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1. Overview:

Reduction or abolishment operation of government’s intervention to economy, accelerating since the beginning of 1980s, is adopted by many governments as governance policy. This policy, being widely used in manufacturing industry and service sector at the beginning, has been used subsequently in electricity, natural gas, water…etc industry as natural monopoly. 

Liberation, exhibited as governance policy by Thatcher’s government in UK in 1979, was also adopted by Özal’s government coming as the policy in 1983. Governments in both countries aimed the privatization of the foundations, active in public sector. Privatization of the electricity energy sector being a natural monopoly was also a part of long term political program of governments. In this period, while Energy Law was inured in UK in 1983, monopoly of the vertically united public foundation in energy sector, Turkish Electric Foundation, was abolished and new law with issue 3096, giving private sector companies founded by getting necessary permission and authorization, the opportunity of generation, transmission and distribution, was inured in Turkey in 1984.
In this study, the progress of Turkey and UK, exhibiting similar aim at reform of electricity power sector at the beginning of 1980s is examined in detail, and problems encountered in the progress, aims attained and failures scrutinized.
2. Method:

In the study, firstly, social and economical structure of the developed country, UK, and developing country, Turkey, is introduced and the qualification of the change during the period from the beginning years of reform up to now is scrutinized and shown by numbers. Fundamental indicators related with the countries in this operation, are presented in tables. Structure of consumption and change of electric generation being the primary energy source of both countries, are discussed simultaneously and graphical approaches are taken into consideration.
Start points (Energy Law in UK and Law with issue 3096 in Turkey) of development period of reform, starting at the beginning of 1980s and coming up to now, and application date of different solution (NETA in UK, Electrical Market Law in Turkey) are analyzed in comparative form in time intervals given below:

· Between 1983-2001

· After 2001

In the analysis of terms, political and economical changes are discussed in terms of developed and developing countries. Evaluation of the situation resulting from the application of the laws is being made. Success and failures are scrutinized together with the stipulated aims. Last situation in the process is examined by different aspects expressed in national and international levels in terms of the two countries.
3. Results:

In UK, no competitive advance was achieved in monopoly structure of the sector between 1983-1988 and until Electric Law in 1989, regulation operations in the sector were carried out slowly. Legalized in 1989 is Electric Law, brought British Electricity Sector about privatization and restructuring by Apr.1st, 1990.
In Turkey, when the period between 1984-1994 is considered, it can be seen that the operation had many bureaucratical obstacles. In this period, there was little private investment motion. The public foundation vertically united in 1993, were separated and two public foundations for generation-transmission and distribution were founded. By the laws enacted in 1994 and 1997 to develop Build-Operate-Transfer, Build-Operate and Transfer-of-Operating-Rights models, expected developments were not obtained. Incapability of getting support of public opinion, cancellation of some items of the laws created without being able to fit the legal background, economical instability and, as a result, their distrust to the investors can be listed among the reasons. After the Electricity Market Law, enacted in 2001, separation in generation, transmission and wholesale activities was provided.
In UK, desire of having competitive structure is mostly fulfilled by reducing the public share in the sector aimed by Electrical Power Pool starting from March 1990, and after 1999, competitive operation for consumers was achieved. To eliminate the problems in the operation of the sector, it was replaced by New Electricity Trading Arrangements (NETA).
4. Conclusions:

In the electricity power sector of UK, supply security, operations resulting from the vertical integrate allowed between generator and retailer companies, and the cost rise in residence consumers, are expected dangers. Majority of natural gas in the sector, difficulties nuclear plants have in the structure of the sector, and the low carbon policy in the country can be listed as the main causes of incapability of answering the submission. Besides, cost structure in the country built by majority of foreign investment, strains domestic investment and constricts its existence.
For Turkey, after Electricity Market Law, privatization in generation and distribution was not realized. Economical stability and consistency of political authority are important to achieve competitive operation.
In the scope of this study,  development of the process, similarities and differences in the application, problems encountered and results obtained in Turkey and UK starting deregulation in electricity power sector by exhibiting similar aims in same years, are examined comparatively. Different applications in these countries are expressed together with the reasons. 
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