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Criterion Mark
(1–4)

1. Overall objective achievement 1
2. Logical structure 1
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5. Depth of analysis 2
6. Self-reliance of author 1
7. Formal requirements: text, graphs, tables 1
8. Language and stylistics 2

Comments and Questions:

1. Overall objective achievement

The thesis deals with the effects of privatization in Turkey both on social welfare and performance of
privatized companies. The author has not only selected a very interesting topic, but also managed to
elaborate a very interesting analysis of the transformation process. I consider the overall objective
achievement as fulfilled.

2. Logical structure

The structure of the thesis is logical and offers a good framework for the established goals. The author
proceeds from the theory of privatization in Chapter 1 to the specifics of this process in Turkey in Chapter
2. The 3rd and 4th chapter are empirical, each of them addressing one of the two research questions of
the thesis.

3. Using of literature, citations

The using of literature is average. The author cites mainly quality papers. On the other hand, the source is
missing occasionally (some examples: Chart 3 on page 12, the affirmation that the Turkish economy is
currently the 18th in the world in terms of GDP on page 19, etc.). It is not clear why the author makes use
of both citation methods – footnote and Harvard style. Usually only one method should be used.

4. Adequacy of methods used

The introduction chapter indicates the methods the author intended to use in the thesis (see page 2). The
selected methods are adequate. I appreciate that the author is aware of the data limitations, maybe this
section of the introduction chapter could have been more detailed, including also thoughts on methodology
limitations and indicating how these limitations might bias the results. In Chapter 3, the author makes use
of her own survey on 357 persons, which is a quite high number, making possible to draw relevant
conclusions based on the responses.

5. Depth of analysis

The depth of analysis is average. In Chapter 4, the author analyzes the impact of privatization on three
Turkish companies mainly by looking at their sales and gross profit performance before and after
privatization. It is quite difficult to assess the impact of privatization on these indicators as there is a wide



range of other factors that have influenced the economic performance of these companies. It is obvious
form the text that the author is aware of this fact. However, a clearer distinction between factors that have
influenced the economic performance of selected companies could have been made.

Some introductory parts of the text could be more closely related to the topic of the thesis (for example
chapter 2.1.1).

6. Self-reliance of author

The self-reliance of the author is high. The author is systematic in her analysis, the presented facts are
summarized, the author draws her own conclusions.

7. Formal requirements: text, graphs, tables

The thesis meets the necessary formal requirements. There are only certain minor inconsistencies
regarding the paragraph formatting, typos, charts, etc.

8. Language and stylistics

The level of language is average. The author expresses her ideas clearly, there are only few grammar
mistakes.

Questions:

1. Do you think that the age structure of respondents might have affected the conclusions you draw in
Chapter 3 (if yes, how)?

2. How could the latest political events in Turkey influence the economic performance of the selected
companies?

Conclusion: The Master Thesis is recommended for the defence.
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