,'l
the maijior role state investments played,and the definition of

"the rise of invesiment — the rise of 1ncomea” relationship

{171 TUSIAD,Ozellestirme, Ibid.,p.2.



within the context of certain models,have kept the SEEs® role
in the economy active also in ﬁhe planned—economy periods.[18]
While the state sector fulfills the expected Functions,it
could also contribute to  the creation of new fields of
activity far the private sector to exhaust.

Yet,one thing should never be overlooked,and that is to
seg the SEEs’ place in the national economy not according  £o
the quantitative evaluations but rather qualiktatively.
Bacause, the SGEEs in almost all the mixed economiss possess a
strategic importance in terms of economic development and
gromwth which cannot be quantitatively svaluated.

— BEEs’ Flace in The Total Investmenis., State sector

has realized 5S1.1 percent of the total investments in  the
first plan period. In the First three plan periods, the
S5EE=s" share in the state se;tcr werae 4.8 percent,43.8 percent
and S0 percent,respectively. Cisd State enterprises’
investments dominate the energy,production,and transport-
caommunication ssctors. Shortly,the SEEs realize 25 percent of

the total invesimenis in the =2conomy.

L1181 Govmen, lbid.,p.16.
L1991 Tevfik Altinok. Eamu Iktisadi Tesekkulleri Sorunlari Na=

Cozum Yollari. (Ankara:Basbakanlik Basimevi, 1982y ,pp. 123
AKBANE, Ibid. s pp. 63233 Oztin Akguc. "Kamu Iktisadi
Tesshbuslierinin Bugunku Sorunlari ve Cozum  Yollari® - Eamu

ITktisadi Tesehbusleri Gelisiml .Sgorunlari ve Cozum Yollari.
(Istanbul:I.U.Iktisat Fakultesi Mezunlari Dernegi, 1981),p.25.
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— Addition of The SEEs to The Gross National FProduct

LGNE 3. In the third plan period,SEEs created 7.4 percent of
the GNF,and in the fourth plan,this ratio increased to 8.4
perocent, Despite +this,in +the indiustrial sector,the SEEs
created approximately 24.7 percent of total value added,while
this ratico was 21.7 pesrcent in the fourth plan. L2013 The
BEEs place 1in  the GNF may seem lower than its  actual
contribution,because  their price policies are determinsd by
governments. Their prices are lower than ths market price,and
therefore their value added appears lower than its real ratio.

— Emplovment in Public Enterprises. Ratio of total

enployeses  1n the public enterprises (except agriculture} wWAas
10.3% percent in 197%,and 9 percent in 1983, {(However, Turkish
Elsctricity Administration (TEK}) was not included - its

3

employvees are 26,000, I+ i1t is included,this ratio will be
7.46 percent in 1983%.) Decrease in employment has mostly been
in the industrial sector,while decreases .in the
transport,communication, trade and banking sectors have ‘been
lowsr than the industrial sector. L[Z211]

-~ State Economic Enterprises’ Share in Production. The

SEE= have monopoly situations in some goods and services areas

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

L2031 TUSIAD,Ozellestirme,lbid.,p.2 ; AKBANE, Ibid.,p.632.
S ' TUSIAD,DEEllEEtirmE,Ibid.,9.4 s AEEBAME, Ibid. ,p.&6354.
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some production areas like iron-stesl,chemicals,elecricity,

mining and so an.

- State Economic Enterprises’ Financs Fosition.

Investment needs of the SEEs were totally provided by foreign
sources  1n 1981. In 1282, the SEEs created positive surplus
From their own sources. They supplied 12.7 percent —for their
investments— from  their own sources in 1?82,38.4 percent  in
1784,28.46 percent in 1985, L2213,

The major policy change initiated after 1980 was to
allow Flexibility to public enetrprises in  their pricing
decisiogns. On the basis of the current practice public
entarprises 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 expendltures hecoms

progressively a major burden on the central government budaet

il

with its corresponding inflationary sffects for the whole
gronomy. | L2351
In short,the 1ssue of public enterprise veform once

again come  into  the forefront of policy discussian in

conjunction with the stabilization effects ot the post 1980

221 TUusIAD,Ozellestirme, ID1d.p.%.
{231 Journal of The Istanbul Chamber of Industry. lbid.,p.ié5.
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periog. Labor hoarding was a perennial problem of public
enterprisses Priur to 1980, Thia problem was alieviated to a
cerialn extent by deliberétely failing to replace employvses
who resigned or quit atter 1780. In spits of thess
changes, however,public enterprisss continue to be a major
intlationary force in the Turkish sconomy. Radical, long—term
solutions are required for the successful reorganization and
improved cperation of public enterprises. One solution may be
increased autonomy in deciSiDnFmaking. Fublic enterprises can
adjust to international competition and to a Fres market
environment by allowing them to opetrate as independent

conmercial establishments.
1.5. The Froblems of State Economic Enterprises :

Trnesre are diverse and important problems of the SEeEs
which limit their active functioning.ie shall now summarize
thess problems shortly @

- The Political FPressures and The Lack of

Administrational Autonomy  Forces The S5EEs 1o Fall Short of

Their Economic Functions. L2431 One of the most important

praoblems +the SEEs face in Turkey is the political pressure

£24]1 fAkguc, Ibid.,p.2d4 3 TUSIAD,.KIT Raporu,lbid.,p.2b.



that originate Ffrom the ruling governments which is  not
necessarily related to the general economic program in force.
This totally blocks the administvatiénal avtonomy i1n the SEEs.
Arvd infact,other problems like personnel,price mechanisms and
administrational defects are the byproducts of the lack af
autonomy.

— Froblems of Administration and WHorkforce. Mo

ohjective criteria have been created for the election and
appgintmentv of high ranking managers. Folitical choices were
given priority at the recruitment of personnel, therefore the
resulit is the overpopulation of the workforce which in  return
creates extra pPDble&E af inefficien:y and various deficits 1in
the enterprises thus leading to i1mporftant organizational
problems. Besides the relatively high numbeer 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 sfficiency and rantability measuras. (251

The need of technical personnel +fully furnished with

technological background and knmwlgdge is strongly felt in the

]

SGEE=s and alszo the difficulty of +Finding internationally

competent  personnel with  the back up on such subjects as

(253 fikguc, Ibid. ,pp.26-7 3 Aysan—Uzmen, Ibid. ,p.336 H
tinok, Ibid.,pp.27-8.
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international trade technigques,marketing,finance,and business
administration also handicaps the SEEs in  invesiment  and
business activities, [Z261  On the other hand, the political
reasons together with the " non-motivating” wage policy leads
to frequent changes in the 2mployment scheme thus creating the
disability to prepare and apply cansistgnt long—term plans.

- Investment Related Froblems. The investment

decisions are usually taken with the political conserns  thus
lacking the necessary serious feasability reports and concrete
projects. And on  top of that, the investments are put into
eftect rather slowly,in the most expensive way with usually
the old—-fashioned technologies., L2271 Theretore, the
investments are unnecessarily prolonged dus to untoriunate

choice of timing,erronecus  purchasing decisions, financament

— Financial Problems. The prices of goods and

Services 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 concerns. As a result of this peolicy, the

financial structures of the S3EEs are deeply tremored and are

L2631 Akguc,Ibid.,p.27. , =
271 TUSIAD,EIT Raporu,Ibid.,p.2&6 ; Aysan—Ozmen, Ibid.,pp.353-4
Altinok, Ibid.,pp.279-30.
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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 forscasis. The {finance
problem becomes even more problematique with the governmental
decisions that leasd fto greta losses. Besides,no common
accounting standards and budgst systéms have been formed  1n

the way to control and regulate the administration. £L283

-~  FProblems Related With Business fAdministration.

The SEEs generally function undercapacity. The technological
advancements are malchance not followed up and neither the
rational business technigues can be enforced. An unsystematic
surprise choice of a modern technology cannot be  fully
utilized. The stocks control policies are not eftfective
sither, thus usually leading to over ar under limit stocks. The
lack of quality control system is another similar problem with
the 5S5EEs. The domestic and ‘Eape:ially the intarnational

marketing of the SEEs’ products are insutficient. r291

[281 TUSIAD,EIT Raporu, Ibid.,p.&7 3 fAvsan—Ozmen, Ibid. ,pp. 355
&G 3 Altinok,Ibid.,pp-321-2. _
[29]1 TUSIAD,KIT Raporu,Ibid.,p.27 3 Altinok, lbid. ,pp.24-5.
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2. PRIVATISATION

After the 1930's world economic crisis and World War
Two, in many countries —aspacially European countries— gconomy
has Dbeen organized by the natinalization policies. So,public
sector  share has increased in the economy and thae 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
Morth 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. LE0d

In the course of time,by the chancing of economic
palicies,state sector has been popular again.Therefure,ﬁhe
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

vard,governments are either selling assets or talking of doing

S0 £3113

[301 The Economist,Ibid.,p.6&69.
£3Z1]1 The Economist,Ibid.,p.&%.
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2.1 Concept of Frivatisation =

Befinition of privatisation is that it is a PIOCess

which transfers ownership and control of a state assst to  the

pe

private seschtor. [ZE21 There are two major surposes of

privatisation;first,being SEEs elimination out of the state

L
ut
=
T
In}

contral o command,and the second,reducing  burden  of

wt

he state enterprises to the budgsi.
Frivatisation can be called as an "umbrella concept®

which includes other privatisation methods. These methods are

sals of some parts of the SEEsi;coreating public—private sescior
ownership 1in some  investments;and bransfer of  the public

sstablishments’ servigces to the private companies by award of
a2 contract or privilege. In addition leasing of unprofitable
public enterprises or having privaie management control for

having‘ productive and profitable 5EEs can be thought in  the

According to the specific country’'s economic position

on  the establishments characterictics,decision can be given

about the methods of privatisation. Frivatisation with the

LZ2] Selahattin Ozmen. Turkive de ve Dunvada EIT lerin

Ozrellestirilmesi{IistanhuliMet/er,17287),p.7:The Economist, Ibid.
p.70; TUSIAD,Ozellestirme, Ibid.,p. 13. ‘
IR The Morgan Bank.Frivatization taster Flan.Executive
Summary of Recommendations. May—-193546,.p. 1431 TUSIAD, Ozellestirme,
Ibid.,p.14.
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s=glling of.shaﬁe can be the best method,because it can heslp in
developing the capital market,and managers and emplovees can
become paritners 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 yaccording to the some
opinions, therelis no need to turnover SEEs’ possession to the
private capital. [247 According to this view.privatisation
can oCCcur through turning ovear 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 attsr that,management is
transfered to the private personi{s). South and tiddle America

LE5

FOMENTO applications are an example for this. 25 In
Turkey, tourism investments are a good example of this type of
application, for examplejFension Fund has several hotels such

as Istanbul-Hilton; Izmir-Buyuk Efes which are raented to the

private sstablishmenis.

2.2 Furposaes of Frivatisation :

P
s
n

The interlinking concept hetwsen esach of

(341 Dzmen,op.cit.,p.10.
%51 Ozmen,op.cit.,p.10.
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pPrivatisation purposes is to increase henefits to Turkey by

enlarging the role of market {forces. Most of the purpoases.

revolve around this general idea. Turkey as yet has pl

n
d
]

rather than achievements. But a start in building & capital

3]

market come with a February 1984 law sllowing state bodies  to
izsue revenue bonds. So far, they have been used to raiss TL 10
Billion ($17.7m) +or the old Bosphorus Bridge and the kKeban
Dam. Arcund a quarter of the TL 40 billion Eeban Dam issus was
dominated in D-marks and aimed at West Germany ‘s Turkish
workers. 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 Aserican commercial bank signed
a contract in October $to prepare a "master plan® for the
privatisation of 32 5EEs,.28 of which the bank belisves were
pratitable {(and so saleable) in 1983, LEA1

The purposes of privatisation as follows:

e Encourage The Free Market Economy. The SEEs  do

not have any sensitiviiy to markeit demands from the stand
point of price and gquality because of their momoFoly
situations,and more importantly having no bankruptcy risk.

Therefore, the 5S5EEs do nof take any precautions not to lose

261 The Economist, Ibid.,p.7%.
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their market sharss. In other words, they do not increase the

gquality,and do not reguce the cost and price not to lose thei

+
market shares, Privatisation can remove these
characteristics,and can provide an activity in  the market
condition. [371 It is therefore extremely important that

the government suppori actlions that encourage the development
of a compeistive snvironment. However, to realize these
purposes,we  nesd some precactions o prevent private  sector
monopolies. For fthis, the state can bring some standards or can
organize control mechanism over them.

~ Tg Fromote Widespread Share Qwnership. The goal of

widespread share “ownership is important in order to reduce
the concentration ot economic power and to bring about a more
equitable distribution of income and wesalth. Corporate wezlth
in Turkey 1is still in the hands of a few founding families.
Thers are many esconomic,social,and political benetits o
making this ownership structore more broadbased. Widespresad

harse ownership is also important to the develorpment of  the

il

econdary markets which is in turn important for the long—term

]

development of capital markets. L=ad Many capital marksts

have been constrained in the past dus to lack of equiby

LZ71  The dorgan Bank.Frivatization Master FPilan,0bjectives of
Frivatization.May—1984,p.22 5 Ozmen,op.cit.,p.14 and p.25 .
[381 The Morgan Bank,lbid.,p.29 ; TUSIAD,Dzellestirme,Ibid.,
p-1l6.
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supply. The sale of state assets (o private owners will do a
areat deal to help alleviate this shortage.

— 1o Increase Productivity in the Economy. Lack of

profit  orientation,poorly defined goals,and no answerability
o stock-holders have decreased incentives {or puplic
snterprises fto increase Pradu:ﬁivity and aefficiency. Numerous
studies hawve concluded that,on averaas,in the public
secior,productivity are always lowsr than thé private sscior.
There are some rezzsons for this,such  as insufficient
technology,overemployment  policy and so on. Frivate Ffirms
operats with much more lower amnpowse levels and make more
afficient use of equipment than do public businesses. Lz71
Low productivity of the S5EEs aftect the general productivity
level of the economy in a negative way. I+ =o,together with
providing precautions to rise the productivity and narvowing
down  the public sector caﬁ increass  productivity in the
SCONOMY .

- 0 Improve The Capital Harket. The basic

prerequisities for  tha development of a successtul capital
market inciude a stabhle political/economic environment,an
adequate supply of stock,a sufficient demand for stock,and an

efficient enetrmediary network. Frivatisation general ly

[3Z91 The Morgan Bank, Ibid.,pp.Z2&6-7 3 TUSIAD,Ozellestirme, Ibid.
p.1% ;5 ODzmen,op.cit.,p.17.




dirsctly adresses the

1

upply side issue by immediately haking
available shares of stock for private ownership. This increase
in  supply will  then indirectly enhance the chances oFf
developing a successtul capital market. The full development
potential of a country can only be realired when the savings
accummulated in the economy can be transtormed into
investments. This transformation is conducted through and
Ffacilitated by a deep and broadbased capital markeb. When the
capital is underdeveloped,as in Turkey,savinas ars transtered
to unproductive investment areas,such as real estates,gold and
S0 0. L4073
T

Create Revenues For The Government. Dne of the

more obvious objechtives of privatisation programs  1s the
+

minimization of the drain on Treasury Funds and the gaeneration

of revenues from  the sale of state asseis. Al though

privatisation dopes increase state funds,this objiective is no:

of paramount importance to some governments. Ofhesr goals,such

as increasin productivity  and etficieny,ars sometimes
overriding factors in privatisation oblectives. L4131 The
ocensration of revenue,howsver,will probably be of more

importance when governments encounter deticit problems. In an

[401 The Morgan Bank, Ibid.,p.30 3 TUSIAG, Ozsliestirme,Iibid.,
ep. 167 3 I1lhan Orsr. "EiT lerin Ozel Fesime Acilmasi™, 150
Dergisi.Mayis—-1287,pp.67-8.

[411 The Morgan Bank,Ibid.,p.36.



effort to combat high deficits,governments sometimes increase
the wmoney supply which may consequently exert intlationary

pressures,

— X Minimize Financial Support For The SEEs By The

Treasury, Companies which do not have maximization of profits
as’ an explicit goal will tend to run up ‘losses which must  be
+tunded by an outside source. In the case of public
enterprises,this {financing must be funded on  the Treasury.
With  the high budget deticits faced by nationzs today,most
governments do not have the resources to finance these gaps
creatad én ths public sector. The problem 1is further
compauhded in developing countries where deticit financing by
the Treasury leads to high inflation. 421 In
Turkey,privatisation could help remove the burden of +tinancing
the GEEs losses,allow funds to be channeled in a more useful

direction,and enable the government to slow the growth of

inflation.

fomit

- To Httract Modern Tschnology and Management

Technigues, The private sector and for2igncompanies generally

tend to  hawve beatier management ischnigaues and more modern
terhnology than the public sector. One of the most successtul

ways of attracting foreign and private sector investiment is

£4231 The rMorgan Bank, Ibid..p.31.
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through a privatisation process. Through the outright sale of
shares, management contracts, leasing, point-ventures, advanced
technology,and sophisticated management techniques can be

drawn into these companies. L4730

= To Improve FProductivity By Issuing Shares Tog  The

sl

Emp

aoyess., The lssuance of sharess to emplgyees will improve
COMPany performance throuah inc&easing labor
productivity,stimalating worker morale,and improving guality.
kWhen workers participate in the ownership o the
company.quality tends to increase dramatically as employees
now personally gain +rom reduced cosits  and increasead
sales. L4473 Empinyees,as owners, recognize that their own

interests are coincident with those of the firm.

{431 The Moraan Bank, Ibid.,pp.32-3 3 Ozer, Ibid. ,pp.4&7-8B.
(443 The Morgan Bank,Ibid.,p.33.
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1. FIELD STUDY ON THE PUBLIC OFINION ARODUT THE

FRIVATISATION IN TURKEY

1.1. Research Design and Methodology :

In this section of the study,objectives,content and the
research methodology of the field study conducted among the
employees of the public and private service and production
tirms and men in the street with a sample of 150 people,will

be presented in the proceeding parts,the Ffindings obtained

through the field study will be described.

1.2. Objectives and Scope of The Research :

The main objective of this study is to i1nvestigate the
public opinion on the contribution of the SEEs to the economy
and privatisation of these enterprises. GLHpecitically,this
study will explore i+ there are diffsrences in opinions  of
emplovees working in public and private firms and among groups
wikh different demographic characteristics,1in relation to the
SEEs. Furthermore, it will compare opinions on SOme

characteristics of the state sector with the private sector.



R

1.%. Data colloction Procedure and Sampling Flan :

This study can be cﬂnaidered as a descripitive ressarch
hecause 1% aims to mEasure public opinion about
characteristics of public and private $irms. It alzso can be
regarded azs  a descriptive study because the bojective is o
determine the condition of the S5EEs in thé economy,especially
in the syes of people and opinions about privatisation.

The study was done +for  onca without repeated
meazsurensnts. It is a cross—sectional study measuring  the
sample of slements Ffrom the population of interest at a single
point of time.

Az a sampling procedurs a non-probability sampling

method was used where the sample 13 selected on basis  of

"

judgment. Generally,employees who are mostly working on the
public o private sector firms were selected as a
sample,because most of them will be atfected in 2 bad or good
way by the privatisation process. I+ a privatisation process

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

=y

n the public sector will face redundancy. On th=s other hand,
it is possible fhat the emplayeeé of a BEE will be given:
priority in buying shares. UOf course.success of this rurpose
depends on the privatisation method with the "selling of

hares". Furhermore, they will be in a more advantageous

0



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
tirms in the service sector (Yakiflar and Ziraat Bankasi in
the public Secinr and Akbank in  the private sectorl,and

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

[

okum in the private sector),and the men in the street.
Thus,men 1in the streest constituted 24.7 percent with 357
respondents,public firm  in the ssrvice sector 16.7 percent
with 29 respondents (this data was collected from two seperate
pubhlic banks with the 11 and 14 respondentsl,private firm  1in

th service ssctor 20 percent with 30 respondents —-this data

]

[ F=1

i

collected +from ons private bank— ublic firm 1n  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 responsess (150 peoplel.

G5 a main data collection instrument a structured

which has been instructed to be

i
[
I
il
rL

quesitionnaire  wa

repnnels of the public and private firms and

m

ancwered by the p
men in the streest. 150 distributed guestionnaires,all o+ them

have been returned and 150 were tnyally utilized 1in the data

analysis, indicating a response rate of 100 percent.
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1.4. Method of fAnalysis :

The data was obtained through a self-administered
quastionnaire which was distributed and collected by the
researcher. It was a structured gquesticonnaire with the
response categories and undisquised were presented exactly in
the same order and with the same wgrding’to all respondents to
provide  standardization and comparability. Fixed alternative
questions in which responses are limited to stated

alternatives were utilized.
1.5. Veriables Utilized and Their Operaticnal Measures:
1.9.1. Section 1l.Characteristics of Fublic and Frivate
The first section attempted to find cut the opinions on

the characteristics of the public and private {firms. This

ection listed 15 opinions on the characteristics of public

0yl

firms and 10 opinions on the characteristics of private firms.
Respondents arelaaked to pick 5 opinions which fhey thouaght
bhest described public firms and 5 dpiniana +or private firms. .

The 15 opinions on ;haracteﬁisti:a o+ public firms are:

i. Provides work gdarantee

= Creates job opporitunity o many rpeople
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. Has low priced goods and services

Frovides job training +or néw graduate managers
2. Gives low salary to 2mp loyoas

&. Has low promotion opportunity for the emplovees
7. CLreates overemployment in the public sector

8. Contributes to the industry by producing service and

intermediate goods

MOnop

are;

Z. Has low capacity and productivity

10. Has inefficient managemesnt

11. Is sensitive to environment protection
1Z. Realizes huge invesments

Z. Has  low guality goods  and  service  becauses of

olies

id4, Is less sensitive to the environment protection

i5. Has low production quality in the eyes of consumers

The 10 opinions on characieristics of private +Firms

1. Gives higher salary

fd

. Has high promotion opporfunity

guality goods and services

l.
I
Y]
u
T
-
1]
g

4. Has high priced goods and services
5. Frovides less work guaraniee

4. Is more sensitive to environment protection



7. Has eftficient management

8. Has less intention to invest in some areas for the
development of the sconomy

Y. Iz less sensitive to the environment protection

10. Puts into practice to the new technologies and

improvements.

This section also included one gussition at  the end
which asked 1+ the respondent Followed the issue of
privatisation {from mass media or not. Respondents who replied
that they did not followsed this issue skipped section two and
moved o section thres,while respondents who #gllmwed‘ tis

issus answeatred both sections two and three.

1.3.2. Section 2. Opinion on Public Sector and

Frivatisation =

In this section,lLikert scale was used to méazure the
opinions on the SEEs and privatisation. The categories were
strongly agree,partially agree,noc idea,partially disagree and
strongly disagree; Respondents expressed thelr gpinions on the
following 13 variables =

i. Organizations of the SEEs are not rational according

to their purposes of pcstablishments.
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Z. High cost and low productivity of the SEEs  are

leading to negative economic outcomes.

Z. Main problem of the SEEs is being dependent on the
state and not working in competitive SCONomyY .

4. The SEEs can be updated without privatisation by the
good managers.

. Furpose of the 5EEs is not only profit.

6. By the privatisation,state s incomge can decrease
because of the huge profits of the SEEs in the last vears.

7. Frivatisation is a way to transform the SEEs 1into
profitable,productive and etfective enterprises.

g. Frivatisation can help to reduce the burden on the
state budget.

2. In the selling of the bEEs,some privileges have to
he provided to their employvees.

10. Privatisation can improve the capital market.

1i. Privatisation is useful and necessary.

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

17%. The SEEs have to be profitable +or privatisation.

1.5.3. Section 3. Demographic Characteristics :

The third section inciuded the demographic guestions on




education level,sex,age,income and emplovment 1n public o

private seciors.

1.6, Statistical Methods of Analvsis Utilized :

G55 (Btatistical Package Frogram for Social Sciences)
has been used to analyze data collected from the respondents.
In order to analvze the relations between variables,
subprograms like frequency distributions,pearson corralations,

and ANDVA were employed.

2. Resesarch Findgins:

?.1. Descriptive Statistics on VYariables Studied :
on the Characteristics of Fublic and

2.1.1. Opinions

Frivate Firms @
Tabie 1 and table Z portrays the number and percent of

respondents that picked  each statements as describing  the



state and private enterprises. Respondents

=7

ot

werse asked to pick

I out of 10 statements for the private secior.

Table 1. Opinions on the Characteristics of The FPublic Firms

Yariables

Number
of people % of
mentioned people

Frovides work guareniss 77 1.3
Creates job opportunity to many people &= 2.0
Has low priced goods and services 2b 17.=%
Frovides job training for new gvéduate managers 29 12.35
Gives low salary to employees 245 sH4,.0
Has low promotion opportunity for the employees 51 4.0
Creates overemployment in the public sector 4H5 .3
Contributes to the industry by producing 27 24,7
service and intermediate goods

Has low capacity and productivity &4 A4Z2.7
Has inefficient management 40 26.7
Is sensitive to environment protection 21 14.0
Realizes huge invesments 54 ThH.O
Has low quality goods and service 70 4&.7
because of monopolies

Is less sensitive to the environment protection 1% 8.0
Has low production quality in the eyaes of a5 Z0.0

Consumers




Az sesn from Table l,distributign of opinions on the
characteristics of the public firms were mainly gathered on
five ideas;"bBives low salary to employees®(64.0%), "Frovides
work  guarantse” (31.3%),"Has iow quality goods and services
because of monopolies" {(44.7%), "Overemployment in  the public
sector" (43,34, and "Has low capacity and productivity (42.7%)

respectlivelyv.

Table 2. Opinions on the Characteristics of The Frivate Firms
Number

of people % of
mentioned people

Yariables

Gives higher salary 120 80.0
Has high promotion oppurtunity 82 S4.7
Has high guality goods and services 74 47,3
Has high priced goods and services 7o 50.0
Frovides less work guarantee 51 54,0
is more sensitive to environment protection i4 . 9.3
Has efficient management 101 L7,
Haz less intention to invest in some areas =3 8.7
for the development of the economy

Is less sensitive to the egvironment protection 43 28.7
Puts into practice new technologies and 102 58,0

improvemenis



=%

As  seen from Table 2,distribution of the opinions on
th2 characteristics of the private firms wers mainly gathered
on five ideas;“"Gives higher salary" (B0.0%L), "Futs into practice
rnew technologies and improvements” (48. 0%)Y, "Has efficient

managemant" (67.3%), "Has high promotion oppurtunitv" (S4.7%),and

"Has high priced goods and services” (5G.0%) respectivelyv.

2.1.2. Interest in the Issue of Frivatisation @

fod-

Respondents wers asked i they followed the ssue of
privatization from mass medlia or not. MNMamber and percent of
tntal respondents who followed or who were not interested in

this issue are given in Table Ao

Table Z. Respondents Interested in Frivatisation

Variable

Mumber
of people ¥ of
Respondents who are interested mentioned peopla
in privatisation or not
- Interested ’ g2 51.3
- Mot interested =8 zZB.7
150 100,00

In +this researh,61.7 4 of respondents weres found to be

interested and follogwed the issue of privatisation from mass
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media,and 38.7 % of respondents were not interested.

2.1.3 Opinions on the State Economic Enterprises and

'

Frivatisation :

Likert scale was used to measure the opinions on  the

g

EE

]

and privatisation. The categories wers strongly
agree,partally agree,no idea,partially disagree and strongly
disagres. Respondents prpressed  their opinions on 1=

variables, Aespondents with no idea are excluded +rom

calculation of m=an.

Tables 4. Opinions on the 5EEs and Frivatisation

% oof
respondents (%} (#%)

with Fot. Act.
Yariables Mean no idea 5.0D. Range Range
rganizations of the FEE are Z.BE3 5.3 1.811 5-1 5-2
not rational according to their
purposes of sstablishments.
High cost and low productivity #4.091 2.7 1.2683 G5-1 5-2
of the SEEs ars leading to
negative outcomes.
Main problem of the SEEs is 3.971 0.7 1.350 0 5-1 5-2-
heing dependent on the state
and not working in competitive
SCOMOMmY .
SEEs can b2 updated without 4,284 .7 1.0%8 5-1 52

privatisation by the good
MANAGErS.



Table 4 {(continusd)

VYariables Me
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Furpose of the SEEs i1s not
only profit,

By the privatisation,state’'s
incoms can decrease becauss of
the huge profits of the SEEs in
the last vears,

Frivatisation i1s a way to
transform the SEEs into
profitable,productive and
effective enterprisss.

Frivatisation can help to
reduce the burden on the state
bugdet.

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

Frivatisation can improve the
capital market.

Frivatisation iz useful and
NECEeSSAaryY.

Introduction of the
characteristics of the 5EEs,
is an important factor in
privatisation.

SFFE=s hawve to be profitable for
privaticsation.

(#yFotential range
(¥%)Actual range

Mean scale values are:3:
Z:Fartially disagree,1:58

Table 4 shows that,among

% oof

respondents (%) (®x)
with Pot. Act.
2an idea 5.0. Range Hange
4. 3546 1.2 1.31153 5-1 52
2. b4B 2.7 1.60% S5-% o2
. 840G .7 1,352 S-1 -2
3.218 .5 1.581 o1 S-2
SH.217 5.2 1.441 S5-1 o2
F.795 &.7 1.403  5-1 o=
F.225 2.0 1.6Z2 S5-1 o2
4,524 LHoTF 0 1.0468 S—-1 S5-2
I 200 4.7 1.724 5-1 52

theze

Strongly agres,4:Partialiy agres,
trongly disagrea.

variables "Introduction




of  the characteristics of the SEEs is an important factor  in
privation” has the highest mean (4,524}, that is the
respondents strongly agrees about that. "By the privatisation,

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

SEEs  in the last years" has the lowest mean (Z2.648) in the

variables, that is respondents partially disagrees sbout  that.

The means of other ideas approach to the opinion of the

partially agree.
Z.1.4. Demographic Characteristics :

Table Z.Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents:

Number of 7 oF
Variables peaople people
Education
1.PFrimary and junior secondary 2 18.6
school
2.High school o2 4.7
Zotniversity 70 ‘ 46,7
150 100,00
Sex
1.Male : 75 LI
Z2.Female 55 LT

150 1000



Table S {(continusd)

) Number of % of
Variables peaple people
fge
1.24 and under 24 17.4
R T S~ = -
2. 25945 101 &7 .3
.46 and over 23 15.=%
155G 100,06
Income
i.Income > Fupenditure 54 F7T.E
Z.lncome = Expenditurs 5 I4.0
Z.Income 4 Expenditurs 47 2.7
150 100,06
Job
1.Fublic sector 2 B
Z.Frivate sector 70 46.7
I.0%her (retired people, 18 2.0
professions, and non—emp lovess) -
150 100, 0

A= seen from the demographic characteristics of the
s,mnst of the respondents had universiiy degree with
44.7 HE.and high school degree with 34.7 4. &63.3 % of the
respondents were male and the others were temale (36.7 Ui

In this research, people were 1n the middle age group
(25-45)  with the &7.3 %. MWith respect to  income
level,respondents have been categorized likely income wWas

ey
g

greater than esxpenditure with 37.

-

Yy lNComE wWas 2gual to
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axpendl ture with 24,0 %,and income was les=  than the
sxpenditursa with 28.7 “.  bAccording to the kind of
iob, respondents generally came from two main grouns which were
the public and private ssctor. The former was 41.3% 4 and the
latter was 44.7 %.The other group which inéluded the retired

peanpls,professions, and non—-emnplovees was 12,0 %.

2:2. Analysis of VYariables :
2.2.1. Composite Score for Opinions on Fublic

Enterprises :

Separate opinions on, "Organizations of the SEEs are not
rational according o their purposes of establishments™, "High
cost and low productiviity of the BEEs are leading to neéative
econocmic outcomes”,and "Main problem of the SEEs is being
dependent on  the state and not working in the cbmpetitive

scgnomy wers combined by adding the values for ths

11
B
<
il
-
-
i
m
Lt
m
1

to Fform Scors 1. Tzahle & shows some statistics on Score 1,
Respondents who did not follow this issue from the mass media

and with no idea are g:cluded from calculation of mean.



Table &. Opinions on the 53EEs:Scors i
A of (%} Actual

i Y k] :
Yariable Mean Average respondents S$.0. Range
Scaore 1 11.800 153-=
{#¥iFercent ot respondents did not follow privatisation From
mass media and with no idea.
Mean scale values are § 15:5%rongly agree, 1Z2:Fartially ageres,
H:Fartially disagree,Z:58trongly disagree. '

Tablie & reveals that,opinion the respondents

aathared in the partially agres.

L alral

Separate 0pinions oOn,

incoms can decrsasze bhecause of

the last years”,"Frivatisation is a way

into

tr reduces the borden on the state

help

can improve the capital market”,and

and necessary” were combined o

scora,called Score Z.Table 7

M

ot

th

m

Respondents did nobt follow priva

with no idea ares

media  and

Mean .

to

profitablae,productive and effective”, "Frivatisation

"Privatisation 1=

+orm
shows some statistics on Score
sation from

+rom the calculation

Composite Score for Opinions on Frivatisation s

privatisation.state’'s

profits of the S5EEs 1n

trans+orm the SEEs

Can

budget", "Frivatisation

useaful

a privatisation

2
=

the mass

o+




Table 7. Upinions on Privatization :Score 2

-

0 of (%) actual
Umpn i —
Yariable Me=an fiveragse rezpondenis S.D. Hanges
Score 2 16.081 3,216 S0.70 5.789  25-5

{®}YFercent of ra

spondents did not follow privatisation From
= media and with no idea.

H

=03
0w
it}

an scale values are ; Z25:Strongly agree, 20:Fartially agres,
:F

i0:Fartially disagree,5:5trongly disagree.

Table 7 indicates that,opinions on privatisation of the
respondents were lowsr than partially agree.
2.2.3. Correlation Between Upinions on the SEEs @ and

Opinions on Frivatisation =

CL

Table 8. Correlation Between Opinions on the ZEEs an

Correlation of opinions on the SEEs 2
{Score 13 with n e oc¢ r
SEEs  gan  be updated without 84 —. 1Z2 121 L0175
privatisation by the good managers.

Furpose of the SEEs is not only 7 - 0952 L2032 0091
profit.

In selling of the SEEs,some privileges 76 +,4202 000 L1786

have to he provided fe their enp lovess



Table 8 (continued)

C?Prelatign of opinions on the SEEs 2
{(Scars 17 with n r o, +

introduction of the characteristic
ot the SEEs 15 an important factor
in privatisation.

I}
“
L

+.3848 000 ,1481

SEEs have to be profitable for
grivatisation.

)
£

+.3606  J0GC1 L1300

Table 8 reveals correlation between opinions on  the

SEEs and opinions on privatisation. According to the findings

el
<

eighteen percent (¢ 3} af the variation in the belie%
that,"In selling of the S5EEs,some privileges have to be
provided to their employvees" was explained by opinions on the
SEE=s. Fifiteen percent and thirteen percent are the variations
in  the beliefs that,"Introduction of the characteristics of
the SEEs  is an important factor in privatisation”,and that
"SEE=  have o be profitable privatisation” respectively,which
were sxplained by opinions on the SEEs.

Significant correlations were not found between the
ppinions on the SEEs and the views that :

— S5EEs can be updated without privatisation by the good

managers.

- Purpose of the SEEs is not only protit.
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ant T o

2.2.4. Correlation Betwesn Score 1 and Score 2

-
P

Table 9. Correlation Between 5core 1 and Score 2

a

-
Carreliation of Score 1 with n " L4 r
Score 2 &7 . 4974 000 L2498

fhe result of the Table 7 revealed a highly signiticant

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

ey
Az

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

2.3. Analysis of Variance Between Opinions on the SEEs

and Frivatisation and Demographics :

Table 10. fAnalysis of Yariance Between "rational:ity ot

organications of the SEEs" and Demogrphics.

Rationality of organizations of Degrees F

the SEE=s with of Freedaom cal. 5ig.of F
Erucation - ( 2,81 1% LAG1T . 5518
Gmr | ¢ 1,82 1 L3174 - S200G
Ags ¢ 2,81 ) S5.3121 . 00s8
Incame i 2,81 . D566 . 58468

Jab ( 2,81 )  .4311  .6513



According  to the Table 10,highly significant F  value

can be sz2en betweoen “rationality of organizations of the SEEs®

]

[

0 age  groups. This F value 1s significant at the .0068

level. This implies that there are significant differesnces in

ot

+ ad f = 1 Y = R
the mean of age groups with respect to the acceptance of the

“rationality of organizations of the SEEs". We can  thus
conclude that the age group with the three differant levels do
not have the same acceptance level with the rationality of

organizatioins of the 5SEEs. Means of age groups were a

n

tollows; 24 and under: 4.400 , 25-45:3.8983% , and 4& and over :

4.9714. {(FMean scale values are; D:5trongly agree | 4:FPartially

agres , Z:Fartially disagree , 1:5trongly disagres.!}
There are no signiticant differences in the mean of the
subcategories of education,sex, incoma,and job.

-
i

abi

m

il. Analysis of Yariance Between "High cost and
low productivity leading o negative sconomic antcomes” and

Deomographics =

High cost and low productiviity Degrees F

lmadig to negative economic of fresdom cal. Sig.of F
outcomes with

Education { 2,85 1) 2463 -A3E6
S { 1,88 7} - 52711 o S840

fge { 2,85 1y 2.1999 L1171




Table 11 (continued}
Incoms , ( 2,85 3
Job { 2,85 )

As  seen from the Table li,calculats=a F

table. This implies that there are

diftterences in  the mean of levels of the

raspsct to the accsptance of the idea which
above.

Table 12. 6Gnalysis of Variance Between
being dependent on state and not working
sconomy” and Demographics.

demographics

- ORET - 73464

1.5378 - 2208

lea:s

values are

i

no  siganificant
with

was  mentioned

"Mlain problem

in competetive

Main problem being dependent on Degrees F

State and not working in of +reedom cal. Sig.of F
competitive economy with

Education ¢ 2,88 ) 1.9353 - 1474

Sex (1,89 32 1.56412 - 2035

foe i 2,88 ) 22,7393 L G701

Income 2,88 ) 1.285% <2817

Job ( 2,88 Y 1.2354 - ZRET

17 : 22,7393, This F

w5

implies that thers are

valew is

zigniticant at

significant difterences
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in  the mean of age groups with respect to the acceptancea of
the above idea. Means of age groups were : 24 and under:
S. 6000, 25-45 :3.8065, 46 and over:d. 6429. However, there are
no significant ditferences in the sobcategories of
sducation, sex, incons level,and Jjob with respsct  to the

acceptance of the idea. (Mean scale values ares; 5:

i

tronaly agree

4:Fartially agree ,Z:Partially disagree, 1:8trongly disagree.}

Table 1Z. Analysis of Variance Betwsen “SEEs can  be
updated without privatisation by the good managers™ and
Demographics.

‘5EEs can be updated without Degrees F

privatisation by the good ot {freedom cal. Sig.of F
managsrs with

Education (¢ 2,88 ) 1.Z26035 L2617
Soy (1,89 ) 3.0741 . OZ&T
fge ( 2,88 1 4&.4688 . G017
Income ¢ 2,88 ) .0435 - F574
Job 2,85 3 . 2285 . 7209

In Table 13 , F values are signiticant at the .0Z4Y and
L0017, raespectively (F:5.0741 and F:6.8888). They imply
that, there are significant differences in the means ot =ex and
age groups with respect o acceptance of the "SEEs can  be

updated without privatisation by the good managers”. ke can




L
b

cgnclude‘ that the male and females (i.Male with 4.44462 mean
value,2.Female with 3.8B844 mean value) and age groups  wiith
three difterent levels (24 and under with 3.4000 mean values
Z20-45 with 4.4194 mean value;46 and over with 4.64729 mean
vailusl do not have the same acceptance level with this idea.
There are no significant differences in the means o+ the
levels of education, income and job. ¢ Mean scale valuses are 3

S:5trongly agree , 4:Fartially agree , Z:Partially disagree,

Table 14. Analvsis of Variance Between “FPurpoze of the

SEE= is not only profit®

Furpose of the SEEs is not only Degrees F

praofit with of +reedom cal. Big.of F
cducration { 2,87 ) - 46T - 0270

Sex { 1,88 ) =Z2.1418 « 14567

fAge ¢ 2,87 ) « 177 . 7287

Incoms ( 2,87 1 LATET S

Jobh { 2,87 ) 5795 - SA2E

Tabls 14 indicate

il

that,calculated F valuss are  less
tharn F table. This implies that therse are no signiticant

differences in the mesan of levels of the demographics  with

if)

. . . . . i _
respect  to the acceptance of the idea "purpose of the SEEs 15

not only profit.
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Table 195, Analysis of Variance Betwsen "By the
privatisation,state’s income can decrease hecaus= of the huge

profits of the SEEs" and Demographics.

By the privatisation,stats's Degrees F
income can decrease bercauses of af fresedom cal. Sig.at F
the huge protits of the SFEs wit

Fducation 2,85 1.GEE2 . 2HG3
=1=3 (1,86 3 2.9778 - 09354
Age t 2,85 Y 3Z.3iBlée . 0386
Income { 2,85 ) 2.8048 05661
Job t 2,85 1} L8270 - 4407

In Table 15, F:2.8778 3 F:3.3816 and F:2.8048. These F
values are signiticant at the 0934 (sex) 3 J0IBL (aged §.0661

{income). These imply that, there are significant differences

o+

n  the means of sex,age,and income groups with respect to

rreptance of the above idea. Mean differences ot sex,ages,and

[}

income  levels were as follows:  Sewxg 1.Male with 2.474%Y mean
value, 2. Femals with 3.1304 mean valus. Age; 1.24 and under
wiih Z.6429 mean valus, R.25-4%5 with 2.4500 mean value, .44
and over with 2.500 mean value. Income: 1. Incomerexpendli ture
with 3.0000 mean value, Z.Income=Expenditure with 2.468%7 mean
value, S.Incgme{expendituée with 2.0000 mean value. (Mean

scale values ares; S:5trongly agree, 4:Fartially

agres, Z.partially disagrag, i:5trongly disagree.) Thers ars




ot
puy
i
p—
il
<
]
[
]
B
-

N signiticant differences in the means of

education and jcb.

Table 14. Analvsis of Yariance Between "privatisation
is a way to transform the SEEs besing protitable,productive and

etfective” and Demographics.

Frivatisation 1s a way o Degrees F
transform the SEEs besing protitable.of freedom cal. Sig.of F

productive,and etffective with

Education ( 2,88 3 D.F6Y4 . DO3ET
Sex 1,89 - OEAE 8121
Age ( 2,88 ) S5.0020 slalztz]
Incoms { 2,88 ) . 100% - 58
Job ( 2,88 3 . BEFO . 4407

Table 14 reveals thait, F valiuves which arse 3S.%46%4

{ducationl, 2. 0020 {(agel,

o

nd 3.100% {incomel are siagnificant

at the ,003%7 , 0088 and .0500 respectively. These indicates

et

th

wi

it}

;s there areg significant differences 1n the mean of levels
of education,age.and incoms. With respect to acceptance of the
abhova ides. We  Ccan this conclude that the sducation  groups
with thres ditferent levels (1.Primary and Junior sacondary
school graduates  with 371818 mean value, E.Higﬁ school
agraduates with 4.0000 mean valuwe, S.University graduates

Z. 46467 mean valuel,age with three levels (1.24 and under ,with



4.26467 mean value, Z.25-45 with 3.11i27 mean valus, F.446 and

avar  wWith £.0000 mean valusl,and income with thres different

levels (1. Incomererpendl ture wWwith Z.2973 meaan value,
2. Incomes = supenditure with F.F4H57 meEan value,

Z.Incomedexpenditure with 3.0000 mean valuel) do not have the

same average of acceptance lsvel with the above  idea. {FMean
scals values are 3 S:S5trongly agree , d:Fartially
agree , Z:Fartially disagree , l:Strongly disagrees.)

However, there are no significant differences in the mesans  of

the subcategories of sex and dob.

Table 17. Analysis o+ Yariance Between "reducing  the

burden on the state budget" and Demographics.

Reducing the burden on the state Degreas F
budget with of freedom cal. Sig.of F
Education (2,84 ¥ Z2.347C . 1017
Seu { 1,B% 1} 1.535040 - 2195
fae i 2,84 ) B.2442 - GO
Incoms {2,849 3 - 6541 ~3174
Job { 2,84 13 - EB7S5 -5117
In the Table 17, F:g.8442. F value is signiticant at

the QQ0Z, This implies that there are significant differences

o

in  the mean of age groups (its mean values  weres 1.2 and

]

under: 4, 0000, 2.25-45:2.75384, .46 and over:d4.2857)  with



respect  to the acoceptance of the idea, that 1s

hurden on the state bugdet™.

Thare are no mean differences i

L
i

"reducing the

the subcategories aof education,sex, income,and job.

el

Table 18. éAnalvsis of YVari 2 Between "giving priority
to the emplovess in the selling he SEEs” and Demoaraphics.
Giving priority o the emplovees DeEgrees F
in the selling of the SEE=s with of Fresdom cal. Sig.of F
Education { 2,81 ) « 1292 - B7Z0
Sex ( 1,82 ¥ 2.5572 - 115G
Age { 2,81 3 1.2344 - 29464
Incomes ( 2,81 3 1. 4883 1913
Job ( 2,81 2 1.1475 225

s sesen from the Table 1B,calculated F values are less
than F table. This indicatss that there are no significant
differences in the mean of levels of the demographics  with

respect to the acoceptance of

Table 1%. Analysis of

the above idsa.

Yarianc

=2 Hetwesn

and Demoarashics.

"improvements of

Improvement of the capiial Degrees F
market with ' of fresdom cal, Sig.of F
Education { 2,79 3y 2.514A 0872



Lh
"

Table 17 {(continusd}

Say { 1,80 ) « 2RO - 6504
Age ' { 2,79 ) 4.3447 L0162
Income ( 2,79 1} HF15 < S038
Jab ( 2,81 3} 1.0627  .3504

In Table 19,F wvaluss are significant a2t the (0872
{education) and .30142 (ages). They 1mply that, thare are
signiticant differences 1n  the means of education and age

aroups with respect to acceptance of the "improvemsent of the

n

apital market". Mean differences 1n these groups wers  as

follows: Educationg i.FPrimary and Junolr secondary school

graduates: 2. 2000 . Z.High school graduates: 4, 0554 '
Zedniversity graduates: Z.847%9. Ages;l.24 and under:4.6923 ,

L2E5-45:3.5079 , 3:46 and over:4.0747. {Mean scale values arsg
S:Sirongly  agree , 4:Fartially agree , Z2:Fartially disagree,

1:5trongly disagree.} There are no significant differences in

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

Table Z20. fnalysis of Variance Between “privatisation

is useful and necessary" and Dempographics.

Frivatisation 1s usetull and Degrees F
necassary  with af fresdom cal. Sig.of F

Education { 2,846 3} 2.8342 « OA4E



=8

Table 20 ({continued}
S { 1,87 L0674 . FF29
~hge { 2,8A 1} 1.1569 - E19E
Income { 2,846 ) Z.5974AF . 0553
Job { 2,86 3 . 1354 . 8734
Table 20 shows that,F valuess are significant at the
- 0A4E {education) and 0543 {income). These indicates
that, there are significant ditterences in the m=an o+t
sducation and income groups with respect to acceptance of

the above idea. Mean differences in  thesse groups  weres
EFducation; l.Frimary and Junior secondery school:2.1818,2.High

- —
T

school: 2.3238, 2. Univers1ty: Z.3188. Income: 1. Incomeraxpendi ture:
2.942%9 2. Incomesexpendi ture: 3.8000 Z.Incomei<expenditures
2.7157. {Mean scale values are; S:5trongly agree , 4:Partially
agreg |, Z:Fartially disagrees , 1:58%rongly disagresa.? Thera

are no significant differences in the mean of the levels of

=2, age, and job.

Table 21. Analysis of Yariance Betweesn "introduction of

1

characteristics ot the S5EEsY and Desmographics.

Introduction of characisristics Degrees F
of the SEEs with ‘ o+ +frsedom cal. Sig.of F

Education ( 2,79 1 . 5728 «S1E2
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Tahle 21 {(continued)
Sewx ( 1,80 @ -B194 « 680
Age ( 2,79 1} - 4211 - HO7E
Income £ Z2,7F % D735 - 2659
Job € 2.79 ) 5138 <S48

Table 21 reveals that,calculated F valuess are less
than F table, This 1mpliss that there are no sian:ificant
ditferences in the sa=an of levels o+ the demographics with
respect to the acceptance of the "introduction o
characteristics of the SEEs®.

Table 22. Analvysis of Variance Beitwsen Y"3EEs hawve to be
profitable” and Demographics.

IDegrees F

SEE=s have to bes profitable with of freedomn cal. Sig.of F
Education ¢ 2.82 3 . eaFE L FFT2E
Sey { 1,83 13 - SARG » D603
Age ( 2,82 3y 2.08%91 . 13503
Income ( 2,82 13 1.630% . 2OEE
Job 2,82 )y Z.2014 L1171

In the Table Z22,there are significant differences in
the mesan of levels ot the demographics with respect o the
acceptance of the above idea,because all of the F values ares



iez=s than F table.

Table 23. finalysis of Variance Between Scors ) and

Demographics.

Degrees =

Score 1 with o+ +fresedom cal. Sig.of F
Education { E.77 2 e =1l
Sex { 1,78 3 . 05535 - 4207
fae { 2,77 1y 6£.4825 - OIS
Incoms C 2,77 3 . - 7482
Job ( 2,77 2 1.7556 - 1800

Table 23 iliustrates that,F values is sianiticant at
the - 25, This indicates thai, therse ars significant

diftferences in th

i

I

m2an ot age groups  with  respect o
acceptance of the Score 1. Mesan differences 1in the age groups
ware; 24 and uwnder:11.74%2, 25-45:11.2442, 46 and over:13.8571
{Fizan scale valueses are; 153:5trongly agree, 12:Fartially agres,
&:Fartially disagree, Z:5%rongly disaagree.) However,there are

no  significant differences in the means of the subcategories

of education,sex, income,and job.

11

Table 24. dnalysi of Variance Between Scorese & and

Demographilcs.

F
Score 2 with cal. Sig.of F
Eduration 2,71} 4.56235 <130

Sey (1,72 13 1.4461 .25



Table 24 {(continued)

frae 2,71y TF.BELT SR80
income { 2,71 3} 2.1948 - 1182
Job ¢ 2,71 2 - 7056 « ZF0E

In Table 24, F values are significant at the 0130
ieducation) and (0011 (agel. They imply that, thers are
significant diffsrences in the means of education and age
aroups with respect to accephance of the Socore 2. Mean
differences 1in these groups were as  follows: Educationg

1:Frimary and junior secondary schoo:il.ilil, 2Z.#igh school H

17.

U

750, Z.lUniversity:i 16,4082, Hge: 1.34 and under: 20,8147,

Eanl ~

2. 2545 1404286, Z.%6 and overs:lg. 3

- {Mean scale  valuss
ares ; 25:5%rongly agree , Z0:Fartially agree ., 10:Fartially

s} There are no significant

e groups of =ey, incomns,and job.
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Table 25. aummary Eﬁgle of Analysis of Variance Between Opinions %8 the SEEs and Privatisatlon and Demographics.

A o & & & A & &
S \& & p S
\h%\\;\e\’\?‘ V‘Jp"‘iv h‘j‘i K@ @;ﬁ; > °‘ {} V‘i’ d’ @* én" !a &' &@5"‘ S \}3’ eﬁy ‘xéé & &‘9"}? ,)?’ é&\- st’b
r \ .
O Sl S A f*"a&ﬁf“ ________ S 58
Education - - - - - - 1:2.1818 - - 11:2.8000]1:2.1818) - | - - 1:11. 111
2:4,0000 2:4,0526{2:3.5238 2:17.875
3:3.4667 3:3.0679)3:3.3158 3:16.408
Sex - - - 1:4,4462) - [1:2.4769 - - - - - -4 - - -
2:3.8846 2:3.1304
Age 1:4.40001 - {1:3.6000{1:3.4000] - {1:3.6429|1:4.2667|1:4.0000{ - |1:4.6923 - - )= 1:011,7692 {1:20.416
2:3.8983 2:3.8065]2:4,4184 2:2,4500{2:3.1128]2:2.7586 2:3.5079 ' 2:11.2642 §2:14.428
3:4.5714 3:4.6429]3:4,6429 3:2.5000{ 3:4.0000{ 3:4., 2857 3:4,0769 3:13.8572 {3:18.307

Income - - - - - {1:3.0000}1:3,2973 - - - 1:2.8429] - | - - -
2:2.6897{2:3.9667 2:3.8000
3:2.0000; 3:3.0000 3:2.9167

Job - - - - - - . - - - - - -1 - -

Table 25 illustates the summary table which is related to the analysis of variance between opinions on the SEEs an
privatisation and demographics. It can be seen significant differences in the means of education, sex,age, income,and job group

¥ith respect to acceptance of the ideas which was mentioned before from the above table,



CHaFTER 111
1. CONCLUSIONS and IMFLICATIONS

This chapter will be presented in two sections :
1. Summary and discussion of findings,

Z2elmplications 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 soms characteristics of the state sector
with the private sectopr,

The study was conducted with a sample of 130 people
through a questionnaire included questions about the
characteristics of public and private ¥irm5,mpininn5 on
privatisation and demographics.

The Ffilled—up questionnaires by the smplovees of the
public and private firms and men iﬁ the street were analyzea
by the aid of SFS5 computer and subprograms like frequency
distribution, psarson carrelaticns,and analvsis of wvariancd

were used.
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The majority of all respondents (61.3 %Y have followed
and were 1nterested in the issus of privatisation from mass
media. In this research,.most of the respondents had university
degree {(46.7 % ,and high school degree (34.7 %) and they wers
in the middls age group (25-45) with the &7.3 %. Male
respondents were &3.3 4 and female respondents were 6.7 %

With respect to income level,respondents have been categorized

o

likely,incomse was greater than the esxpenditure with 37.3 %,

L.

iﬁcnme was egual to expenditure with 4.0 Y,and i1ncome was
less than the expenditure with 28.7 Y. According to the kind
of job,respondents generalily came From ftwo main groups which
were the public and private sector. The former was 41.3% %,and
the latter was 446.7 4A. The other group which included the
retired people,professions, and non—employees was 12.0 %,

One of aims of the study was to rewiew the properties
which define the private and public sector in abest way as
zeen by employees working within these domains. Thus, the
following properties were found :

For the public firms;

~ Gives low salary to emplovees

- FProvides work guarantee

~ Has low quality goods and s=rvices because of
monopolies

~ Overemployment 1n the public sector
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— Has low capacity and productivity
For the private firms:

— Gives higher Ealéry

— Futs into practice to the new ftechnologiss and
improvements

— Has sfficient management

— Has high promotion opprotunity

— Has high priced goods gnd services

As can be understood abc?e findings,the public sector
generally carries with it negative traits whereas the private
sector possessed relatively positive characteristics.
Meanwhile,dus to the fact that,pay ranked Ffirst among
properties describing both the public and private sector. It
can be seen that the pay factor is one which has a
differentiative eyplanatoryv value. That is,low pay signities
the public sector whereas high pay can  be asanciéted with
private sector. Furthermore,as can be interpreted {from the
above findings,the public sector employees higher manpower and
higher work guarantee which causesi inefficient Dperationsi
among with low capacity usage. Again, the public enterprises
are monopolies 1in certain areas,and due to  this lack of

competition they produce low quality product and ssrvices.
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fis  far as we can understand from the characteristics
that euxuplain the private sector. It can be said that they are
managed betier than the public sector,and they orovide much
improved opportunities +tor promobion and sl f-—
accomplishment.Furthermore, they are morse sensitive in adophing
new  ftechnological developmants. Nhen compared to public
sector,. However, the product and services provided by the
private sechor i1s more supensive when a comparison 1is  mada
relative to the public sector.

The replies +to  the SEEs and privatization are as
+ollows :

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 guestionnaire ars 2ager to bse
infgémed 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 ralse 1in
the prices of the product and services of the S5EEs.

Respondents furthervstated that, they agreed with tha
negative characteristics of the SEEs which are namely 5 their

organizational sturucturss are not rational and unrealistic
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with respect to  their establishment ob jectives; their
operations being carried out with low efficiency and high cost
which bring alone negative economic outcomes and finally that
their real problems arise +rom the fact that they are heavily
dependent on the state.

However, the respondents stated on the other hand that,
despite their negative ftraits the SEEsycmuld he reformed by
product management without the need for privatisation and
turthermore added that the only objectives of the SEEs were
not to make profit alone but provide social purposes such as
prcvidiné Johs to many people, pilioneering investments to
sptead nation wide and provide prodoct and services at low
prices,

In general the respondents favor the privatisation 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 FPearson Correlation analysis'aiming to
reveal a meaningful relation between the privatisation of SEEs
and their negative traits these that are uwunited on  the
negativé traits have very stroné ideas and opinions on
privatisation. Thay Stgted that the enterprises to be
privatised have to be profitable ones and information

concerning them have to be expressed to the public.
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Furthermore, through the course of privatisation certain
incentives should bhe given to the =mployess.

The wvariances 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 in all three
levels agree with the negative traits related to SEEs.
Also, therse 1s npo significant difference batween 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 5EEs 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 signi%icanf difference between the means of
male and females with respect to the privatisation of the SEEs
and negative traits associated with then. However,althéugh
males partially deny that the governm=nt will bs diprived of
the great profits obtainsed from the 5SEEs,females displayedj
more favorable opinion.

There are great differences between age groups and
agraasmnent with negative traits associated to SEEs. The middle

age group and the group under 24 agreed with thess opinions
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trongly. In

11

partially, 46 and avert aroup agraad
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 44 and over qroup
agread with the idea that privatisation can fransform the SEEs
into effectice and prafitable‘nrganizatiﬁns,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 4& and over age
groups paritially agreed about this opinion.

There are no significant differences betwsen the means
of income groups and agreem=nt with negative traits associated
to the S5EEs. However, low income group (incoms 4 expenditure)
1s partially disagres on the idea that by the
privatisation, the government will be deprived of the great
proftits obtained but the middle (incuﬁe = 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 Drganizatiuns and privatisation isi
useful and necessary. On the other hand,middle income groups
partially agree on these ideas.

There are no significant differences between the means



of the job levels with respect to the privatisation of 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—-emploves

with respect to the above ideas.
1.2. Implications to the Government :

The +indings of this study may have implications which
must be addressed in the privatisation process +for  the
government. For the success of the privatisation program  the
public should believe in the necessity and utilization of the
Program.

The First step for the success ot the program is to get
th2 support and the esagerness of public. For this reason, first
of all the government should prepare the privatisation program
and explain the details of the program step by step to the
public., The +irms that ﬁill be changed to private property
should be determined and should be ihtraduced to ths public.

In changing the statue of the firms,the best method to
be wused is ‘“selling the shares of the +irm". This method
helps to imprnvg the capital market. The development of the

capital markets was determined to be a much more important



71

objective than the generation of revenues for the government.
Therefore,in view of the underdeveloped nature of the Turkish
capital markets,egqguity securities of the S5EEs will need to  be
priced vary attractively. Hidespread ownership is also
important to the development of the secondary markets which is
in  turn important for the long term development of capital
markets. Furthermore,with this method some Privilegea can be
given to the employees while selling the sharss,so  the
employess will have the opportunity for codetermination.
Selling the perofitable 5EEs is much more esasier  than
the uwunprofitable ones. I+ these unprotitable +fires cannot
change their status they will keep on causing great losses to
the ftreasury and sconomy. For these companiess,betore . trving to
change their status some managerial and financial predtautions
should be ftaken. While changing the status of the SEEs it
should be taken into account that the last thing wanted is ko
end wup with private monopolies instead of state monopolies.
So, the government should be taking the necessary
nrocadtions,and cope with the doubt of the public opinion on

this subject.
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APPENDIX : GQUESTIONNAIRE

Bolwum 1

SORU 1.Asagi1da Kamu sektbruande
bulunan sirketler hakkinda 15
gibrius siralanmistir.S5izce bu
kurdluslariy en 1vi anlatan 5
gorusi seqginiz ve i1saretleyi-
niz.

[ 1 Calisanliara is guvencesi
saflar.

L 1 Genis kitlelerse 1s imkan:
varatmaktadir.

L 1 Mal wve hizmet fivatlar:
dustuktir.

L 1 Yeni mezun yoneticiler
igin bir okul vazifesi gormek-—
tedir. )

L 1 Calisanlarin maasliaril di-—
sukider.

L 1 Calisanlarin kendini ge—
listirmesi ve yviukselebilmesi
igcin gerekli firsatlar azdir.
L 1 Gereginden f+azla insan ga—
listirilivor.

[ 1 Bazi sektdrlerde tsk dre—
tici oldugundan ara mali ve
hizmet dreterek sanayiye kat-—
kida bulunmaktadir.

L 1 Verimlilik ve kapasite di-
stktar.

L 1 Genel olarak cok kot vo-
netilmektedirler.

L 1 Cevre korunmasina daha ok
duyarlidirlar.

L 1 Uzel sektordn giremeyecegl
bayulk vatirimlar: gercekles—
tirmektedirlier.

L 1 Bazi sektorlerde tekel du-—
rumunda  oldugundan  — rekabet
olmadigindan — mal w2 hizmet-—
lerin kalitesi dasaktur.

L 1 Cevre korunmasina daha az
duyvarlidirlar.,

L 1 Tuketici: godzunde udrdnleri-
nin kalitesi diasiaktir.
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SORU Z.Asagida Ozel Sektdrde
bulunan girketier hakkinda
10 gorids siralanmistir.Sizce
bu kuruluslari en ivi  anla-
tan 5 gorisi seginiz ve 1sa—
retleyiniz.

[ 1 Calisanlarin maaslaray
daha yuksektir.

L 1 Calisanlarin yikselms ve
kendini gelistirme olanakla-—
1 ividir.
£ 1 Mal wve
viksesktir.
£ 1 Calisanlarin is guvence-—
51 yluksektir.

L 1 Mal wve hizmet
nispeten yiaksektir,
L 1 Cevre korunmasina daha
fazla duyvarlidirliar.
L 1 Genel olarak 1vi
tilmektedirler.

[ 1 tilke kalkinmasina katki-—
da bulunabilecek bazi alan-—
lara vatirim vapmamaktadis—
lar. .

L 1 Cevre korunmasina daha
az duyarlidirlar,

£ 1 Yeni gelismeleri ve tek-—
noloilleri hemen uavgulamaya
koyvabilmelktedirler.

hizmet kalites:

fivatlar:

vone—
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SORU 3. Son gunlerde bazi kesimleri ilgilendiren bivr olavdan

"trellestirma" den,vani diger bir devislie; "Eamua yvonetimi  wve
mitlkiyetindekil iktisadi tesebbuslerin azel kisi ve kurunluslara
devredl lmesinden® bahsedilmektedir.Bu konu 1lea ne kadar

ilgilendiniz?

al Bu konuyu kamuoyvundan b Bu konuvu bamuovundan
=2tmadim. ettim.
*  Eger soru ’te a’'vi isaretledivseniz litfen doarudan

3
Bolum 3" 2 geginilz.

# Eger soru Z7te b’ yi isarstlediyseniz iutfen Bolam 27 den
itibaren devam sdiniz.

BOLuM 2

Litfen bu bolumdeki gordslere ne derece katildiginizi  van

taraftaki kutulara isaret koyarak belirtinih. $§$ @j§ §§
"/\\‘) '\D ¥ 3
5 fy F L L
. o . &S T &8 &8
« KiIT'lerin milkiyvet ve drgihtsel yapilary £ 1 L 3 0L 1 € 3 0 3

Luralus amaglarina gore rasvonel ve gep-—

cekci degildir.

- KiT ' lerin yiksek malivet ve diusik verim— [ 1 L 3 0 3 L 1 £ 1
lilikle caligsmalari Turk sanayiini olum—

suz bir vapilanmaya sevkeden onemli bir

unsur olmustur.

» EIT lerin sorunlari: esas olarak devliete [ 3 L 3 L 3 L 3 £ 3
bagimli olmalarindan ve serbest rekabet

kurallarina tabi olmamalarindan kavnak-

lanmaktadir.

« KIT ler ozellestiriimeve basvurulmadan L1 1C 1t 3 61
da ivi yoneticiler slinde cagdas bir ge—

lisime kavusturulabilir.

- EIT lerin amacl sadece kar stmek degil—- [ 1 L 1 C 1 C 3 E 3
die.
» KEIT 1ler son villarda urettikleri mal £ 1038 3£ 13 L0 1

ve hizmetlere zam yaparak bliylk karlar

aelde etmeye baslamislardir.Eger Ei1T ler

ozellestirilirse devliet bu kanaldan

sagladiq: gelirden mahrum kalacaktie.

« Orellestirme,KIT leri daha etkin,ve— g 31t 31L 31CL0 1
rimli ve karli kuruluslar haline getir—

menin bir voludur.

- Ozellestirme,deviet butcesinin hatif- E 10 3cC 303146 1
letilmesine katkida bulunacaktir.



. KIT lerin halka satisinda,galisanlara £ 1[0 1¢01

—gzel kurulrslara gire

dncelik verilevrek—

hisse satisini HDlay1a§t1P1ci‘tE$vik tad-
birleri getireek lazimdir.

. Ozellestirme,sermaye
mesine katkida bulunabi
« KiIT lerin dzellestiri
vararlidir.

« Ozellestiriliecek kurumlarin dzellikle- L 31 ¢3¢ 1

pivasasinin gelis— [ 1 L 1 € 1

lir.

lmesi gerekli ve C 1 310 1

tinin tanitilmasi: ¢ok onemlidir.

. Ozellestirilecek isletmeler karli ol- L 3 C 3¢rC1

‘malaridir.

BOLu 3

SORL 4, Egitim durumunouz nedir?

L 1 1tlkokul
L 1 Ortaobkul

SORU 5, Cinsiyetiniz,
L 1 Erkek
L 1 Kadain

S0RU 6. Yasiniz asagidaki guruplardan

L 1 1i2'dan a
L 1 20-24 ar
[ 1 25-35 ar

SORU 7. Ailenizin gelir

L 1 Gelirim
Gelirim
Gelirim
Gelirim
Gelirim

™mMMmrmm
L bed d bed

SORY B. Calistiginiz
hangisidir?

C 31 Eamu

L 1 Ozel

L 1 Serbest

[ 1 Lise
L 1 universite

= L 1 34-45 aras:
a5y [ 1 4655 arasa
As1 L 1 55 %ten +arz-la

dilzeyil nedir?

giderimi rahatlikla karsiliivor.
giderimi oldukca karsilivor.
giderime denktir.

giderimden azdir.

giderimi hig¢ karsilamivor.

Lurum veya 1siniz
T 1 Emekli
£ 1 Caligmivor
—ticcar,

esnat, sanatkar gibig
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hangisine girmektedies 7

asafidakilerden
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