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Abstract: This article covers the fundamental ideas privatization of public
enterprises. This study examines the impact of privatization on economic policy and
development, considering its effects on efficiency, employment, government revenue, and
income distribution. Using a mixed-method approach, the study draws on case studies
and empirical data from varlous ountrles including the United Kingdom, India, Latin

America, and Uzbekista ggest that privatization generally leads to
improved prod c tter gement, and economic expansion, although
short-term e er S mey occur. The study highlights how countries like
Uzbekista §o atization to attract foreign investment and improve

productivity, fiscal deficit, job creation, government revenue, private sector, public
sector, economic growth, efficiency, transition economies, government debt, private
monopolies, economic inequalities, strategic planning, sustainable development.

Introduction: Privatization of public enterpris
ownership and control of government-owned co

process of transferring
to private sector

entities. This can be accomplished in a various method, s ernmentstock
in the company, transferring management control, or privatizing specific services or
industries that were previously state-run. Improving efficienc hancing competition,

reducing government debt, or promoting economi the main purposes of
privatization. Privatization of public enterpris ome a worldwide trend, but
the initial moves in this direction were first taken in in the early 1980s under the
Thatcher government (Hoshino, T. 1996). [6]

Private companies often have stronger incentives to operate efficiently since they aim
to maximize profit. Compared to public firms, which could be less performance-focused
because of bureaucratic procedures, this can lead to greater management, cost control,
and productivity. Additionally, businesses that have been privatized might attract more
investment from private markets, which would free up additional funds for expansion and
modernization. A well-managed private company is frequently more appealing to
investors than a government-run one. Moreover, the earnings from the sale of assets are
frequently used by governments to lower their public debt when they privatize state -
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owned businesses. This is especially crucial for nations with significant economic deficits
or national debt. Without having to increase taxes or reduce vital services, the
government can restore its financial stability by selling off ineffective or non-strategic
public businesses. Governments can improve long-term fiscal health by privatizing public
businesses and shifting the financial burden to the private sector, which eliminates the
need for state guarantees, bailouts, and subsidies. Another reason for the influence of
privatization on economic policy is job creation. Particularly when privatized businesses
grow to increase their market share or enhance performance, privatization can spur job
creation. Businesses may add more workers in a variety of positions as they expand,
which raises employment rates generally. Additionally, private businesses can spend
more on training and development initiatives, which would raise employees'
employability and skill }‘ elated sectors may grow as a result of privatized
industries. A 3 lecor ion might, for instance, make investments in
g ?( pEning¥doors for the building, technology, and other
telecomm i justrie

management of resources and services from the public to the private sector. Four
fundamental principles underpin privatization (Ugorji, 1995):

1. The government interferes more than it should. It intrudes into private enterprise
and life;

2. The government fails to deliver services effe

3. Government employees and government agen
public needs;

4. The government consumes too many resources and
growth. [7]

The idea that private ownership has advantages over
being inherently more efficient, as well as th
health is notnew. In 1776, Adam Smith wrote:

"In every great monarchy in Europe the sale of the crown lands would produce a very
large sum of money which, if applied to the payments of the public debts, would deliver
from mortgage a much greater revenue than any which those lands have ever afforded to
the crown...When the crown lands had become private property, they would, in the
course of a few years, become well improved and well cultivated”. [13]

The direct impact of privatization on public finances is the primary macroeconomic
factor that matters in the framework of broader economic change. An increase in income
or a decrease in the budget deficit are the immediate results of a government asset sale;
the impact is particularly significant when foreign investors providing "new resources"

ely responsive to
threatens economic

ownership in terms of
etter public sector financial
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are the primary buyers of the assets. Galal et al. (1994) proved these findings through
their analysis of the Mexican experience, which indicated that public enterprises that
appear unappealing, financially unsuccessful, or marginally profitable can be sold,
frequently for high prices; that even if they do not sell for high prices, they can still
significantly improve the fiscal situation; and that the total amounts can be significant
enough to have a significant impact at the macroeconomic level. [4]

As stated by Boycko et al. (1993), there is universal agreement that privatization
improves efficiency. The empirical results consistently show that if output were created
by the private sector instead of the public sector, the same amount of output could be
produced at a significantly lower cost [2]. However, the performances of firms that have
been privatized for less than 2 years do not differ significantly from that of state -owned
firms. In contrast, firms ave rivatized for 3 or more years always display
better performqr’-‘ibe ( . The findings are robust to the use of fixed-
effects, clﬁ*‘éi,t_er,'a ifications. [12] Caves and Christensen (1980)
drew differ;e_ht c fpregoing, stating that “contrary to what is predicted
in the propetty find no evidence of inferior efficiency performance
by the goverﬁ owned railg@ad .... public ownership is not inherently less efficient
than private ownership ... the oft-noted inefficiency of government enterprises stems
from their isolation from effective compensation rather than their public ownership
perse”.

Perhaps R. Hemming and M. Mansoor provided a
Although increasing economic and social efficie
discussion, the policy has also been given additional
has been suggested as a way to lower the deficit. The de
even though the proceeds from the sale of a state-owned b are often recorded in
the fiscal statements as negative capital expenditure. The im f asset sales is more
closely tied to bond financing than it is to tax_increases ending cuts, which are
structural measures. An implicit promise to g Income in the future exists in
both situations: when assets are sold to make up venue and when bonds are
issued to pay off debt. Privatization will only have a lasting positive impact on the budget
if the business is run more profitably and efficiently in the private sector.

Methodology: This study employs a mixed-method approach, combining qualitative
and quantitative analyses to evaluate the impact of privatization on economic policy and
development. Secondary data was sourced from reputable institutions such as the
Institute of Economic Affairs, the Government of India, the World Bank, and the OECD.
Statistical reports, annual government publications, and policy documents were reviewed
to assess fiscal impact, efficiency improvements, and employment trends related to
privatization. Data from labor market studies and reports were utilized to evaluate the

ic definition for privatization.
eart of the privatization
4ally, privatization
orarily reduced
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short-term and long-term effects of privatization on employment. GDP growth rates
before and after privatization were analyzed for different regions and countries, focusing
on Latin America and transition economies. Additionally, a case study methodology was
employed to understand the privatization process in Uzbekistan. Trends in private sector
education were also examined using enrollment data from 2016 to 2021, tracking the
expansion of private educational institutions and regional variations.

Analysis: Privatization of public enterprises has been a significant and controversial
topic in economic policy worldwide. It involves the transfer of ownership, management,
and control of public enterprises to the private sector. This process is oftenadopted with
the aim of improving efficiency, enhancing economic growth, and reducing the fiscal
burden on the government.

In analyzing the implicati ns ©fpsivatization on economic policy and development,
we can explo_r' , government revenue, employment, income
distributio evelopment of countries that have adopted such
policies. Ad ysis from previous years provides insights into the

(SOEs) by introducing market competition and reducing government intervention.
Private enterprises are generally considered more responsive to market signals, leading to
better resource allocation, higher productivity, and innovation.

Source Title Findings
Institute  of The Impact of Producti Labor
Economic Privatization  on | following ductivity

Affairs (1996) | British Telecom privatization o
Telecom in the UK.
Government Public  Sector Revenue Reducing India’s
of India (2019) | Enterprises in | throu rivati fiscal deficit from
India: Annual | state- risesin | 45% in 2014 to
Report 2018-19 India. 3.4% in 2019.
World Bank The Private Employment effects of Employment

after privatization

(2006) Sector in | privatization in transition | reduced by 15% in
Development: economies  such  as | Hungary in the first
Entrepreneurship, | Central Asia and Eastern | two years post-
Regulation, and | Europe. privatization
Competition

OECD Privatization in Economic growth Chile's GDP

(2013) Latin America: | post-privatization in Latin | growth rate

1990-2010 American countries like | averaged 5.5%
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1990-

Chile and Argentina. between
2010

In the United Kingdom, where businesses such as as British Airways, British Gas, and
British Telecom were privatized in the 1980s and 1990s, British Telecom's privatization
resulted in a notable boost in productivity. According to a study by the Institute of
Economic Affairs (1996), British Telecom's labor productivity increased by 75% after
privatization, compared to a 25% increase in productivity in the public sector. [8]

Governments often privatize SOEs to reduce fiscal deficits and raise revenue. The sale
of public enterprises can provide a one-time boost to government finances. However, the
long-term fiscal impact depends on how efficiently the privatized entities perform and
whether the proceeds fromthe sale anesinvested productively.

In developin 0

According to a World Bank (2006) study on privatization in transition economies like
Eastern Europe and Central Asia, employment decreased temporarily as a result of
privatization, but as businesses became more competitive, employment rates improved
over the long run. In Hungary, for example, privatiz sulted in a 15% decrease in
employment during the first two years, but over ten years, the economy
expanded and new positions in the private sector wer

Privatization can promote economic growth by improv
such as energy, telecommunications, and transportatio
incentivized to maximize profits, which can lead to increased i
better services for consumers. A study by the O (20
America, such as Chile and Argentina, e ster economic growth after
privatization in the 1990s. Chile, in particular, priv y industries such as copper
mining and telecommunications. Between 1990 and 2010, Chile's GDP growth rate
averaged 5.5%, compared to 2.9% for Latin America as a whole. [11]

Uzbekistan has implemented a number of economic reforms since President Shavkat
Mirziyoyev took office in 2016 with the goal of moving away from a centrally planned
economy and toward one that is more focused on the market. The privatization of SOEs,
which aims to increase efficiency, draw in foreign investment, and spur economic
growth, is a crucial part of these changes. President Mirziyoyev signed an order in March
2019 requiringthe privatization of 64 significant SOEs, includingwell-known companies

efficieR@y of key sectors
lvate enterprises are
ent, innovation, and
that countriesin Latin

248

o laiBe e aalial



3 European science international conference: 2
' ANALYSIS OF MODERN SCIENCE AND INNOVATION ‘
like Coca-Cola Bottlers Uzbekistan. This action was intended to lessen the state's
economic leadership and increase the nation's attractiveness to international investors.

In recent years, Uzbekistan has embarked on educational reforms to diversify and
improve its education system, including the introduction and expansion of private
educational institutions. These reforms aim to enhance educational quality, increase
access, and align educational outcomes with the country's socio-economic development

goals. In 2021 alone, the number of operating non-state general educational organizations
increased by 33 units, which, compared to 2018, increased by 77 units. [14]
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The bar chart illustrates the steady increase in the num students enrolled in
private schools from 2016 to 2021. In 2016, there were 5,30 dents, and this number
grew to 8,444 in 2017, followed by 13,769 i continued upward with
21,042 students in 2019, and finally reaching 303 021. This consistent growth
suggests an increasing preference for private school ed ion, which may be driven by
factors such as better facilities, quality education, or parental choice for personalized
learning environments.

When compared to other regions Tashkent, Fergana, Andijan, Samarkand, Bukhara,
Namangan, Khorezm, and Jizzakh regions hold a first position in terms of the overall
number of students enrolled in private schools.

Conclusion: In conclusion, the privatization of public enterprises has proven to be a
pivotal strategy in shapingeconomic policy and driving development in many countries.
Through the introduction of competition and the promotion of private sector innovation,
it has the ability to improve efficiency, lower fiscal deficits, and boost economic growth.
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The experiences from Latin America, India, and the United Kingdom show how
privatization can result in increased economic growth rates, budgetary stability, and
notable productivity gains. Careful planning and the creation of legal frameworks that
guarantee fair competition, equal access to services, and protection for vulnerable groups
are crucial to the success of privatization. To prevent escalating social inequality and to
support sustainable economic growth, governments must also make sure that the
proceeds from privatization are prudently reinvested. Uzbekistan presents a compelling
case study in modern privatization efforts. Since 2016, the country has actively pursued
economic liberalization by privatizing key sectors to attract foreign investment and
enhance economic competitiveness. The privatization of state-owned enterprises, such as
Coca-Cola Bottlers Uzbekistan, reflects the government's commitment to reducing state

control and fostering arket economy. Additionally, the growth of
private educational i tstan indicates a broader shift toward private
sector invol eme . Séices, contributing to the diversification and
enhancement /Stem
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