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Abstract

This paper atiempts 10 exanine the impact of privatzalion on the financial
performance of privatized enterprises classified according io new ownership structure
in Sudan. The paper follows the standard methadatagy reported in the lireratire and
yelies on survey data collected from annual reports af these enterprises, The paper
uses a sample of 18 privatized enterprises thas were fully or pariially privatized
during the period 1990 to 2004, Non- pdrametric satistics Wilcoxon 1est was wxed as
a rechnique 1o analyze the daia.

The findings show that there is insignificant increase i ihe Jinancial perfarmance of
enterprises (ransferved 10 internal investors and state ownership. However, the
enterprises transferved 1w external invesiors show nsignificant decline tn the financial
performance. Moreover, significant deciine n ihe performance of enterprises
transferred 10 states and NGOs was docansented (ar .05 Isvet of significance), The
paper cancludes that, overall, there was an fnsignificant improvement in the financial
perfornmance of privatized enterprises classified ~according 1o riev gunership
strucwure. To rectify the situation the paper comes 1o with some reconprendations
geared toward improving financial performange of privatized enterprises.

The Impact of Privadizanion Fuzerprises on the Financial Petformance of privatized
anterprises in Sidan (1990-2004): Based on new ownership struciuve. An empirical

Study
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1. Introduction

Privatization of Sttc Owned Enterprises (SOFs) has become an important
phenomenon n both industrial and developing countries and has been occurring at an
mereasing rate over the past three decades, particulardy in developing countries whose
share in global privatization revenues rose from17 per cent in 1990 to 22 per cent in
1996 (The Economist, 1997)

Although there ate a number of theoretical and cmpirical studies on privatizaton, we
are still far from universally agreed conclusions. Estimated privatization effects 1may
be both positive and negative (Limi 2003).

D’Souza and Megginson, (2001) used a sample of 118 enterprises (from 29 countrics
and 28 industries), privatized via public share offering between 1961 and 1995, and
indicated a significant increase in profitability, efficiency, output, and capital
expendliture, and a significant decrease in leverage following privatization,

In contrast to the above mentioned result, Sachs and Eilat, (2000} exsmined the
cmpirical evidence across 24 transitional economics, and concluded thar ownership
change is ot cnough to generate an mmprovement in financial performance. Omran
(2001) reviews indicators in privatized and remaining SOEs in Egypt in 1994 and
found that overall performance in all enterprises improved, regardless of ownership
type or change, He concluded that economic liberalization and competition were more
important than privatization in explaining enterprises behavior,

For African countrics. most empirical studics have shown a refatively  poor
performance of SOEs reform effort as comparcd with other parts of the world in both
relative and absolute terms (World Bank, 1996: Adam ct al., 1992)

Many African countries have embraced privatization programs in various sectors of
thair economies. Economic reform and privatization have been initiated as a result of
external pressures by the West and iternational sgencies such as International
Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank (WB).

Ihe present government in Sudan adopted the privatization policy since the carly
1990 on & more systematic and pragmatic basis. The policy was the comerstone of the
Three Years liconomic Salvation Program (1990.1993) and Ten-years National
Comprebensive Swategy (1942-2002), (Musa (2002). According o the Technical
Committee for the Disposition of Public Enterprises (TCDPESs) report of (2002, the
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privatization programae covers maay SOEs in various sectors such ax agriculnue,
industry. banking ., .efc.

In Sudan some studies have been conducted to examine the impsct of privatization on
economic performance, €.g. Musa, (1994): (1999), ELtyab (1997): Efbecly, (1996):
TCDPE (1995}, (2002). .A few of these studies have focused upon the impact of
privatization on the fmancial performance of privatized cnterprises o they were
restricted to a single SOE. while others dit not use some of initial financial ingasures
for comparison of pre und post privatization performance.

This paper considers a set of privatized enterprises in different sectors through new
ownership structure which experienced full or partial privatization over the period
1990 to 2004. Moreover, initial financial measures are used to compare financial
performance before and after privatization,

The main purpose of the paper is 1o mvestigate the mepact of privatization on the
financial performance of privatized enterprises according 0 the new ownership
structure. In other words, what happens to the financial performance of privatized
enterpriscs following privatization from the perspective of new ownership structure?
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows; section two provides u brief
review of the (heoretical and empirical studies on privatizetion. Seciion three
highlights the historical background of privatization in Sudan. Section four specifies
methodology applied for the assessment of financial performance change and analysis
of dats used in this paper, Section five reports the results and discussion. Section five

presents conclusions and recommendation.
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2 <Theoretical and Empirical Studies on Privatization:

A wide range of theoretical and empircal literature is availshic relating 1o the impacts
of privitizution on fimancial performance of privatized enterprises. Nellis (2003,
ppA3-58) concluded that “Although a lot of studies have been conducted, still there i
a great ambiguity, in theory and emipinicsl research, concermng refitive merits and
demerits of ownership impact on the enterprise financial performance”,

The advocates of privatization tend 10 argue that private ownership 8 more efficient
than public one. Their argnments are based oo the clabms that the change in
enterprise’s ownership redefines the enterprise objectives and the manager's meentive
to reduce cost and gain profit (Shirety and Nellis, 1991). There is widely held view
that privatized enterprises perform better thun SOES and they ure muore competitive
when compared to previous conditions of governmeot control (Megginson e al.,
1992 Andrews and Dowling. 1998).

In contrast, the other group sich as (Rowthorn and Chaye(1991): Prake,
R.(1989) conswders that SOES are superior to the private ones. They argue that SOLS
cun be efficient in net financial positem if their control system is suitabie and they
have clear goals and Objeclives.

The third view finds no difference i the performance of both tvpes of cnlerprises
(Carmake and Zamm, 1992: Martin, 1985). They argue that any attempt to evaluare the
performance of the SOEs must take into account the multiplicity of objectives
(economic. social and political) that they must pursue as compared 1o simple
profitability objective that is the Characteristic of most private enterprises.

It s well known that there has heen a long debate about the relatiomship between the
enterprise performance and Its ownership patiern. As for the practical effects of
privatization, a gencral consensus has not been ieached, But some of the recent
studies: are more or less favorable in way they look t privatization (D Souza and
Megginson. 2001),

CGahiani ot al 2004) arguc that “dospite the importance of the privatization
experience, we still have no empirical knowledge about how well privatization works
i pragtice” pp.131-132.

Early empirical rescarch reached mined results sbout the comparative performance of
private versus public enterprives (sec Cuves, 1992). Surveying many countries,
developed and developing, Dewenter and Malatesta (2001 ) examined the performance

of 63 cnterprises, which withessed divestment over the 1981-1993 period, The
4
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rescarch indicated 2 significant inprovement in projiabibity, and a yignilicam decline
in Jeverape and labor intensity.

In transition countrics, there exist some studies that arc much more skeptical the aboul
positive influence of privatization (see Nellis, 2003; Frydoman et al., 1998 Black et
al., 2000).

In developing countries, most of the findings o assessment of finuncial pedormance
before and afier privatization concluded thar privatization improves the fimancial
performance of the enerprise (Kikri and Neliis, 2004).

Another line of thinking indicates the possibility that performumce improvemenis
could be realized without a change of ownership. Havrylyshyn and Megehingon
(2000) indicate that “the overall impact of privatization-in spile of expectations—is not
always positive”. There arc many empirical studies about the impact of diflerent types
of privatization on cnterprise performance. Sachs, J- and Eilat, Y. (2000), Kikeri, S.
and Nellis, J. (2004).

3- Privatization in Sudan: Background

At the time of independence in 1956, there was virtuslly no indigenous private sector
in Sudun, During the ten-year plan, 1960-70, the onus of cconomic and social
development was placed on SOLs. However, the majority of SOEs in Sudan.
cspecially those in manufacmuring-were established within the five-year plan. 1970-
75, and the six-year plan; 1977-83 (Ali, 1994) Privatization 1n Sudan could reughly
be said to date hack to the 1920s when the Colonial Government privatized the Sudan
Lights and Power Company by selling it o a private British finm, © unclertake the
generation and supply of electricity in Khiartoum in 1925 and in Medani 1930. (Awad,
(1897).

Tn March 1991 the government of Sudan (GOS) initiated the privatization program as
part of The Three Years National Economic Salvation Programme (NESP), 1999-
1993, as a means of achicving the gencral objectives of the progrimme. The process
is also regarded as part of the comprehensive liberalization policy winch requires the
privatization program in order to provide suitzble climate for stccess.

According 10 TCDPE (1995) report privatization in Sudan (1992 = 2003) bas moved
through different phases. In the first phase of the program (1992-1997 and during the
period from 1992 ta 1995, 57 eaterprises of those included in the programme (esually

calied the fust program) have been privatized. The privatization of these enterprises
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has heen made in accordance with the different methods of privatization approved by
the Council of Ministers, which include: outright sale, public share offering, debt
equity swap, lease, and transfer of ownership to some states and NGOs.The secand
phase of the program included privatizing 31 enterprises From the practical
experience of the implementation of the fisst and second phases. the Council of
Ministers has approved, on July 2003, the third suggested phasc for rest of enterprises
covered by of the privatization program (TCDPES 2002),

Table (1) below shows the number of privatized enterprises in various sectors as of
June 2002 and the privatization methods. In this table figures between brackers

represent the percentage of wtal.

Table (1): number of SOEs privatized (as of June 2004) and method of

privatization.
= [ __T — A T —.7‘
| Tran., ‘
Privatization | Manuf | Tekecom. Mining Misc,
Aprs. Bankiog Total
method Sector Sector | &Tourism sector sector
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Sale < | 3 1 2 4 15( 28%) |
= . ! : }
Debt  equty |
4 2 - - ‘ . 6%
\\QJ‘I \
; Leaso ; ! - 12%)
| Public shares |
F 4 | I 4(7%)
offering
Tranator | q
give €
s S| Lip " 5 2 | 2meszm
0 state gost |
£ NGO
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Source: TCDPE Report (2004) and researcher’s Caleulations
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4- Methodology and Data

The main aim of this paper is 1o examine the impacts of privatization on the financial
performance of privatized enterprises according (o their new ownership. The study is
based on explanatory methods and aempls 10 show, based on empirical evidence, the
extent to which the privatization program in the Sudun has contributed towards the
improvement of the financial performance of privatized enterprises according to the
type of transfer to the new ownership by comparing the financial performance before
and after privatization.

The research design used in this paper is “beforc-and-after” design (also known as
the pre-test/post-test design) to compare the change in financial performance of the
sample for three years before and after privatization.

The paper uses the fufzxncial measures in Megginson et al. (1994); Nellis and Loser
(2002); Boubkri and Cosset (1998); D'Souza and Megginson (1999) for comparison
of financial performance. These measures are: profitahility, operating cfliciency.
output, dividend payment, leverage and capital investment spending.

To test whether the changes in financial performance are significant, this paper used
non parametric statistics, Wilcoxon is common tests in such analysis (Wilcoxon,
1945). The research problem can appropriately be addressed using this test when
sample siz¢ is small in each group.

The difference of the mean of signed ranks performance was calculated for each
variable prior to and after the date of privatization for each individual privatized
enterprise; to lest for the significant changes and the table showing critical values of
W shall be used as basis for decision in such cases. For calculating whether the
change in cach financial indicator is significant we need to follow (hese steps:

(i) For each SOE in our sample we obtaincd a difference score (after minus before)
for each of the performance indicators (a) - (f) noted above;

(ii) For each performance mdicator obtain the set of absolute differences;

(iii) Omit from further analysis any sbsolute difference score of zero. This yields the
actusl sample size to be used in the analysis which will be cqual to or less than
original sample sizc;

(iv) Assign ranks from 1 to N to each absolute difference such that the smallest
absolute difference score gets rank 1 and the largest geis rank N. If one or more
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absolute differences are equal, they are each assigned the average rank of the ranks
they would have been assigned individually i the absence of ties:

(v) Assign the ranks their corresponding positive or negative signs;

(vi) The Wilcoxon tost statistic 15 obtained as the sum of the positive ranks.,

The data set for this rescarch were gathered from Sudanese SOEs that have been
privatized fully or partially by 2002. Following Megginson and Netier (2001) each
enterprisc should have had at Jeast three years cxperience before and after
privatization date. According to TCDPEs report of June 2003, the number of
privatized SOLs in Sudan reached 58 and an additional 25 SOEs are scheduled for
privatization, The number of privatized enterprises according to  sector is;
cighteen(31%) in agriculture, nincteen(32.7%) in the manufacturing. one (1.7%) in
energy and mining. two (3.4%) in transport and communication, two (3.4%) in the
banking, nine(15.5%) in the wurism and seven(12%) in the multdfarious sector.
According 10 TCDPES(2003) the privatized enterprises spread over seven sectors,
which make up the national ecopomy namely: agriculture, mdustry, energy mining,
transport, banking, toursm and multifarious. Howeyer, prnivatizations through
hiquidations were excluded, because they do not have post privatization data. The
sample size becomes 54 privatized enterprises for the survey. It is perhaps important
to note that the total number of SOEs in Sudan were 190 before privatization
program.

This research selects sample using the formula for determining the sample size as
follows:

o rg(dl:—g)

n = initial sample size.

£ = standerdized variable.

p = the anticipated proportion taken (28), (190/54),

d = absolute precession required on either side of the population proportion taken 2.
n=(196)(28)(.72)
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(1.96) (028)0.72)

5 193
(0.2)"

g

For caleutating the final sample size number the rescarchers use the correction factor

for small size population (N> 1000), it is given by the following formula:

N-n,
n = ’:——" , where N =190
V N-I
a = 1900=17 | ey o1
Y 190-1

Table (2): The number of privatized enterprises and sample size per sector:

' | No. of ;
Sample Size
Sector Privatzed %
- In each sector
Enterprises
" Agricultural 15 Bl 222
Manufacturing PR 6 LA
Tllicrgv und Mining | ‘ 1 5.6
Transport and y
2 1 56
Communications
Banking 2 1 5.6
Tourism 9 ' 2 ' 16.7
Multifarious 7 3 b |
Total 54 I8 4j7 100

-
Source: rescarcher’s Caleulations

The above table indicates that 22.2% of privatized enterprises included in the sample
from the agricultural sector, 33.3% from the industrial sector, 5.6% from the ¢nergy
and mining, 5.6% from wansport and communications, and 5.6% from the banking

sector, 16.7% from tourism and 11% from multifarions sector.
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Table (3): Sample size Based on the Ownership Structure.

No.of Privatized | Sample
QOwnership structure %
Eaterprises Size
Internal Investor 15 i 5 278
State Ownership 12 , 4 22
External Investor 9 ; 16.7
Regional State and NGOS 18 6 33.3
Total sS4 I8 100
Soarce: resesrchers Calculations
S-Emprical Results:

Having noted the methodological preliminarics in the previous section we now in a
positian to report and discuss our empirical results, Tables (4.5.6.7) present our resulls
(see appenditx A) which show the changes in financial performance following
privatzation of enterprises; where for each financial indicator we report the mean and
(median) before and after privatization. the difference between the two periods for
privatized enterprises transferred 0 new ownership structure categorized by the
researchers into internal investors, state ownership (the government has more than
51% of shares), external investors as well as states and NGOs. (Specify all results
indicate a 05 level of significance):

1- Profitability:

Profitability is a useful indicator of financial performance in competitive markets.
Profitability is measured by several proxies: return on sales (ROS), return on assets
(ROA) and return on equity (ROE) ratios. (ROS) refers to camings before mterest and
tax (EBIT) divided by sales, while (ROA) refers to EBIT divided by assets and (ROE)
refers o EBIT divided by equity. The above profitability ratios were calculaied using
profit before interest, taxes, extraordinary items, and “zakat” to reflect the operating
income of the enterprise, insiead of using net income. Because the tax figures reported
ontbcanctpmc'snnnunlrepommnyimludetaxctedusorcutyfmwurchm;tdunot
relate © the current year's performance; selling some assels prior w privatization and
then reporting capital gains in meome statements that would refleet an inerease m net
incpme but in an sruficial way.

10
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On the basis of the above evidence, the results in table (4 and 5) show that all
profitability ratios have increased following p(iva;izalion in enterprises transferred 10
internal investors and state owncrship; the increase, however, is statistically
insignificant. The results in table (6) indicate that all the profiability ratios show
insignificant declined following privatization in the enterprises transferred to external
Hvestors,

The results in table (7) indicate that all the profitability ratios dechned following
privatization in enterpriscs transferred to states and NGOs; the decline, however, is

staustically significant.

2. Operating Efficiency: .

Two ratios were used o measure operating ¢fficiency: sales efficiency (real sales per
employee) and input-output ratio (income per employee) ratios. EBIT was used 10
refer to income for the justifications mentioned in the profitability measures. Table (4)
provide empirical evidence that there is 4 statistically significant improvement in rcal
sales per employee and EBIT following privatization in enterprises transferred to
internal investors, while the results in table (Sand 6) indicate significant improvement
following privatization in real sales per employce and EBIT in enterprises transferred
to external investors and state ownership. As for enterprises transferred 1o states and
NGOs: the results in table (7) show that there 1s a statstically significant decline in

the two ratios of operating efficiency.

3. Quiput:

One important objective of privatization is to increase output of privatized enterprises:
hence, this proposition was tested by computing the adjusted sales level as a proxy for
output for the pre-and post privatization period.

The results in table (4and 5) show that there is a significant increase and improvement
in output after privatization in enterprises transferred to internal investors and state
ownership. AS for cnterprises transferred (0 external investors the results in table (6)
indicate in significant decline i output following privatization. However, table (7)
shiows that there is significant decline in this indicator after privatization of enterprises

transierred to state and NGOs

11
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4- Dividend Payment:

A dividend policy is measured by cash dividend related to net profit (dividend payout:
equal to cash dividends by net income). The empirical findings in tble (4 and 5)
show insignificant increase in dividend payments after privatization of the enterprises
transferred to internal investors and state ownership, while the results in table (6and 7)
indicate an insignificant decline in this indicator following privatization of the
enterprises transferred o external investors and states and NGOs,

5- Leverage:

Changes in leverage were measured by total debt to tofal assets and by the long-term
debt to equity ratios. Following Megginson, et al. (1994), the focus was made on the
first measure of Jeverage. The results in table (4 and 5) indicate an msignificant
decline in the leverage following privatization in enterprises transferred 0 internal
investors, state ownership and external investors. As for enterprises transferred to
states and NGOS the results in table (7) show an insignificant increase o this
indicator following privatization.

6- Capital Investment Spending:

Two ratios were employed to estimate the degree of capital mvestment. capital
expenditure divided by sales and capital expenditure divided by total assess. The
results in table (4, 5) show that there is insignificant improvement n capital
investment spending following privatization, in cnterprises transforred to internal
investors and stute ownership, the merease, however, is statistically insignificant. As
for enterprises transforred 10 external investors and states and NGOs, the results m
table (6and 7) show an insigaificant decline in capital investment spendigg after
privatization,

Despite the simplicity of the test performed. the above results clearly show that the
financial performance of privatized enterprise did nol significantly improve following
the implementation of the privatization program. The only starstically significant
increase is recorded for vperating efficiency and output in enterprises transferred ©
internal investors and states owncrship, while the privatized enterprises transferred to
the states and NGOs recorded stutistically significant declined in the majority of

indicators

12
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6- Conclusions and Recommendations:

This paper is intended o shed light on the impact of privatization on the financial
performance of privatized enterprises as classified according to new ownership
structure i Sudan during the period 1990 10 2004. It could be concluded that there is
an insigaificant improvement in the financial performance in enterprises transferred to
internal investors and state ownership. The only statistically significant increase is
recorded in operating cfliciency and output ratios in two groups. The privatized
cnterprises  transferred to external investors show insignificant decline in financial
performance. Moreover, he enterprises transferred (o states and NGOs show a
significant decline in financial performance.

The most important observation is that the privatized enterprises transferred to the
states and NGOs perform much worse in financial terms relative to other grouaps.
Along the same lines the privatized entérprises transferred 1o external investors also
show a decline, however insignificant, in financial performance. The majority of
privatized cnterprises claim that the government has not yet created conducive
environment for healthy private investment Moreover. these findings indicate that
privatized enterprises have not achieved the results expected by the policy makers
from the perspective of new ownership structure.

The study recommends undertaking a serious review of the privatization policy to
avoid the pitfalls of the past experience and introduce necessary modifications
accordingly. As the focus in this paper has been on the transfer of ownership we
recommend that, the concerned parties should review and reconsider the form of
ownership eavisaged for the enterprises put forward for privatization. Special
atention should be given to reconsideration of transferring ownership to states and
NGOs, as the rescarch results show clearly that such privatized enterprises were the
lowest performers relative to other categories. It is most likely that both states and
NGOs usually gain ownership over former SOEs either free of charge or by paying
nominal amount of money, as a support gesture from the federal government. This
situation seems o adversely affect performance levels of these enterprises and creates
in some states and NGOs a sense of complacency among the new owners and this
method has to be reconsidered. The rescarchers also recommend a further study to
investigale the impact of the pattern of new ownership on performance by focusing on
the comparison between full privatization of the enterprise i1.¢ complele transfer of
ownership and control 1o the private sector, and partial privatization such as lease |
management contract, public stock holding and others.

13
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Appendix (A)
Table (4): Changes in financial performance following privatization of cuterprises
transferred to the mternal mvestors:
= 1 Mean ditference | Sum  of Level of =1

.\u‘.ab_lfﬂ\ of ranks 1he rurks D, signiticance Conmcr’s — |
Profitability f
Keturn vn sales(revones) (ROS) 2(d) 1(4) P 109 Inssgnificans
Retum on assats (ROA) 13 2(4) 0 109 lisipmificant

| Retum on equity (ROE) 46 L3y Rl Insiznificant
Operutiog &ficiency |
Real sales rovenwe pes employee | oy 16 5 04 Significunt
Faming before imteoedt and tax | 4y 1010) 04 Stpnitican

| and sakat per employes (EBIT)

w p‘n ‘ \

| Real aales (revenue) 1) 1{12) X 05 Significant
Dividend payment 5

th Dividend 10 not mwn:c 1@ |2 65 lm’!gnmcant L
Leverage 5 )

i Total !'hb(i 10 1o} sssety 3(1.5) A2) t. kwgnlﬂm
Capital investment spending - 2
Capltal expeadituze Dy sale 12} 36 5 1.06 lmggn%f!cum

1) 16) 1,06 Indgnificant

| Cupital expenditure by to1al assers - i

Source: Researcher's Calculation.

Table (5): Changes in financial performance following privatization

ransferred 1o state owaership

of enterprises

—_

—

Meaa .
S h Sum  of Level of
Varizbles Jiffercace of 156 rks N ! significance Comimenty
ranks |
Frofitabitity ‘
Retm on salesrevenue) (ROS) 4 Tnsdzniflcant
Return on 2ssels (ROA) :((ng) 1?6,; | * | ,l” 5 lnﬁgn‘;fic.\m
Returit on equity (RO 12.5) | 1(10) 1o Insgnificant
l-—()'pcr.\cig cfficiency ! |
Real sales ravenue pes copleyee 125 W0y 5 08 -
Faming before ingerest and W : Insignificant
and zakat por ¢mployee (ERIT) 12.5) 1000) R .3 i
Ovut pat 4
Real sules (revermc) 13 ®) 05 significant
|
— - | ,._l
| Dividend payment 7 e .
| Cashy Dividensd 10 net Incoms 13 26 4 A9 Tsignificem |
! = —
| | | 1
Leverage | s =3
| Tota docsso ol sses | 3 e |* Lo Woignficas |
5= LS i S h :
| Capital investmest spending | i | Tasiznificats
Capital sxpenditine By sale | \a3) 13 4 | 18
J1.3) K | 1% tcatieue
! | _

Capital expeaditure by toial 28613 |

Source: researcher’s Calculation.
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Table (6): Changes in financial performance following privatization of enterprises
ransferred 1o the external investors

e L Sum
Vatiables mltffﬂmt [ of the | B Level v of | e )
> " significance
:td'ihbﬁ} 2
efusti on sales revenue) (ROS) § tnsagmificant
Retiim on asets (ROA) :g;’ :::; 3 :: Twagmifncus
Return on equity (ROE) y'“ 1.5(1) | 14 Lisignificyn
Operuting efficiency * {
Real sales sevenue per employes 13 &) 3 0% Insignificant
Faming before imerest and tx 1) 16) '03 Insignificant
| and sakat per employve (EBIT) : : =i
Out put 3
Esvotmasoimmed 525 we | | s J—
Divideod peyvment | |3
Cash Dividend 1o net income LN 1) t8 Insiganafican
Levernge -
Total debes to 1ota] ssets A 6 KT e
2 & 4]
Capdrad w speading I
Capital expendituee by sale 3 P 3 T Lnsignaficars
2445 &) 68(,60) B
L Chpltal expenditury by total aseets | i < !

Source: Researcher's Calculations.
Table (7). Financial performance change following privatization for privatized

enlerprises transferred o states and NGOs:
Level |
| Meun differzece | S of of |
Vauriables oF tasis ks N e, I Comments
48 z 1 ance = ;
R““’““‘:"“mm’ (ROS) 143.4) e |6 |04 " sgpificant |
Returs on e 1403.4) 174 m significant
Stjrs oo ey (ROE) 1502) 15¢5) | 05 | simificem |
Operating efMiciency : i |
Real sales revenue por eplovee A1) 2x1) 6 M wgnificars ’
{EBIT) 1B(2) K1) 08 sapnilicon
Out put P \
Rl sgies Duveruc) 11(3.5) 2101) o |
Cash Dividers to net income | | 6 Stgnificam
g 1502 5) 15) 04 ; ,
'll::nl“:::u 10 total ussets ° a0 ‘ Imigruficars
3.5(4) 14) ; I
Capital investmen! speading |
Capita! expeasliture hy sale 26024 P 6 - ific
Cupital expenditure by total assets Tg:‘) ’ % ';) ' 32 mur::_:::
Source: researcher’s Calculation.
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