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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.General 

Privatisation has today become a domestic term that is in frequent use. The 

University of Durban Westville is but one of several institutions that has of late 

been increasingly subjected to this of this concept and strategy. 

Generally, privatisation almost involves a transfer from the public to the 

private sector. More specifically, privatisation is an umbrella term a for wide 

variety of concrete measures or mechanisms that will be discussed in this 

study. 

1.1 Background 

The University of Durban Westville is one of the historically disadvantaged 

Universities with most students and staff comprising of Indians and 

Africans. In keeping with the new dispensation, the University is in the 

process of transformation. One of the aspects of tiransformation is the 

implementation of the Public Private Partnership (PPP) which is part of a 

Privatisation Policy. 

The function of Campus Protection is to render secl!Jrity services for the 

University. It provides an effective and professional service in the following 

critical areas: 

~ Access control; 

~ Crime prevention and investigation; 
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~ First aid and emergency rescue operations to all university 

community; 

~ Traffic control; 

~ Mob control; and 

~ Other security related matters. 

In the past, Campus Protection Services (CPS) used to render all the above 

services to the entire university including both the internal and external 

residences. However, diminishing resources as well as challenges and 

opportunities of transformation have forced the university to opt to privatise 

some of the Campus Protection Services, for example, the access control and 

residence protection. This has resulted in ill feeling and aonfusion amongst 

CPS personnel who, unfortunately, do not understand title concept of the 

privatisation policy and its impact or implications. Hence, they tend to feel 

insecure. 

1. 2 The purpose of the study 

The purpose of the study is to explore the knowledge and' understanding of 

the CPS personnel towards privatisation. 

The key questions to be addressed are: 

1. What are the perceptions of the CPS personnel to~ards privatisatiOn? 

2. To what extent do CPS personnel understand the conce~t of privatisation? 

3. What do CPS personnel view as the main obsta~les to effective 

privatisation? 

4. What do CPS personnel view as the benefits of privatisadon? 
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1. 3 Research methods 

This is both an exploratory and descriptive study. According to Bless and 

Higson- Smith (1995:4) the purpose of exploratory research is to gain insight 

into a situation, phenomenon, community, or person. 

Data was gathered by the use of questionnaires with open-ended questions 

using information from national and international literature. (Questionnaire 

specimen is attachea as annexure A). The number of questionnaires that 

were sent out were 60, and 75% respondents returned their questionnaires. 

Acts, newspaper articlesoand White Papers were also used to gather data. 

Moreover, in order to observe and better understand the Sample populations, 

behaviour, feelings, attitudes, and beliefs, the res$archer used the 

participant observation technique This was possible as' the researcher is 

employed in the same department (CPS). The populatidn sample was the 

CPS personnel of the University of Durban Westville. The random sampling 

method was used . 

1.3.1 Reasons for using these methods 

The researcher used the questionnaire as a data collection tool because it 
I 

allows respondents to express their attitudes without disbomfort (Bless and 

Higson-Smith 1995: 12). Some of the questions were str~ctured and others 

were not because they leave the participants free to expre,s their answers as 

they wish as long or short as they feel is appropriate. 

3 
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1. 4 Definition of key terms 

1. Campus Protection Services (CPS) personnel: shall mean all men and 

women employed by the University of Durban Westville for security 

services. 

2. Privatisation: shall mean the term which is used to cover several distinct, 

possible, alternative means of changing the relationship between the 

government and-fhe private sector among the most important of these are 

denationalisation, deregulation, and contracting to private firms of the 

production of the state finance goods and services. (S(!)uth African Labour 

Bulletin voI.20.1996: 18). 

3. Public Private Partnership (PPP): shall mean a partn~rship between the 

University of Durban-Westville as the public sector 'institution and any 

private security company that the university will engage in for service 

provision. 

4. Assets: shall mean the resources that a person, busin:ess, or government 

owns, for example buildings, equipment, and financial assets such as 

investments . 

1. 5 Limitations of the study. 

The researcher could not reach all CPS personnel to cO~ lect data because 
j 

when the questionnaires were distributed some of t~e CPS personnel 
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employed on contractual basis were in a state of confusion since they had 

received letters indicating that their services were to be terminated 

in the name of privatisation. A private company was to take over on 1 July 

2000. Hence, only the 47 of the CPS personnel participated. 

~ Language barrier was also noted as a limitation because ~ome concepts of 

privatisation have the same meaning in isiZulu as a spokeh language. This 

limitation was, however, overcome by providing some in~erpretations and 

explanations where required. It could, however, not be qscertained if the 

explanations given were well understood because no test and re-testing was 

undertaken. 

1. 6 Structure of the study 

The study is divided into five chapters. 

~ Chapter one: Introduction of the study which covers th$ purpose, value 

and significance of the study, the specification ~ the research 

methodology and limitations of the study. 

~ Chapter two: Literature review, this chapter consists ' of a review of 

literature on privatisation and conceptual framework that quides the study. 

~ Chapter three: Methodology. This chapter discusses metrlods used in data 

collection. 

~ Chapter four: Data Analysis. This chapter includes ddta analysis and 

interpretation thereof . 

~ Chapter five: Discussion on findings, recommendations and conclusion. 

5 
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Finally, a summary of findings, conclusion and recommendations are 

provided . 
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CHAPTER TWO 

A THEORETICAL OVERVIEW OF PRIVATISATION 

2. Introduction 

The chapter discusses the theoretical overview of privatisation, its aims and 

objectives as well as different forms of privatisation. The! different strategies 

and processes to be followed during privatisation is ~Iso explored. The 

chapter also discusses the conceptual framework guidin~ this study. This is 

privatisation within the public administration framework and it entails public-

private partnership (PPP). 

Every now and then a heated debate flares up about wh~ther certain public 

services should be privati sed or not. Such debates are ~Iways contentious, , 

particularly in developing countries. There has been a privatisation boom, 

particularly in countries facing fiscal difficulties. South Af~ica is no exception 

with a large amount of privatisation taking place in a m~mber of industries 

including the transport network. 

In 1994, the Cabinet announced a plan to transform th~ public sector. It 

included the possibility of privatisation of government asbets, ranging from 

surplus cars, other equipment and buildings, to majdr parastatals like 

Transnet and Eskom (Financial Mail Vol.138 NO? 1995 :44 ,) . 

There is a large amount of support for the view that private enterprises under 

a system of rules and laws will maximise efficiency of infrastructure and 
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associated services for the community (Finance Week March 16-22 1998: 12). 

However, the efficiency of the public sector is often hindered by a number of 

factors including; the lack of clear methods of measuring performances, the 

assignment of multiple goals which often conflict, lack of incentives to 

minimise costs, lack of managerial accountability and vulnerability to political 

interferences (South African Labour Bulletin, March 1995:p9). 

So far South Africa "has taketi only tiny steps along the p ivatisation highway. 
, 

The main reason for the South African government to ~rivatise is mainly to 

raise revenues and to prompt economic growth and i1 prove performance. 

However, in privatising public institutions one nee~s to consider the 

implications of privatisation on personnel and also to fOIl~W certain criteria and 
I 
! 

be aware of which form or method hel she is to use! In dealing with the 
I 

theoretical perspectives of privatisation, the concept is ~efined and the need 
I 

for privatisation is briefly discussed. Methods and fornis of privatisation are 

also discussed. 

2.1 Definition: privatisation 

There are various opinions as to what constitutes privr tisation. Privatisation 

comes in many forms, some not as obvious as selling loff state assets to the 

highest bidder. It is usually assumed that privatisation cfmsisted of only selling 
I 

state owned enterprises to the private sector. Whil~ this is one form of 

privatisation, to view this process solely in this cont~xt is inaccurate. The 
, 

following definitions attempt to give a comprehensive view of what 

privatisation is all about. 
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Young (1986: 1) asserts that privatisation means getting things done privately 

that were previously done publicly. Generally, people think it just involves the 

selling of Government assets, others think it is about getting private 

contractors to perform Government services. In fact, it i;ncludes both these 

things. Privatisation includes any method of transferring ahy entity or function 
I 

to the private sector in whole or in part. 

Dunleavy in Whiltshire (1987: 7) maintains that privatisati ~m is the permanent 

transferring of services or goods, production and actlvitie~ previously carried 

out by public service bureaucracies to private forms or t~ the other forms of 

non-public organisations such as voluntary group. 

From the above definitions of privatisation Hogbin (1995:45) made the 

following deduction: 

~ privatisation refers to the transfer of assets and activIties from the public 

sector to the private sector; 

~ it covers several distinct possible alternatives which inplude, inter-alia, the 

sale of Government assets to the private sectqr, contracting out, 

deregulation, franchising, using vouchers, subsidy arrangements, using 

volunteer self help and withdrawing from an activity; 

~ these alternative arrangements determine the chr nging relationship 

between the Government and the private sector ' except when the 

Government is responsible for the provision of service but delivering the 

service should be done privately; 

9 
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>- privatisation is essentially a public-private partnership where Government 

is r~sponsible for policy determination and funding while private sector 

delivers the service; and 

>- that government services are provided "free of charge" or below the cost of 

production whereas privati sed services reflect the full cost of production. 

In general, one may conclude that privatisation always involve a transfer from 

the public to the private sector. 

. -'.~ . . 

2. 2 Aims and objective of privatisation. 

Privatisation is aimed at reducing the public sector's sh~re in the economy 

and creating more opportunities for private sector. In iother words, those 
I 

activities are privati sed which in terms of established criteria, could be 

handled just as well or better by the private sector (McGrebor 1987:93). Adam 
I 

et al (1992: 8) advance the notion that privatisation has Ibeen viewed as an 

instrument geared towards both expenditure reduction a~d efficient resource 

allocation. 

Adam at al (1992: 12) maintain that there are prin~iple objectives for 

privatisation: 

(i) The first and most urgent objectives are th~t of public finance 

rationalisation. 

10 
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(ii) The second set of objectives is the economic efficiency. 

(iii) Thirdly, privatisation is viewed as a means through which local 

capital markets may be developed (Adam at al 1992: 12). 

According to Mcgregor (1986: 40) the main purpose or privatisation is to 

improve the performance of the economy in the following Imanner: 

(i) Effective use of production factors; 

(ii) Optimal' function of market forces; 

Vorhies (1990: 12) maintains that Government privatise fpr two main reasons: 
I 

to improve economic performance and redistributing the r ealth through wider 

share ownership and raising revenues. There are other reasons to privatise. 

Privatisation can raise funds for the Government andi help reduce public 

debts. Privatisation can increase competition and efficie~cy in the economy, 

and stimulate foreign investments ( African Business, Ma~ch 1996: 24) . 

2.3 Necessity for privatisation in S~uth Africa 

Countries world-wide are following different strategies fot privatisation. These 

countries include the United State of America, United ingdom, Japan and 

Brazil. South Africa is also giving careful consideration to the benefits that can 

be achiev!3d from privatisation. In considering its own s rategy, South Africa 
r 

needs to carefully review the various practical options ~o ensure that sound 

prinCiples and safe guides are employed(Holden and Raj~patirana 1995: 125). 

11 
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Vorhies (1990: 3) maintains that privatisation promotes economic growth, 

increases government revenues, spreads share ownership, democracy and 

benefits consumers. Consequently, the need for privatisation rests on several 

very sound ideas, which are examined below. 

2.3.1 Reduce the role of government in the economy 

According to McGregor (1986: 1) a variety of factors hbs caused the public 
i 
[ 

sector in South Africa to transfer many of its activities t~ the private sector in 

the course of time. A number of external and internal i events have had an 

increasingly negative effect on the South African economy. These factors led 

government to decide to re-examine the various met~ods which could be 

applied to limit or reduce public sector participation in economy. 

The explosive growth of government is a world-wide p~enomenon hence the 
1 

only way to significantly reduce the size of the goverr ment is the transfer 

services and activities to the private sector. According t~ Savas (1984:13) the 

driving force behind privatisation is the wide sprf ad feeling that the 

government has become too big, too powerful, too cOS~ly, too inefficient and , 

overly instructive and dominant in the lives of its citizen$. 

In other countries like Britain, it was found that m~asures to curb state 

expenditures were not always successful because Government expenditure 

could not be reduced to any great extent, cash budgets were constantly 

exceeded, and inefficient could not easily be identified. 

12 
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The key problem with the curtailment is that public sector institution are 

managed primarily as political units and not as commercial units in which 

decisions are based on criterion of return on capital. All of this resulted in the 

various countries increasingly looking upon privatisation as a method of 

reducing government's share in the economy. (Curatiol)i~ Vol.11 No.3 1999 : 

1). This statement may not be true within the South AfHcan context, where 

many of the public institutions are managed as business ~nits . 

2.3.2. Reduction in taxes and broadening of tax base 

According to Spier (1987:8) the public sector is facing re~enue shortages that 
i 

are severe and likely to persist. With regard to the nee~ to reduce taxation 

and the broadening of the tax base, the South African prit ate sector employer 

bodies put forward two key objectives for privatisation, nah1ely; 
I 

(i) To reduce and eventually reverse tha upward trend ·in 

Government spending and public sector in !the economy to the 

order of 20% by the year 2001. 

(ii) To reduce the cost of $ervices to ~he taxpayer, and 

consequently to help reduce the tax burde~ , and especially the 

marginal rate of tax, to broaden the tax b$se and to increase 
I 

revenue collection as economic activity is consequently 

stimulated (Rajack 1988:14). McGregor (1987:17) further 

advances that it is often argued by private enterprise 

protagonists that wide scale privatisation Will broaden the tax 

13 
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base (since public sector enterprises do not pay taxes), thus 

facilitating a reduction in company tax rate 

2.3. 3. Privatisation encourages entrepreneurship 

McGregor (1987: 5) states that the current high level of taxation and the high 

rate of inflation have a negative effect on both the pu~lic and the private 

sector and restrict entrepeneurships in the latter sector, e~pecially in the small 

business sector. Kent (1986~?) asserts that there is. amp~e evidence that the 

privatisation of local government functions in both Europe and United State 

has unleashed a torrent of creativity on the p~rt of the private 

entreprenuerships. 

According to the Financial Mail (1995:31) privatisat!on demonstrate a 

commitment to the process of free market, recognition t~at only the market 

can create wealth that will in turn create more jobs, fqster prosperity and 

encourage social stability. 

For this reason, privatisation is fast becoming a major ~riving force behind 

modernising economies. It reduces waste caused by mi~allocation of scarce 

resources that flow automatically from controlled price~ and the distorting 
I 

influences of misgL!ided decentralisation (Financial Mail ~9 March 1995:31). 

Therefore, effective privatisation requires not only a charige of ownership but 

also effective independence of management free of sl!Jperfluous statutory 

controls . 

14 
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2. 3. 4. Maximising consumer choice and satisfaction 

In order to maximise consumer choice and satisfaction, public choice 

economists inject a little free enterprise theory into public administration so 

that a market economy for the public goods would proviqe strong incentives 

to public officials to produce better goods and servic$s more efficiently 

(Rajack 1988: 120). 

Rajack contends that · privatisation provides a solution t~ diverse demand 

situation by making service provider more accountablel to consumers, it 

encourages innovation and diversity, giving consumer \ a choice among 

competing producers which allows for greater accomrt,odation of their 
, 

different needs. Finally, by making apparent the real cost ot different types of 

goods and services, it allows consumer to make more ~ nformed choices 

among alternatives (Rajack 1998: 21) 

2. 3. 5. Need for full cost pricing 

Rajack (1988: 122) advances that one of the ways t~at Government 

bureaucracies have cultivated support for public provision is\ by under pricing 

their service. People like low rates for water and sewer servi~es, even though 

they must ultimately pay more in property rates to subsidise those services. 

For that reason, price set by bureaucracies tend to be b410w the cost of , 

production of these services. 

Privatisation assures that services are made available at prices that clear the 

market and reflect the full cost of production (Rajack 1988: 124). For this 

15 
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reason, privatisation ends the practices of hiding the true cost of services, 

setting prices arbitrarily, inefficiently allocating resources, and requiring one 

group of tax payers to subsidise the service used by another group. 

2. 3. 6. Improved efficiency, increased competition and inhovation 

According·to Bennet and Johnson (1982: 392) economic t~eory suggests that 

the private rather than the public enterprise should ge a more efficient 

producer of goods and services, since private firms may sr ek optimal scale of 
I 

operation without the constraints imposed by political bo,undaries and since 

the market impose a discipline on the manager in the priv~te sector. 

Furthermore, because of the non-exclusivity of public se~ice, it is often taken 
I 

for granted that public service should approximately be bqth publicly financed 

al'ld publicly produced. However, it is not necessary for publiC service to be 

either publicly financed or publicly produced in every c~se, and there are 

economic benefits to the taxpayers where public involve~ent is absent. This 

argument is not true 'today since the Government has ma~e .several changes 

in terms of benefits to tax payments. 

The ~rivatisation programme has two main aims: to promqte competition; and 

to increase efficiency. Competition and efficiency are Iclosely connected. 

Competition is the best way to ensure that goods and services desired by the 

customers are provided at a lower economic cost. Giving Icustomers freedom 

of choice enables market forces to provide sustained ~ressure on private 

16 
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firms to increase efficiency. Private firms generally operate in a competitive 

market environment (Rajack 1988: 125). 

2.3.6.1. Efficiency 

The paradox of privatisation is that the view that it contributes to efficiency is 

derived from the belief that private sector managers are subject to incentives 

and discipline different from and more demanding than those which apply to 

public officials (Kay· and Thompson 1990: 90). A careful reading of pro­
\" 

privatisation literature reveals that it is essentially the reliance of the efficiency 

criterion that has dominated much of the rhetoric on the nature and form of 

privatisation. 

Holden and Rajapatirana (1995:75) explicitly state 'that the goal of 

privatisation, stated simply is to increase the role of the p,rivate sector in the 

economy, thereby promoting the more efficient use of resoLjlrces. Alternatively, 

privatisation can be viewed as putting more resources at the disposal of the 

private sector, thereby promoting efficiency and growth. 

While Kikeri et al (1992:6) are less explicit regarding th, superiority of the 

private enterprise over state ownership in achieving this gcal, their emphasis 

on improved efficiency maximising the benefits of priv~tisation involve a 

reliance on competition in attaining the objective. lihe supporters of 

privatisation argue that privatisation will enhance effici:ency because, to 

maximise profits, companies will strive to produce what consumers need and 

cut costs. 

17 
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2.3.6.2. Competition 

According to the discussion paper on Privatisation No.10 (1996:25) the 

reason why privatisation works so well is not that people employed by the 

government are somehow inferior to those employed by the private sector; 

they are not. It works because privatisation offers choice, and choice fosters 

competition, which leads to more cost effective performance. Similar 

sentiments have been presented by several authors who have written on 

privatisation and some-of them are quoted below: 

John Moore (1992: 15) on the one hand state "competition is an extra ordinary 

efficiency mechanism. It responds constantly to changes in consumer 

preferences. It does not require politicians or civil servarits to make it work". 

8easly and Littlechild in Rajack (1988: 129) on the other hand are of the view 

that, "competition is the most important mechanism for m~ximising consumer 

benefits and monopoly power". 

In the past information pertaining finances was not available to customers or 

to ratepayers. This lack of accountability meant that 'there was no real 

competition pressure on service provision and consumer: dissatisfaction with 

the level or quality of service had to rely mainly on the political process to 

resolve their concerns. Partnership to work includes m0st importantly, that 

functions be open to competition among potential suppliers and that the 

technical and financial requirements of the function be compatible with that of 

the private enterprise (Proceedings from the workshop on Public Private 

Partnerships 3 April 1998:8). 

18 
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Its essence is rivalry and freedom to enter a market. What counts is the 

existence of competitive threats, from potential as well as existing 

competitors. 

The aim is not so called perfect competition, rather one looks for some 

practical means to introduce or increase rivalry. Pirie (1985: 9) asserts that a 

private firm can go bankrupt if it fails to keep up with the competition; public 

sector activities rarely face a-similar prospect. The different penalties, which 

they face, seem to produce a difference in performance. From the above it is 

clear that economic efficiency should be greatest when the competitive force 

of the market is given full play. 

The essence of privatisation is competition. Without a competitive market 

place, there can be little choice of any privatisation programme. The economic 

benefits of privatisation are maximised when governmelhts make improved 

efficiency the number one goal, by using privatisation to ehhance competition 

(African Business 1996: 25). 

2.3.6.3. Innovation 

Reed (1991 : 1) clearly explains that in the public secto:r, "the pressure of 

competition is not a factor". Kikeri et al (1992: 1 0) arg4es that giveq that 

privatisation in many countries has only been a recent phe:nomenon it may be 

too soon to make claims regarding superiority of private ownership over state 

ownership or superiority of private management over public management. 

19 
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Private provision of services tends to be more flexible and decision-making is 

speeded up in order to meet changing demands of the market place. By 

introducing competitive innovation, and tailoring the service to the real needs 

of the market place, people are offered more choice (Rajack 1988: 132). 

2. 4 Guidelines for privatisation 

(i) According McGregor (1987: 46) the Government stipulates that 

the following general guidelines will as far as possible be 

adhered to during the implementation of the privatisation 

process: 

(ii) Each case of privatisation will have to be considered individually 

and this may require that a public enterpriss will first have to be 

made efficient and profitable in order to obtain the best benefits 

from privatisation but without trying artifici~lIy to make it more 

attractive to investors. 

(iii) The concentration of economic power and possibly foreign 

control of strategic industries will be avoided!. 

(iv) It must be integrated with the economi:c strategy for the 

government 

(v) It must be applied on a continuous basisl in respect of both 

existing and contemplated future public sect?r activities. 

Funds which become available to the state as a result of privatisation 

measures must be applied judiciously and subject to strict requirements for 

capital or development projects ( Mcgregor 1987: 11) 
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2. 5. Forms of privatisation 

According McGregor (1987: 8), privatisation is the systematic transfer of 

appropriate functions, activities or property from the public to the private 

sector where services, production and consumption can be regulated more 

efficiently by the markets and price mechanisms. Privatisation can be effected 

in the following ways: 

2. 5.1. Transfer 

The activities concerned, together with assets and liabilities, and possibly 

even personnel, are handed over (sold) as a going concern, by agreement, to 

private enterprise (Government Gazette Vol.418,2000: 11 ). 

2.5.2. Withdrawal 

The public institutions responsibility for supplying a specific service or product 

is terminated or limited. It withdraws from a particular sphere or activity, either 
J 

at once or in phases, or it maintains its involvement at a specific level and 

does not expand. In this way, private concerns are able to tender the 

particular field or to expand their involvement. (McGregor: 1987: 8). 

2.5.3. Concession 

Under a concession, the private operator manages the infrastructure facility, 

operates it as a commercial risk and accepts investment obligation, whether 

to build a new facility or expand or rehabilitate an existing facility 

(Government Gazette, Vol.418 2000:110). 
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2.5.4. Joint undertaking 

In this case the government and the private sector jointly manage a service. 

A public institution forms a partnership with the private concern to supply a 

specific service or product. This may be a permanent arrangement or an 

interim step towards the complete transfer or an activity to the private sector 

(ASSET No 4, 1999:8). 

2.5.5. Joint use of facilities -

Private concerns are allowed by way of appropriate arrangements, to make 

use of under-utilised capacity and facilities in public ownership, either 

temporarily or on permanent basis. This is possible even through both parties 

will be providing the same type of service, for example, hospitalisation and 

education (Discussion Paper No 10, 1996:20). 

2.5.6. Farming out 

The public institution retains responsibility for supplying $ specific service or 

product to its "clients", but does not itself do the work. It cbntracts with one or 

more private concerns for the supply of a specific service or product at an 

agreed price (McGregor 1987:94). 

2.5.7 Deregulation! Liberalisation 

Restrictiv~ measures are abolished or relaxed to enable the private sector to 

enter the specific field or activity ( McGregor 1987:94). It can be agreed that 

privatisation is an umbrella term for a variety of concrete measures including 
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the above mentioned forms. Therefore, it is vital for a decision-maker to 

choose the right form of privatisation for the institution. 

2. 6 Methods of privatisation 

The White Paper on privatisation and deregulation in South Africa cited in 

McGregor (1987: 8) identified five methods of privatisation: 

~ Sale of public sector enterprise and assets; 

~ Partnership; 

~ Leasing of business rights; 

~ COr1tracting out; and 

~ Discontinuation of service or activities 

2.6.1 . Sale of public sector enterprise and assets 

The main characteristics of this method is that the public sector will not retain 

any further responsibility in respect of those assets, services or activities and 

their continuation, scope and price after the sale will be subject to market 

mechanism (McGregor 1987: 8). Vorhies (1990: 13) advances that 

privatisation in South Africa could fail to achi~ve either p,roductivity gains or 

wider share ownership. He contends that selling off state assets to 

institutional buyers, with their complex gross linkages, co~ld be self-defeating. 

2.6.2. Partnership 

In instances where it would not be acceptable transfer to Ithe private sector in 

it entirety, or where the nature or the extent of a new enterprise would require 

the involvement of the state, such an enterprise could in appropriate cases 
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be managed by a partnership between a state and the private sector. A 

partnership of this nature could have a benefit of effectively reconciling private 

sector approach to management with the public sector strategic interest in 

such an undertaking (Vorgies: 1990: 14). 

The manner in which such partnership is structured would probably differ from 

case to case and could include the following: 

~ The acquisition of shares by the private sector in the existing new state 

undertaking, but-with the' institution, as an interim arrangement, retaining 

its shareholding until such time as full ownership can be transferred to the 

private sector (Vorhies 1990: 14); 

~ The acquisition of shares by the private sector in existing or new 

enterprise in which the public institution maintains a permanent 

involvement. Such a partnership between the public .and private sector 

may be appropriate in the case of natural monopolies or when, for special 

reasons, full private ownership is deemed not to be in the interest of the 

country ( Vorhies 1990: 15). 

2.6.3. Leasing of business rights 

Under a lease, a private firm operates and maintains a Government owned 

enterprise at its own risk, with incomes derived directly frorri tariffs. The lessee 

is under no obligation to invest in the infrastructure. In fact Ithe only obligation 

is maintenance and that has to be agreed upon. Generally, the service 

provider is not responsible for new capital investments or for the leased 

assets (Government Gazette Vol 418, 2000: 11 ). 
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2.6.4. Contracting out 

Contracting out involves recruiting the private sector to undertake specific 

operations and maintenance activities,- usually for a period of few years. In 

this instance the public provider sets the performance criteria for the activity, 

evaluates bidders, supervise the contract(s), and pay the agreed fee for the 

services. To ensure there is a greater efficiency, contracts should be awarded 

through competitive bidding (Pentz and Field 2001 :5) . 

. . - ," ... 

2.6.5. Discontinuation of services and activities 

McGregor (1987: 11) further states that services and activities of the public 

sector will be examined systematically in order to determine which services or 

activities can be discontinued. Such services and activities can be 

discontinued to the extent that the need to undertake a service or activity has 

lapsed. If there is still a demand for the service or activity, it can be transferred 

to or left to the private sector to supply. Steps relating to this method will seek 

to avoid unreasonable hardship for the users of services. 

In conclusion it can be deduced that privatisation h~s now become a 

buzzword both officially and colloquially. In general, privatisation always 

involves a transfer from the public to the private sector. However, what is 

being transferred, to what extent and to whom and with Which objectives and 

consequences this transfer occurs, has turned out to be contentious matter. 

The broad conclusion can be summarised in the following way. 
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There is an imminent danger that if there is too widespread set of 

expectations as to what is- achievable through policy and these do not, for 

some or other reason come to fruition, or if some are achieved to the 

exclusion of the other benefits, the credibility of the policy will collapse. 

Privatisation in South Africa at this delicate stage of development has to be 

carefully thought out. The process has to be realistic in setting out what is 

achievable and attainable. (Kikeri et al 1992:26) 

The fact is that privatisation not only entails a narrow ' economic process 

whereby material ownership, facilities and financing are being transferred 

from the state to the private sector. It also involves a political and social 

dimension in that power, control responsibility and management are passed 

onto th~ private sector. The information obtained from this ,study will be useful 

to make suggestions and recommendation for the Universi~y. 

2.7 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK GUIDING THE STUDY! 

PRIVATISATION WITHIN THE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATIO~ FRAMEWORK 

The conceptual framework guiding this study is on priv~tisation within the 

public administration framework. The basic principle of publiic administration is 

public service delivery to society. In order to render effe,ctive and efficient 

public service delivery, the public sector needs to embarl( on public-private 

partnership (PPP). 

Of all the different types of PPP, the University of Durban-Westville (UDW); 

Campus Protection Services (CPS) selected the service contract in privatising 
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the CPS. Other types of PPP such as management contract, leases, 

concessions, and de-monopolisation and full privatisation are discussed 

elsewhere in this chapter as forms of privatisation (Montanheiro & Spiering 

2001: 21). 

According to Montanheiro & Spiering (2001: 19) the purpose of a public sector 

institution such as a University is to provide services without profit and market 

relationships playirr~rany pa-rt in the process. The same can be said of the 

CPS at UDW, its purpose is to provide safety and security to the University 

community without making any profits. This also includes access control, 

crime prevention and investigation, first aid and re$cue operations to all 

university community, traffic control and mob control (UDW, CPS Mission 

statement). 

The key feature of the public sector as identified by Montanheiro & Spiering 

(2001: 19) is that it has many stakeholders who have differing and sometimes 

conflicting requirements. The UDW CPS has the sarhe key feature with the 

stakeholders that include CPS staff members anc~ its management as 

indicated in its organogram, University Management and other departments, 

students and their parents as well as the University cqmmunity at large. (See 

figure 1 provided below) . 
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Figure 1: CPS ~RGANOGRAM 
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Another feature of the public service is its bureaucratic structure. This 

bureaucracy has been identified as the major cause of the inefficiency 

problems that are found within the public sector especially when compared 

with the private sector (Montanheiro & Spiering 2001: 21). The same was also 

observed to be the case at UDW CPS. 

The problems of inefficiency together with other cost containment related 

issues led to the move towards" the adoption of the PPP by UDW when 

privatising its campus protection services. Another rationale for PPP adopted 

by UDW was the fact that PPP increases the capacity of trne public sector with 

skills, experience and resources from private business. Ttllese are needed for 

efficient and high quality service delivery (ESSET 2000:#0). This eases the 

burden of the public sector institution and in this case the ~niversity . 

1. 2.7. Factors that guide public-private partnership 

The factors that guide successful public-private partnersrips is identified by 

Montanheiro & Spiering (2001 : 23) as the element of trus~ , accountability and 

regulation and control. Trust between the two partner! institutions entails 

understanding of the values that are important to both parties. In principle 

these are the same guiding factors that informed the move by UDW towards 
i 
I 

privatisation of CPS within the public administration frameYtork of PPP. 

A(lOther important factor to be considered in the public-prlivate partnership is 

to embrace the public service ethos. According to the White Paper on 

Transforming Public Services (1997), this public service ethos is known as the 
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Batho - Pele or People First principle. This means putting people first in every 

public service delivery process. This ethos is based on the eight principles of 

consultation, service standards, access, courtesy, information, openness and 

transparency, redress and value for money. The public-private partnership 

move at UDW was also guided by these basic principles of privatisation within 

the public administration framework. 

2.7.2 General PrinClpl~s of tl"iePublic-Private Partnership 

In a workshop that was held by the Durban Metropolitan Council, North 

Central Local Council and South Central local Counoil on public-private 

partnership on the 3rd of April 1998, the following principles were identified as 

guidelines to successful partnerships . The principles were adopted to guide 

PPP at the UDW . 

Institutional Responsibility: The public sector instit~tion such as the , 

university is not relieved of its responsibility for service provision. It remains 

the regulator of the infrastructure and it has to monitor thi~ closely. 

Service Provider Accountability: The organisation that lis providing service 

such as the private security company in the case of ppip at UDW remains 

accountable to the people being served. It has to ensu1e that mechanisms 

that enhance accountability are developed. This can inclu~e client satisfaction 

questionnaires. 
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Sustaina~ility and Affordability: Service provision should ensure own 

sustainability. In order to ensure this feasibility studies should be undertaken 

prior to implementation of the privatisation process. Service provisiol21 should 

also be affordable to the society members served. 

Skill Development and Opportunity Provision: Care should be taken to 

ensure capacity and skill development of new employees as well as current 

public institution elifployees\vho are to be transferred to the private company. 

Displacement of current employees should be kept at minimum while 

mechanisms for compensation and retraining should be incorporated in the 

plans for project implementation. New opportunities with a variety of options 

such as transfer to the private organisation, retaining durrent workers and 

placement in other posts within the public sector institution and provision of 

severance packages for those who preferred not to be part of the partnership 

venture should be provided. Based on this guiding princiJl)le of PPP, the CPS 

staff at UDW were offered these options prior to the effedtive implementation 

of privatisation. 

For the partnership to be successful, all stakeholders shollJld be well informed 

of the partnership, why it has to happen as well as to what its benefits are for 

all stakeholders. Whether this basic guiding principle was ladopted as a guide 

to successful partnership and implementation of privatisation or not is 

highlighted in the discussions of the findings of the study later. 
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2.8 CONCLUSION 

Privatisation can be adopted within the framework of public administration 

provided that the basic principle of public administration which is service 

delivery is earnestly adhered to. The UDW and any other institution that is 

involved in public-private partnership or any other form of privatisation should 

always ensure adherence to the ethos of service delivery. 

The current econorflfc·-tonstraints as well as other inefficiencies experienced 

by the public sector in service delivery forces it to look for alternative and 

innovative strategies that promise effective and efficient service delivery to the 

people. Any form of privatisation such as the PPP that was adopted by the 

University of Durban Westville should be explored and adopted by other 

public sector institutions which are experiencing the s~me problems and 

constraints. Continuous monitoring and evaluation reports Iof the effectiveness 

of PPP by the CPS of UDW should inform other departments within the 

university as well as other Universities within the provinc~ and the country at 

large. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

3. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the research design, sample, population, sampling, 

data collection instrument and data collection process of this study. Ethical 

consideration taken throughout the study, as well as limitations of the study 

are also discussed.·· ··· . 

, 

" 
3. 1 Research design. 

This was an exploratory survey. Survey research is the most widely used data 

gathering technique in many fields. The researcher decided to use survey 

because it is the most appropriate research design and it requires thought and 
.. 

effort. Neuman(1999: 247) maintains that all surv$Ys are based on 

professional social research survey and surveys are almost too popular. 

Survey research ask the respondents to report their ' attitudes, opinions, 

perceptions or behaviour (Lobiondo-Wood and Haber 19$0: 115) . 

• 

According to Lobiondo-Wood and Haber the advantage bf a survey research , 

is the collection of a large amount of information from th~ large population in 

an economic manner. The survey is highly valuable: for studying some 

problems such as public opinion. For the present study lhe researcher used 

questionnaires for data collection because it is important to gather data in a 

most structured way. 
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The questionnaire is most structured in a sense that a list of issues which 

have to be investigated are made prior to the construction of questionnaire. 

The questionnaire was presented to each and every respondent in exactly the 

same way. This was done in order to enable a more objective comparison of 

the results and also to minimise the role and influence of the interviewer. The 

respondents filled the questionnaires themselves, this is called self­

administered questionrraires:- . 

The researcher chose to use self-administered questionnaires for the 

following reasons: this type of survey is by far the cheapest and a researcher 

can send questionnaires to a wide geographic area. The researcher can give 

questionnaires directly to respondents who read the instructions and 

questions and then record their answers. The respondents can complete the 

questionnaire when it is convenient and can check personal records if 

necessary. 

Self-administered questionnaire is very effective and response rate may be 

high for target populations that have a strong interestl in the topic. The 

respondents are free to answer questions if they are I$ft alone to fill the 

questionnaire. Complete questionnaires were collected oh the same day by 

the researcher to avoid low return rates. A poor return rate is the most 

frequently mentioned disadvantage of using a questionnaire as data collection 

instrument in literature (Neuman 1999: 196) 
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3. 2 Population 

The population for this study was the Campus Protection Services personnel 

of the University of Durban Westville whether employed on contract or on 

permanent basis. 

3. 3 Sampling 

Sampling is a major problem for any type of research. There are two types of 

sampling: non-probability and probability sampling. Under non-probability 

sampling the following is found: haphazard or convenience sampling, quota 

sampling, purposive or judgmental sampling, snowball sarhpling, deviant case 

sampling, sequential sampling, and theoretical sampling ( INeuman 1999: 195) 

The sampling method used in this study was conveniehce sampling. This 

method was chosen because only voluntary participatio~ was required from 

the respondents and only those that were available werel used. The purpose 

of the study was explained to the members of the CP~ team who availed 

themselves after a requisition notice was made on the inf~rmation board. Zulu 

and Xhosa language explanation was given as requested ~y the respondents. 

3. 4. Data collection instrument 

No standardised data collection instrument was found ~ithin South African 

literature on privatisation. Further requests for standardi'sed data collection 

instrument was done through the internet with no success. The researcher 
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therefore designed a questionnaire for the present study, using information 

from national and international literature including local newspapers. The first 

section of the questionnaire dealt with the demographic data. 

The second section dealt with the meaning of privatisation while in the third 

section, the respondents had to use a rating scale to say if he or she agreed 

with the different statements on the attitudes and knowledge of privatis'ation. 

These were Strongly Agree, Agree, Uncertain, Disagree and Strongly 

Disagree. The opE:!'fr 'snded--'sectiOri asked respondents to give additional 

information on his or her own understanding of what will happen should the 

university privatise Campus Protection Services. 

3. 4.1 Demographic data 

This section was designed to determine the age, g~nder, condition of 

employment, period of employment and level of education and qualification of 

the respondents. 

3. 4. 2 Validity 

The validity of an instrument is its ability to gather the da~a that it is intended 
I 

to gather (LoBiond-Wood & Harber 1990: 46). In simple terms, validity 

addresses the question of how well the social reality bein~ measured through 

research matches with the constructs researcher use tb understand it. To 

establish content validity of these instruments, a numbdr of publications on 

privatisation were consulted. From these publications, t~e researcher came 

up with different meanings of privatisation. These were further divided into five 

different items on meaning of privatisation and eight items on the knowledge 
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and attitude. These items were given to a focus group of experts on 

privatisation who all agreed that these terms were relevant for data collection 

purposes. 

3. 4. 3 Reliability 

According to Neuman(1999: 164) reliability means dependability or 

consistency. It suggests that the same thing is repeated or recurs under the 

identical or very simHarconditiOns.Lobiond-Wood and'Haber(1990:52) affirms 

that the reliability of an instrument concerns its consistency and stability. Ten 

respondents were re-tested two weeks later. Latest results were compared 

with previous results. There were no significant differences in the second 

responses except that at least one respondent had moved from 1 = strongly 

agree to 1 = agree variable. 

3. 5 Data collection process 

Data was collected in February 2000. Respondents who availed themselves 

were informed of the purpose of the study. Each of those who agreed to 

partiCipate was given a questionnaire. Instructions on ho~ to complete it were · 

given in English and vernacular language accordingl to requests from 

respondents of different vernacular languages. The re. earcher personally 

collected completed questionnaires after an hour. 

3. 6 Ethical consideration 

Like all social research, people can conduct research in ethical or unethical 

ways. In this research the researcher was granted permisSion by the Director 
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of Campus Protection Services to conduct research. Furthermore, permission 

to participate was granted verbally by the respondents. The issue of voluntary 

participation by respondents was discussed. Respondents agreed to answer 

questions and it was explained that they could withdraw from the study should 

they feel uncomfortable. 

They gave their informed consent to participate in research. A major ethical 

issue in a survey research that was discussed, is the invasion of privacy 

therefore, respondents had a choice to decide when and whom to give 

personal information. All respondents were treated with dignity and anxiety or 

discomfort was reduced. Respondents were reassured of anonymity and 

confidentiality. The researcher protected privacy by not disclosing a 

respondent identity after data was gathered. 

The respondents remain anonymous or nameless and codes were used on 

the questionnaires. Even if anonymity is not possible, researcher should 

protect confidentiality. Anonymity protects the identity of specific individuals 

from being known but confidentiality means that informati~n may have names 

attached to it in confidence or keeps it secret from the puDlic. The information 

was not released in a way that permits linking indivi~uals to responses. 

According to Neuman ( 1999: 99) confidentiality may p~otect subjects from 

harm. 
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3. 7 Limitations to the study 

The study was limited to the University of Durban Westville Campus 

Protection Services only, therefore the findings cannot be generalised to other 

Universities or departments within the same University. Further limitation was 

that there was already rumours of the CPS (or part thereof) being taken of 

over by the private company. 

The emotions were high and the employee position and ' status of the 

researcher (permanent and senior) made other respondents suspicious of the 

researcher. Some verbalised (during the explanation) that the researcher 

could be sent by University to investigate on who mayor . may not be taken 

over by private company. Although the individual status of t~e researcher was 

explained, these concerns could have both negative and positive impact on 

how the respondents responded to the questionnaire. 

3 .S. Conclusion 

This section has explained how the problem was investigated and why 

p,articular methods and techniques were employed. Dat~ collected was 

examined to critically assess the extent in which the study should be reliable 

and valid. Reliability and validity are central issues in all measurements. 

Ethical consideration was discussed. The researcher strove to conduct a 

research in an ethical manner to uphold and defend principles of social 

science approach. The researcher also took precautions to protect 

respondents' privacy, anonymity and confidentiality. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

4. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents findings and analysis of data gathered by the 

responses to the questionnaires in the annexure A. Self administered 

questionnaires were distributed to be filled in by the respondents themselves. 

The response of 75% was adequate in making statistical references. Data 

followed in this sequence: demographic data, understanding the meaning of 

privatisation, attitude and knowledge about privatisation and open-ended 

questions 

4.1 Sample description 

Sample description indicates that the majority of respondents were males. 

While this is a common observation among the security service personnel , it 

deviate from the affirmative action policy. . Accordi~g to Qgubule in the 

African Business of March 1996, privatisation must encourage affirmative 

action, skill development and empowerment of worker~ especially those who 

were previously disadvantaged in the past such as women. 

The demographic data revealed low levels of educatiorl for the majority of the 

respondents. This indicates that securing another job i ~ another institution 

would be difficult for most of these employees. It further explains the reason 

why the majority of the respondents indicated uncertainties and fears of losing 

their jobs with the introduction of privatisation. 
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Frequencies computed on the demographic data of the survey revealed that 

74% (n = 28) were males while 26% (n = 10) were females. This is a common 

ratio in the protection services where the job is still somehow regarded as the 

domain for men. The ages from 20 -29 years constituted 28% of the sample, 

30 -39 years constituted 58%, 40-49 years constituted 13% while age 50 and 

above constituted 5%Cif the -·sample. The data revealed that the educational 

level of the respondents was varied, with 26% below matric, 45% having 

matric only 16% having post matric certificate, 5% had Diploma and about 8% 

had university degrees. 

The majority of respondents (58%) were on permanent employment whilst 

42% were employed on a contract basis. The majority of $mployees 45% had 

worked for the university for more then eight years, wHile 11 % worked for 

seven to eight years, 5% worked for five to six years and 40% worked for 

three to four years. 

4. 2 Data analysis 

Frequency statistical analysis of all the variables bei~g investigated was 

performed using SPSS. These variables were categorised into (1). The 

understanding and meaning of privatisation and (2) attit~des and knowledge 

about privatisation. 
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4.2.1 Understanding and meaning of privatisation 

The following statements were used to explore the respondents' 

understanding and meaning of privatisation: 

(i) Privatisation is the transfer of government assets and functions 

to the private sector. 

(ii) Privatisation is the exploitation of Government employees by the 

private 'sedor ..... . 

(iii) Privatisation means taking away jobs from the government 

employees. 

(iv) Privatisation is unfair labour practice. 

(v) Privatisation means that the government relies more on private 

producers for the services for which government remains 

responsible. 

4. 2. 1.1 Privatisation is unfair labour practice 

The majority of respondent (34%) indicated their understahding of 

privatisation as an unfair labour practice. This is a commoni misconception 
~ , 

among the general public especially the workers from differ~nt union 

organisations and those who are threatened or affected by privatisation. It 

was somehow spread by the former General Secretary of tHe Confederation 

of South African Trade Unions (COSATU), Mr. Sam Shilow~ when he 

labelled privatisation as the "remedy of Doom" . In his statement in the 

KwaZulu Natal newspaper Mercury, (November 14; 1995) , he argued that 

privatisation is an unfair labour practice. He also vowed to fight any move to 

42 



• 

I 

allow selfish minorities to sabotage the government in meeting the basic 

needs of the country. r 

4.2.1.2 Privatisation means taking away jobs from the government employees 

The second biggest group of respondents (29.4%) understood privatisation to 

mean taking away of jobs from government employees. While literature on 

privatisation does not define -or explain privatisation in this sense, there is 

adequate evidence to suggest that this statement could be true. In a 

document published by the School of Governance of the University of 

Western Cape (August, 2000), job loss is stated as one of the consequences 

of privatisation. In the same document examples of few cO'untries where 

privatisation resulted in job losses are given. 

In Zambia, over 200 semi-government agencies were privati sed and many 

jobs were lost between 1992 and 1997. in the name of ke~ping labour forces 

as small as possible. In South Africa the following observations have been 

mad~ since the initial introduction of privatisation. Parast~tals were cut and 

more than 25000 jobs have been lost since 1994. In the ~ear 2000 Transnet 

stated their intention of cutting about 2000 jobs. Escom's ~oluntary 

retrenchment programme lost 3248 jobs. Telkom lost 120P jobs in 1999. 

Spoornet retrenched 20 000 workers in 1999. 

These figures could be used to justify and support the respondents 

understanding of privatisation. It can be argued that there could be other 
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problems that resulted in such job losses from these companies, but it will 

have to be understood that the media has always used these figures to prove 

the negative effects of privatisation. To a layperson this could influence this 

negative understanding of privatisation. 

4. 2 1.3 Privatisation is the transfer of government assets and functions to the 

private sector 

About 21 % of the respondents saw privatisation as the transfer of government 

assets or functions to the private sector. Different authors support this 

statement (Van Rensberg and Fourie, 1993: 3; Hogbin 1995:45; Vorhies, 

1990: 12; Dunlevy in Wiltshire 1987: 7; Kolderie 1986;6). Young (1986:1) 

also attests that privatisation is getting things that were previously done 

publicly to be done privately. In the document published by the School of 

I 

Governance of the University of Western Cape (August, 4000), privatisation 

, is defined as to include selling of state-owned land, state~owned enterprises, 

outsourci~g or subcontracting and promoting partnership$ between the state 

and the private sector. 

A limitation of the data collection tool was that both statement 3 " privatisation 
I 

is the transfer of government assets and functions to the Arivate sector and 

statement 5 "privatisation means that the government relids more on private 

producers for the services for which government remains rlesponsible have 

the same meaning although they were put separately and ldifferently. The 

respondents, however, did not pick this up and hence only 2.6% responded 

to the latter. The latter statement is supported by Kolderie's (1986:6) narrow 
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sense of privatisation as a government relying more on the private producers 

for services which the government remains responsible. 

4.2. 1.4 Privatisation is the exploitation of government employees by the 

private sector 

About 13% of the r~spondents selected this meaning of privatisation. This is a 

general view when the public security service working conditions are 

compared with priv~te - security services where there are no fringe benefits 

such as medical aief, housing subsidies, and insufficient vacation or leave 

days. The private security companies are also characterised by long working 

hour shifts and job insecurity where managers can fire and hire as they 

please. With this bj3ckground information in mind, it is easy to understand 

why the respondents felt this way about privatisation. 
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Table 1: Understanding and meaning of privatisation 

Privatisation Frequencies 

in 

percentages 

,.- (%) 

Privatisation is unfair labour practice. 34 

Privatisation means taking away jobs from the government 29.4 

employees 

Privatisation is the transfer of government assets and 21 

functions to the private sector. 

Privatisation is the exploitation of Government employees 13 

by the private sector. 

Privatisation means that the government relies more: on 2.6 

private producers for the services for which government 

remains responsible. 

TOTAL 100 

Data reveals that most of the respondents lack the ~nderstanding and 
I 

I 

meaning of privatisation. Therefore it is vital for the iinstitution to train 

and inform the affected individuals of what privatisati~n is all about. 

Frequencies computed revealed that 34% of the respond~nts understood 

privatisation as "he unfair labour practice". Another 29.4o/q understood 

privatisation as "taking away jobs from government empldyees", while 21 % 

saw privatisation as "the transfer of government assets or functions to the 

private sector" Another 13% understood privatisation as tine exploitation of 
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government employees by the private companies. The last 2.6% understood 

privatisation to mean "that the government relies more on the private 

producers for services for which the government remains responsible (see 

table 1) 

4.2.2 Attitudes and Knowledge about Privatisation 

This section had eight statements which related to the attitudes and 

knowledge of privatisation and how it will affect the respondents as 

individuals or a group as well as the University as an organisation. The 

respondents had to indicate their agreement with the statement on a scale 

from Strongly Agree, Agree, Uncertain, Disagree and Strongly Disagree. 

The eight statements on attitudes and knowledge abodt privatisation were 

as follows: 

(i) All Campus Protection Services (CPS) staff will loose their jobs. 

(ii) Only few CPS staff will loose their jobs. 

(iii) I will loose my job. 

(iv) Nothing will happen to me. 

(v) The private company will provide better servlice to the university 

that the current CPS staff. 

(vi) The university will save a lot of money. 

(vii) The private company will gain a lot of money and the good 

image from the university. 

(viii) CPS will be more cost effective and save costs from 

privatisation. 
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For discussion pUriposes, these statements are further grouped into three 

categories. The fir~t relate to those statements pertaining to fear of job loss. 

The second categ~ry relates to those that relate the benefits of privatisation to 

the University. Th, last category relates to the statements pertaining to the 

benefits for privat~ security company. 

4. 2.2.1 Fear of jo~ loss 
I 

The statement$forming this category are as follows: 

• All Campusl Protection Services (CPS) staff will loose their jobs . 

• Only few C~S staff will loose their jobs. 

• I will loose ~y job. 

• Nothing wil ~ happen to me. 

The findings on this category revealed a lot of insecurity, uncertainty and fear 

of job loss among the majority of the respondents. These findings correlates 

the findings on the meaning of privatisation as taking away jobs from the 

government employees in the same study. This is further supported by Mr. 

Oliver of Frankel Pollak who was reported in Sunday Times newspaper of 

August 17 1995 to have blamed privatisation for the public uncertainty and 

how destructive it was to the confidence of employees. 

As mentioned somewhere in these discussions, job losses are the-

consequences of privatisation. It can be argued that the respondents fears 

and uncertainties are well founded. The Naledi research report in the SA 

Labour Bulletin (1995; 69), also confirmed this by indicating that Transnet, 
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Telkom, the Post Office and Eskom accounted for 20% of job losses in the 

period between 1988 and 1993 though privatisation. 

The former president of COSATU, Mr. John Gomomo, in his address of the 

World Economic Forum Conference in Johannesburg in 1995 stated that 

commercialisation and privatisation has destroyed jobs. In the same year 

members of the South African Postal and Tele Communication Employee 

Association (SAPTEA) and the Post and telecommunication Workers 

(POTWA) protested against privatisation. These marches confirmed that 

privatisation fails to guarantee job security in the affected areas (Natal 

Mercury 20, December 1995). 

The General Secretary of the national Council of Trade Union, Mr. Ngcukana 

~ stated that privatisation was unacceptable because of the potential job losses. 

On the same article, Mr. Bill Lacey -the economist argue~ that although 

privatisation would initially lead to some job cuts, in the medium to long term it 

could create more jobs (Business Report, December 14; 1995). Privatisation 

is still in it~ infancy stages in this country for the public to teap the medium 

term and long term benefits of privatisation . 

4.2.2.2 The benefits of Privatisation for the University 

This category is formed by the following statements: 

• The university will save a lot of money. 

• The private company will provide better service to the university than 

the current CPS staff. 
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• CPS will be more cost effective and save costs from privatisation. 

The findings of this category indicated a general lack of understanding of 

the benefits of privatisation for the university. In spite of all the negative 

comments that have been highlighted especially by the Union leadership, 

privatisation does have positive benefits for the public sector. For Kay and 

Thompson (1990: 90), privatisation contributes to efficiency. 

They derived this view from the fact that private sector management is 

subject to incentives and discipline that is different and more demanding 

than those which apply to public service officials. Holden and 

Rajapatirana (1995:75) explicitly state that the goal of privatisation is to 

increase the role of the private sector in the economy, thereby promoting 

the more efficient use of resources. These views are ~Iso echoed by 

Kikeri et al (1992:6) and Moore (1992:15) who state that privatisation 

promote efficiency and competition. 

The lack of understanding of the benefits of privatisati~n for the public 

. sector or the university could be taken as an indicatiqn that the , 

respondents were not well informed about privatisatiol1. This also indicate 

that the guidelines of implementing public-private pa~nership were not 

followed up correctly in introducing privatisation at the IUDW. 

The consultation process is crucial to the implementation process for 

employees to embrace privatisation of any form gracefully. This is 

supported by the statement made by the former Mr. Cyril Ramaphosa in 
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the Natal Witness of the 8th of December 1995. He emphasised the need 

for consultation process in order to develop a common perspective and 
, 

overall understFlnding of the process of privatisation. The African 

Communist, S~cond Quarter (1995;2) quotes Mr. John Gomomo as having 

said that the c~nsultation and democratic partiCipation by the stakeholders 

is vital to guide, the process of restructuring during privatisation. 

4. 2.2.3 The benei its-of Privatisation for the Private Security Company 

The findings on this category also indicate that the majority of respondents 

had a lack of knowledge regarding the benefits of privatisation for the private 

security company. This also indicates that the process of consultation as 

mentioned above was not followed properly. 

Data analysis rev~aled a lot of uncertainty and fear of job loss among the 

majority of the respondents as indicated on Table 2 below. For data analysis 

purposes data from the scale on Strongly Agree and Agree was added 

together and analyzed as Agree. Data from the scale on Strongly Disagree 

and Disagree was also added together and analyzed as disagree 

On the statement: "All CPS staff will loose their jobs", 45% of the 

respondents agreed, while another 47 indicated to be uncertain with only 8% 

indicating to disagree with the statement. On the following statement: "Only 

few CPS staff will loose their jobs", about 21 % i~dicated to agreed while 

another 37% indicated uncertainty and 42% disagreed with the statement. 
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On the statement; "I will lose my job", 45% indicated to be uncertain, only 5% 

disagreed with th~ statement and another 50% agreed with the statement. 

Another important finding was the uncertainty of the respondents on the item" 

Nothing will happ~n to me". About 43 indicated to be uncertain, while 57 % 

disagreed to strongly disagreed with the item "Nothing will happen to me". 

Another important finding was on the statement: "The private company will 

provide better serVice"S than the current CPS. Only 2.6. % agreed with the 

statement while 2 ~ % was uncertainty and about 76% disagreed with the 

statement. On thel statement: " The university will save a lot of money from 

privatisation" only'2.6% agreed while 31 % were uncertain and 63 indicated to 

disagree with the ~tatement. 

About 32% of the respondents indicated to agree with the statement: "The 

private company will gain a lot of money and good image in the university" . 

Another 26.3% indicated to be uncertain and 41.7% indicated to disagree with 

the statement. On the last statement: " CPS will be more effective and cost 

saving", the findings were revealed that 42% were uncertain, 38.6% 

disagreed and only 19.4% indicated to agree with the statement. 
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Table 2: Attitudes and Knowledge about Privatisation 

Statements Strongl Agree Uncertai Disagr Strongl 

y (%) nty ee y 

Agree (%) (%) Disagr 

(%) ee 

(%) 

All Campus Protection 24 21 47 8 

Services (CPS) staff will 

loose their jobs. 

Only few CPS staff will 5 16 37 32 10 

loose their jobs. 

I will loose my job. 13.2 37 45 5 

Nothing will happen to me 42 34 23 

The private company will 2.6 21 47 29 

provide better service to 

the university that the 

current CPS staff. 

The university will save a 2.6 31 45 18 

lot of money from 

privatisation. 

The private company will 10.5 21.1 26.3 41.7 

gain a lot of money and 

the good image from the 

university. 

CPS will be more cost 10.5 8 42 2.6 37 

effective and cost saving. 
I 

In order to build a climate of trust among various part~es, the process of 

privatisation should be done in the transparent way. ~II the stakeholders 

should be made aware of what are the benefits or pitfalls of 

privatisation. 
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4.2.3 The Open-ended Section 

In this section, the respondents were requested to give additional information 

on their perceptions of privatisation. Unfortunately very few respondents 

(about 10% of the sample) answered this section. The answers on open­

ended section were put into 3 major themes. These were hatred of 

privatisation, need for education and information on privatisation to those 

affected and Black empowerment. 

Almost 100% of respondents expressed negative feelings about privatisation 

with statements such as "I hate privatisation" or" I am totally against 

privatisation. The reasons given for such statements were that it leads to 

poverty and increased unemployment rate. About 80% of those respondents 

also felt that there was a need for educating the staff and the university 

community about privati~ation, especially those staff members who were to 

be affected by the eminent privatisation. The information needed were on 

what privatisation entailed, how it was to affect individuals within the 

university as well as its benefits for individuals. 

One respondent said that privatisation was totally against what the University 

of Durban Westville stood for. He stated that it was against the content of 

the opening-speech that was given by the Vice Chancellor on her 

appointment. In that speech, she spoke about "empoweri~g the Blacks and 

the previously disadvantaged South Africans". The respohdent further stated 

that privatisation does not empower the Blacks or the previously 

disadvantaged groups as they are the ones that will lose their jobs. 
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This statement is supported by president Mbeki's statement on the African 

communist second quarter 1995 when he stated states that privatisation 

could facilitate empowerment of disadvantaged sectors. The Naledi research 

published in South Africa Labour bulletin of March 1995, on 29 October 1994 

the cabinet announced a six-point plan to transform public sector. A need to 

empower Black people was also raised as one of the important goals of 

privatisation. 

4.3 Conclusion 

Data analysis revealed that considerable uncertainty existed among the 

respondents regarding the safety and security of their jobs with the imminent 

privatisation. The data analysis also revealed negative attitudes towards 

privatisatron and its effects on individuals, the group and the university at 

large. Moreover, it was clear that there was an indication of the uncertainty on 

general knowledge of privatisation and its effect. 
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CHAPTERS 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5. Introduction 

This chapter, presents the conclusion drawn and recommendations made 

based on the findings of the study. It is envisaged that the recommendations 

will enable policy makers at tertiary institutions of education to critically 

analyse the costs of in-house security services as compared to privately 

owned security company, and where necessary to objectively look at the 

alternatives available to them in delivering efficient public service in the times 

of fiscal adversities. 

5.1. Conclusion 

The findings of the study revealed that there are different ways to look at 

privatisation. It could be agreed that privatisation should continue in the 

University but ownership should be regulated to ensure that inequalities are 

addressed. Conversely, the University could work out new systems for public 

owned services with the aim of addressing the issue of bureaucracy and 

inefficiency. The need for effective and efficient delivery of services is 

important in any public institution, therefore it is importanti for a decision 

maker to follow right f9rm of privatisation A need to understand all forms of 

privatisation so as to make decision on the type to be sel~cted is important. 

In conclusion, it may be said that the dangers of privatising in a monopolistic 

environment and of introducing large scale retrenchment$ without creating a 
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safety net of proper unemployment benefits cannot simply be ignored. Apart 

from the social problems created by privatisation, it also has a poor record of 

creating new jobs. 

The processes of privatisation need to be based on full consultation and 

democratic participation by stakeholders. Therefore negotiations should 

involve workers in the affected enterprises. Care should be taken to ensure 

that all stakeholdersdtive the process. The findings of the study proves that 

CPS workers at UDW do not understand privatisation policy and its benefits. 

For the process of privatisation to be successful at UDW the following 

principles guiding partnerships should be adhered to: 

*CPS management should ensure that the standard for providing services 

should not deteriorate, 

*Actions of the private partner should be defendable and there should be strict 

monitoring of delivery, 

*CPS management should maintain the co-ordination and integration of 

services, 

*CPS management should maintain its commitment and accountability to the 

University community and 

*Private service providers must adhere to environment~lIy sound principles. 
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Finally, the need for consultative process to take place in order to develop a 

common perspective and overall understanding of the process of privatisation 

is vital. 

5.2. Recof11mendations 

On the basis of the results, the following recommendations are presented: 

1.lmprovement of communication between the university Management and 

the CPS staff.i 

2. Involvement of all stakeholders and the acceptance of PPP by the affected 

personnel 

3 Training and development of staff as part of PPP 

4. Empowerment and capacity building. 

5. Worker-owned companies. 

6. Trade union owned company. 

7. Transference of workers to the private company and provision of 

information on privatisation. 

5.2.1 Improvement of communication between, University Management and 

CPS personnel. 

Communication plays a vital role in every organisation. pqor communication 

may lead to many problems in the organisation. This may linclude lack of 

commitment, lack of co-operation within the organisation and it may affect the 

morale of the workers and lead to poor work performance., It is therefore, 

recommended that the University management should corinmunicate with all 
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levels of the staff within the university so that staff will be able to understand 

the policies laid down by the management more especially when it affects 

them or their work situation. 

5.2.2 Involvement of all stakeholders and the acceptance of PPP by the 

affected personnel. 

The findings of the study show a lack of understanding of privatisation among 

CPS personnel. It is therefore recommended that the University should inform 

all staff about benefits and pitfalls of the new policy within the University. 

Worker as they are regarded as stakeholders should be involve in an any 

stage when the process of privatisation is considered and they should remain 

involve throughout the process. This can be achieved through union 

representation. The acceptance of the policy by all stakeholders is important. 

5.2.3 Training and development of staff 

Training and development empower staff in the organisation. Before the 

organisation climb willy-nilly onto the privatisation wagon a proper impact 

study should be conducted to investigate the possible effect of the process on 

workers at large. It is recommended that proper training arild development to 

improve skills and expertise so that if it happens that the staff is transferred to 

the private company he or she will have acquired necessa~ skills needed for 

work performance and be able to compete for efficient and effective service 

delivery. 
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5.2.4 Empowerment and capacity building 

Support schemes to empower workers who will open their businesses should 

be established by the University management. Workers should be 

encouraged to open their own companies and if possible the University 

should approve loans to the new owners and offer training as to how to 

operate their businesses. Those who opt to take severance packages should 

be trained on how to invest their money 

5.2.5 Employee share option programme 

It is recommended that the privatisation policy should involve giving workers 

shares in the organisation so that they can have a say in the organisation and 

a direct interest in making service delivery more efficient and effective. 

5.2.6 Trade union owned company 

In order to promote harmony between the workers and employers, the public 

institution (UDW) should sell the assets to the trade union investment-

company. But some argue that this creates a conflict of interest for the trade 

union. The trade union investment- company will want mote profit while 

workers may demand more benefits or oppose retrenchm$nt. It is 

recommended that Combined Staff Association (COMSA) ishould be given a 
, 
; 

chance to run a security company and the university sho~ld evaluate and 

monitor the performance. 

5.2.7 Transference of staff to the private company and prtovision of 

information on privatisation 
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It is recommended that staff members whose services are to be privati sed 

should be transferred to the private company. Negotiations between the 

private company and the University management should emphasise the need 

for transfer of staff. This approach will ease the burden of unemployment. 

General public to be provided with factual information on privatisation through 

media for example television, radio ana press so that they can make informed 

decisions . 
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QUESTIONNAIRE · 

. Perceptions of Campus 1'l'Otcction Services personnel 011 J'1'ivnlisnlioll ut lhe University or 
DurbanM West ville. 

Section 1 
Deli1ogr~phic Data 

instruction 

Kindly make a ctoss in the appropriate space below . 
. , 

. (a) What is your gender '7 

(b) What is your age in years '/ 

(c) How long have you been employed in this university? 

(d) What is the condition of your employment 7 
l., 

(e) What is your qualification? 

I Male 

Between 20 and 29 years 
Between 30 and 39 years 
Between 40 and 49 years 
Over SO vears old 

0- 2 years 
2- 4 years . 
4- 6 years 

6M 8 vears 
8 and above 

Contract 

Permanent 

Below standard ten (10) 
Matric 

Certiflcate 
Diploma 
Degree J 
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SECTION 2 The understanding of the meaning or Privatisation. 

INSTRUCTION 

. Complete the followiilg sentences by cycling the appropriate num~er that explains your 
. understanding and knowledge of Privati sat ion policy. . . 

1. To me privatisatioll is the transfer of Government assets or fu, ctions to the 
private seclor. . . 

2. Privatisation is the exploitation of Government employees by ~he private companies. 
. I 

3. Privatisationmeans takil)g away jobs .' from the Government e.nployees and allow 
. : 

. the private companies to exploit them. 

4. To me privatisation is the unfair labour practice . 

S. Privatisation means the Government relying more on private ,roducers for ' , 

services for which Government remain responsible. 

" . 

SECTION 3 Alilludes and knowledge about privati~alion 

INSTRUCTION 

Give your opinion in relation to each of the following statement~~ 

, Make a cross in the appropriate spaces below in each statementf : 

SA-STROMGL y AOREE~ ' A=AOREE, : U=UNCERT AIN, P=Ii>ISAOREE, 
SO-STRONGLY DISAGREE. I: i 

When Campus Protecti~n Services are privatised : 

1. All Campus Protection S~rvicespersonncl will loose their j~bs.1 
i ! 

.. ! . , 

. ,'j SA A u D '$D 

" 
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2. Few Campus 1'l'otccJjoil Services (CI'S) will loose their jobs. 

SA A . U o so 

3. 1 will loose my job . . 

SA A U 0 SO 

4. Nothing will happe* to me 
. , , 

SA · A U b SO 

S. Private company w~ll provide beller services than CPS to the university. 
.\ 

SA A U 0 SD 

6. The university wiJI ~ave lot of money. 

SA A U 0 SO 

7. The private compal~y willgain lot of money and good image ilt this university 

SA A u D 

8., CPS will be more ~ffective and cost-saving. 

." 
" . . ' 

SA A u D 

SD 

SD 

. ; 
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SBCTION D OPEN"ENOB[) QUESTIONS 

INSTRUCTION 

Explain the followipg sentences in your own ·words; . . . 

1 .. In your own wqrds explain how you feel towards privatisationof Protection 
Services at the ~niverity of Durban-Westville. . 

................... ...................... . ............. , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• t •• tt 

• ••• ' ••••• , , , • , •••••• , . , .- •• 4. : ~ ••• , •• , •••• , •••••••• , •••••• ' •••••••••••••• ' •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••• , • . . ' . ............................................................................................................. . 
2. Would you recoJnmend privatisation of Protection Services at the university 

ofDurban-West~ilIe7 .. . . 
(a) Ves 
(b) No 

Comment: 

· .... ' ................................................ , ........................... '~ ............... , , .......... . 
· ... ' .................... ~, ... ' .............. ' ......... , ' ...................... ' ............................ ' ..... ~ . 
3. In your own vie", point, what strategies can be applied by t'le universi~y in order to 

make the policy ~f privatisation to be well understood and ,ccepted by the employees 
as part of transformation at the university of Durban-WestvJlle:· . .. . 

, 
• I •••••••••••• , •• I , I ••••• i.' I • I • I ••••• " • I I I ~ I •••••• I I I • I I ••• I '" •••• I • I I •• . , •• I • " ' . ' • I •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

" • '" •••••••• I •••• ,., •• I ••• ·• I • I ••••••••• " ••••••••••••••••••• I I '" " ••••••••••••• : ••••• I ~.' •••••••• " ••••• I ••• 

' •••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I I ••••••••••• • ••••••••••••• I I • I I I ••• " ••• I ••• I ••••• 

ADDITIONAL CO~NTI OBSERVATION 

I I •••••••••••••••• " ••••••••• t •• I •••• I •••••• I •••• I ••••••• I ••••••• I • I ••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••• I ••••• i •••• 
i I 

•••••••• I I .•• I •• '" " • I " • ~ •• I ••••••••• I ••• , ••••••• I I •••• I ••••••••••• I I · ••• " •• ,., ••••• " • I •• , I I '" " •• I •••••• 

: ' . ' ; . .-• •••••••• ' •••••••••••••••• -,' • , • • ••••••••••• ;. •••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••• ', •• • t • • •• • • • • ••••• • •••••••••• • • 
I t 

TJ-iANK. YOU, FOR \yOUR TIME AND CO-OPERATION. 
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