Listed, State-Owned and Family Enterprises in Some MENA Countries

A Summary

The Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region suffers from well-known economic problems. As elsewhere, the region's development outcomes are the product of many factors including demographic profiles, levels of educational attainment, various economic and social policies that determine economic risks and opportunities citizens face and many others. In addition, the region suffers from labour force pressures and exhibits a strong "tradition" of state intervention that has been highly resistant to change in the form of private sector development.

The above considerations underscore the urgent need for some policy reforms in the MENA region. At the forefront of these reforms is a serious adoption of good corporate governance.

The main objective of this presentation is to report on the ownership structure of major companies in Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Morocco, Egypt, Oman, Bahrain, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates. In more specific terms, the objective is to highlight the ownership of the main companies in each country according to their type (state-owned and private) and regardless of their status (listed or not). Based on the available information, a number of observations can be made. 
First, in Bahrain, Lebanon, Egypt, Kuwait, Morocco, Oman, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates, the largest 20 or so companies (in each country) are not listed on the stock exchange. The Jordanian case is unique in that the Jordanian capital market has 17 listed companies which are amongst the largest 20 in the country. The remaining companies are held in the hands of private individual (families) or state-owned enterprises like the Royal Jordanian whose board of directors are appointed by the government. However, it must be pointed out here that the government owns about 24 percent of the shares of the “large” listed companies. 

Second, in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Oman only 2 companies, 3 companies and 1 company are listed respectively. In other words, the total number of “large” and listed companies is very small. The largest companies in these countries are state-owned and include Arabian oil Co. (Aramco), Saudi basic Industries (Sabic), Kuwait petroleum Corporation (KPC) and Oman Oil Company. The Saudi, Kuwaiti and Omani corporate sectors are dominated by few state-owned enterprises and family-held private businesses. 
Third, a very limited number (2) of companies are large and listed on the Lebanese capital market (Banque Audi and Bank of Beirut). The remaining large companies in the country are mostly banks and privately owned. 
Fourth, in the United Arab Emirates, most of the largest corporations are state-owned (not listed) and include Abu Dhabi Fund for Arab economic Development, Abu Dhabi Investment Authority, Dubai Holding. 
Fifth. Most of the large companies in Bahrain are listed companies. In other words, the government’s involvement in terms of enterprise ownership is relatively limited. 
Sixth, only two of the largest companies are listed on the Casablanca stock exchange (Maroc Telecom and Centrale Laitiere).  The remaining corporations are either state-owned or privately-owned.  
Seventh, as far as the board of directors of some of the largest companies in the MENA region is concerned, they are mostly government officials and or Royal Family members. For example, the Oman Oil Company has government officials only on it board of directors. Similarly, the Kuwait Petroleum Corporation has at least two Royal Family members sitting on its board of directors. The Saudi company (SABIC) has a Royal family member as Chairman of the board, two private sector representatives, and the rest are government officials. Finally, Saudi Aramco reports to its owner, the Saudi Arabian Government, through the Supreme Council for Petroleum and Minerals Affairs, chaired by the Custodian of the Two Holy Mosques. The Supreme Council for Petroleum and Minerals Affairs sets the company’s policy and objectives and its members are drawn from the government and private sector.

Based on the above presentation, we can safely state that while some economies are dominated by state-owned enterprises and others dominated by family-owned enterprises, our sample of companies does highlight the importance of corporate governance in terms of its private and public themes. Indeed, if the economic performance of these countries were to improve, the issue of corporate governance in its widest sense must be seriously adopted. Moreover, it is recommended that a detailed examination of the performance of these companies must be carried out. In other words, what if listed companies' performance is superior? Are there obstacles that do not encourage the listing of family businesses? Similarly, which state-owned enterprises must be privatized? 

I. Introduction

It is common knowledge that there is great disparity in the wealth of nations. Indeed, for centuries, economists have tried to understand why some countries have healthy and growing economies, while others stagnate at low levels of output.

The empirical growth literature has developed substantially over the last two decades, drawing on larger and richer databases in growth performance. Moreover, the existing literature has investigated a myriad of possible determinants of country growth rates or income per capita. While it is not the objective of this paper to review this literature, it is useful to note that some of the examined factors include democracy (Dawson, 1998), trade barriers (Frankel and Romer, 1999), corruption (Knack and Keefer, 1997), property rights (Brunetti et al., 1998), political instability (Collier, 1999), cultural values (Easterly and Levine (1997), financial development (Beck and Levine, 2002; Beck at al., 2004a and 2004b) and many others.

In addition to the above-mentioned multitude of possible macroeconomic determinants of economic growth, it can be argued, at the micro level, that the emergence of a dynamic private sector is a critical ingredient in the process of economic growth and development. In this respect, it is crucial to understand, examine and promote the issue of “corporate governance”. Indeed, this issue has gained some unparalleled importance in different regions and countries. For example, the OECD Principles of Corporate Governance
, originally adopted by the 30 member countries of the OECD in 1999, have become a reference tool for countries all over the world. Following some extensive reviews, the new and revised OECD Principles of Corporate Governance were adopted in the Spring of 2004 and “they now reflect a global consensus regarding the critical importance of good corporate governance in contributing to the economic vitality and stability of our economies” (Jesover and Kirkpatrick, 2005).

A large number of papers examined the economic performance of the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region. Indeed, it is stated that “real per capita GDP in the MENA region stagnated, compared to average annual growth of 4.1 percent in east Asia and 0.3 percent in all other developing countries over the same period. The MENA region’s poor growth performance during the 1980s and 1990s also contrasts sharply with the 1970s, when annual per capita GDP growth averaged 2.3 percent, exceeding that of other developing countries (excluding east Asia) by nearly two-thirds of a percentage point” (Hakura, 2004). Obviously, this lack of economic growth should be a major worrying factor to policy-makers because it simply exacerbates the problems posed by the already existing high unemployment rates and the relatively strong growth in the labour force of the region.

Against the above brief account, the main objective of this presentation is to report on the ownership structure of major companies in Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Morocco, Egypt, Oman, Bahrain, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates. In more specific terms, the objective is to highlight the ownership of the main companies in each country according to their type (state-owned and private) and regardless of their status (listed or not)

II. The Issue of Corporate Governance
The term “corporate governance” is given a myriad of definitions. For example, it is the “organizations and rules that affect expectations about the exercise of control of resources in firms” (World Bank development Report, 2002, p. 68). A more comprehensive definition states that “corporate governance deals with mechanisms by which stakeholders of a corporation exercise control over corporate insiders and management such that their interests are protected” (John and Senbet, 1998, p. 372). Similarly, it is proposed that “corporate governance issues arise in an organization whenever two conditions are present. First, there is an agency problem, or conflict of interest, involving members of the organization – these might be owners, managers, workers or consumers. Second, transaction costs are such that this agency problem cannot be dealt with through a contract” (Hart, 1995, p. 678).

The above, and other definitions of corporate governance, share some common elements
. First, they all assume the existence of conflict of interest between insiders and outsiders and emphasize those that arise from the separation of ownership and control over the partition of wealth generated by the company. Second, corporate governance problems cannot be completely resolved by contracts because of issues like uncertainty, information asymmetries and contracting costs in the relationship between those who provide the capital and company insiders. Third, given that corporate governance problems exist, some mechanisms are needed to control and limit the resulting conflicts. Finally, the various definitions of corporate governance encompass not only the internal structure of the corporation but also its’ external environment.

While corporate governance as a public policy issue stems from the writings of Adam Smith (1776) and Berle and Means (1932), it rekindled a worldwide and growing research interest due to several reasons. These include the questioning of the efficiency of the prevailing governance mechanisms
, the debate over the comparative corporate governance structures that exist in the American, German and Japanese models
, the Asian financial crisis, and the recent corporate scandals in the United States (U.S.), the United Kingdom (U.K.), the Netherlands, and other countries.

As implied above, good corporate governance consists of a set of mechanisms that assure finance suppliers an adequate return on their investment. Based on this observation, it is natural to specify the set of mechanisms that should govern companies. In other words, should the governance system be market-based (the US and UK) or control-based (Japan, continental Europe and emerging economies)? The market-based model relies on independent corporate boards, dispersed share ownership, transparent information disclosure, active take-over markets and others. The control-based system, on the other hand, emphasizes the values of insider corporate board, concentrated share ownership structure, limited disclosure, reliance on family finance and the banking system. Moreover, we can state that there exists two types of mechanisms that help resolve the potential problems between owners and managers and between controlling shareholders and minority shareholders. The resolution of conflict between owners and managers relies on internal mechanisms such as ownership structure, executive compensation, board of directors, financial disclosure and others. The resolution of conflict between controlling shareholders and minority shareholders relies on external mechanisms such as the external take-over market, legal infrastructure, protection of minority shareholders, product market competition, and others.

The issue of corporate governance has gained some unparalleled importance in different regions and countries. For example, the OECD Principles of Corporate Governance, originally adopted by the 30 member countries of the OECD in 1999, have become a reference tool for countries all over the world. Following some extensive reviews, the new and revised OECD Principles of Corporate Governance were adopted in the Spring of 2004 and “they now reflect a global consensus regarding the critical importance of good corporate governance in contributing to the economic vitality and stability of our economies” (Jesover and Kirkpatrick, 2005).

The six main areas of corporate governance include:

1. The promotion of transparent and efficient markets that are consistent with the rule of law and clearly articulate the division of responsibilities among the various supervisory, regulatory and enforcement authorities.

2. The protection and facilitation of the exercise of shareholders’ rights.

3. The equitable treatment of all shareholders.

4. The recognition of the rights of stakeholders established by law or through mutual agreements.

5. The assurance that timely and accurate information regarding the corporation (financial position, performance, ownership and governance) is published.

6. The assurance that management is effectively monitored by the board and the latter’s accountability to the company and shareholders.

Based on these principles, we can see that good corporate governance is supposed to “bridge the gap between the interests of those that run a company, including a major shareholder, and the shareholders more generally, increasing investor confidence and lowering the cost of capital for the company. Good corporate governance also helps ensure that a company honours its legal commitments, and forms value-creating relations with stakeholders including employees and creditors” (Jesover and Kirkpatrick, 2005, p.128). This is why the OECD, in cooperation with the World Bank group has already organized a number of Regional Corporate Governance Roundtables in many countries across the World including the Arab World.

Relative to the above, it is interesting to note that Kaufmann et al. (2005) presented a recent update of their governance indicators for many countries to show, among others, whether the used indicators have changed during the period 1996-2004. The used governance indicators include the followings (Kaufmann et al. 2005, p.5):

1. Voice and accountability – measuring political, civil and human rights.

2. Political instability and violence – measuring the likelihood of violent threats to, or changes in, government.

3. Government effectiveness – measuring the competence of the bureaucracy and the quality of public service delivery.

4. Regulatory burden – measuring the incidence of market-unfriendly policies.

5. Rule of law – measuring the quality of contract enforcement, the police, and the courts.

6. Control of corruption – measuring the exercise of public power for private gain, including both petty and grand corruption and state capture.

Based on the reported results, it is equally interesting to note that some of the estimates of governance did change for some countries. For example, from 1996 to 2004, countries like Egypt, Kuwait and Lebanon show some declines in, among others, the voice and accountability and control of corruption measures. On the other hand, while countries like Jordan, Oman, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates did show some deterioration in their voice accountability measure and some improvement in their control of corruption measure, Morocco deteriorated on voice and accountability and improved on control of corruption. Finally, it is only in Bahrain and Qatar that voice and accountability and corruption measures reflect some improvement. 

Based on the above brief discussion, one cannot be surprised from the vast literature on corporate governance. Indeed this literature examined many issues including the impact of corporate governance on firm performance
.

III. The Economics of Arab Countries

The population of the Arab World is one of the fastest growing in the world. It has nearly quadrupled since 1950n and is expected to double over the next 50 years or so. Against this demographic “fact”, jobs in the region have not grown as fast as the region’s workforce. The region has been experiencing rising unemployment rates since the beginning of the 1990s. For example, current unemployment rates are estimated to be equal to 35 percent in Yemen, 16 percent in Tunisia, 30 percent in Algeria, 13 percent in Jordan, and 14 percent in Morocco. These figures pose a number of difficult questions. For example, can current growth rates in Gross Domestic Product (GDP) generate more employment or will higher growth rates be required? Similarly, if higher growth rates are required to reduce unemployment, what are they and how can they be achieved? In addition to the unemployment rate problem, it is well-known that the Arab economies face a number of challenging issues including alleviating poverty, coping with urbanization, attracting foreign direct investments, saving water and many others. This is why during the last two decades many countries in the region have been witnessing the establishment of new economic institutions and numerous economic reforms and restructuring programs that aim at expanding the economic role of their respective private sectors.

As far as the growth performance and employment record in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region are concerned, it is stated that “real per capita GDP in the MENA region stagnated, compared to average annual growth of 4.1 percent in east Asia and 0.3 percent in all other developing countries over the same period. The MENA region’s poor growth performance during the 1980s and 1990s also contrasts sharply with the 1970s, when annual per capita GDP growth averaged 2.3 percent, exceeding that of other developing countries (excluding east Asia) by nearly two-thirds of a percentage point” (Hakura, 2004). Obviously, this lack of economic growth should be a major worrying factor to policy-makers because it simply exacerbates the problems posed by the already existing high unemployment rates and the relatively strong growth in the labour force of the region. This economic performance (during the 1980s and 1990s) was in part due to the poor economic performance of the oil-exporting countries. For example, the economies of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) reflected a reduction in their real per capita GDP by about 1.1 percent per year during the period 1980 and 2000. Similarly, in the other MENA oil producing countries, the decline in their real per capita GDP was equal to 1.2 percent per annum. On the other hand, the mean annual real per capita GDP of the other non-oil producing MENA countries did reflect an increase of 1.4 percent during the same period. However, this growth performance was not enough to avoid the increase in unemployment given these countries’ strong growth of the labour force. For example, Keller and Nabli (2002) argued that during the 1990s the labour force grew faster than employment in Jordan, Morocco and Yemen (and in other MENA countries); and in Egypt and Tunisia employment grew at about the same pace as the labour force.    

The hitherto existing empirical growth literature attributes the disappointingly poor performance in the MENA region to myriad of structural factors. For example, some argue that the integration level of the MENA region in the world economy is low (Makdissi et al., 2000 and Dasgupta et al. 2002). Similarly, Dasgupta et al. (2002) suggest that the region has been lagging behind the rest of the world in macroeconomic and trade reforms. Sala-i-Martin and Artadi (2002) show that while the level of investment has remained high by historical and international standards, much of this investment has been unproductive public investment. In addition, Sala-i-Martin (2002) argue that private investment has not been forthcoming due to many factors including political instability, government intervention, inadequate human capital and others. Abed (2003) relates the region’s growth performance to weak institutions, large public sectors, underdeveloped financial markets, restrictive trade regimes, and inappropriate exchange rate regimes. It is also stated that the empirical analysis “demonstrates that instability associated with investment risk is critical in explaining the level of foreign direct investment for the Middle east and North Africa (MENA) countries, which generally have higher investment risk than developed countries” (Chan and Gemayel (2004). Indeed, one can argue that the apparently low levels of foreign direct investments in the region is probably one of the main factors behind its poor economic performance.

In a more recent paper, Hakura (2004) analyzed the weak growth performance in the MENA region during the time period 1980-200 using an empirical model of long-run growth. Based on the empirical results, it is stated that in the “GCC countries, where oil revenues are significant, large governments which adversely affected the incentives to accumulate capital per worker appear to have stifled private-sector growth and impeded the diversification of production. In other MENA oil countries, where oil revenues are significant but comprise a less dominant share of GDP, institutional quality has been a key factor hampering productivity and growth. In non-oil MENA countries, poor institutions combine with large governments have been the main impediments to growth. Moreover, political instability is also shown to have played a role in holding back growth in the region” (Hakura, 2004, p.5).

In contrast to the 1980s and 1990s, the MENA region has witnessed some exceptional growth rates since the start of the year 2000. For example, during the last two years (2003 and 2004) economic growth in the region was equal to 5.6 percent a year. Moreover, the region’s per capita income increased by about 3.7 during the same period and this performance was the strongest since the mid 1970s. As expected, this recent growth performance was driven by the oil exporters of the region. “Underpinning the region’s growth advance has been a sharp rise in oil prices and an increase in crude oil production, which has provided substantial revenue gains for the region’s oil exporting economies and supported dramatic increases in government consumption and investment spending. In all, heightened government consumption and increased investment outlays, primarily emanating from the public sector, have accounted for two-thirds of the observed increase in growth in the region since the 1990s. Heightened spending has likewise filtered down to strong advances in private consumption” (Global Development Finance, 2005). In Table 1, we report the growth performance for our selected MENA countries. Indeed while these figures show that the oil exporters have been the driving force behind other countries’ growth performance, on a per capita basis these countries’ recent performance lags behind the growth rates experienced in other developing nations. Again, this observation is primarily due to the region’s high population growth rates.

Table 1

MENA Growth Performance (1990-2004)

Growth of Real GDP (%)
Average (1990-2000)

2002
2003
2004  

MENA Region


3.6


2.9
6.1
5.2

Egypt




4.3


3.2
3.2
4.3

Jordan




5.1


5.0
3.2
5.5

Morocco



2.2


3.2
5.2
3.3

Lebanon



7.1


2.2
2.7
3.8

Oman




4.6


0.0
3.9
1.5

Kuwait




7.6


-0.4
9.9
6.8

Saudi Arabia



2.7


0.1
7.2
5.0

United Arab Emirates


4.0


1.8
7.0
5.7

Bahrain



5.5


5.1
6.8
5.6

Relative to the growth performance of the MENA region in general, it must be stated that the private sector remains underdeveloped. Based on the International Monetary Fund (IMF) estimates, the public sector accounts for more than a third of employment in the region compared with 18 percent worldwide (excluding China). Moreover, in countries like Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, this proportion is equal to 79 percent and 93 percent respectively. Indeed, based on the World Bank’s Doing Business Database, the MENA region’s “recent progress with reform lags the world in terms of improving the environment for business, especially given the low initial conditions of business development”. Similarly, MENA’s progress in improving the quality of public administration was examined with the use of nine indicators (World Bank’s Governance Indicator of Public Administration Quality). Based on the reported figures, it can be stated that while many MENA countries did show some improvement in their public administration quality, this improvement occurred more due to a worldwide deterioration in public administration quality than direct improvements from the MENA countries. Moreover, the average level of progress in MENA has been weak, with economies on average ranked in the 47th percentile with regard to public administration reform, below those of Sub-Saharan Africa (52nd), East Asia and the Pacific (54th), Europe and Central Asia (57th), and South Asia (65th), and below the average for lower middle income economies outside of MENA” (Global Development Finance, 2005, pp. 67-68).

IV. Listed Companies, State-Owned Companies and Family Businesses in Some MENA Countries

The fact that the region’s economic performance failed to generate the employment opportunities sought by the rapidly expanding labor force, brought about some real pressures for economic reforms and the establishment of new institutions. Some of the reforms which have been undertaken by most countries in the region (since the mid-to-late 1980s and early 1990s) include the introduction of the value-added tax (VAT), phasing out subsidies and improving management of public expenditures and the strengthening of monetary policy frameworks by introducing indirect monetary policy instruments. In addition, trade regimes have been liberalized, privatization programs have been keenly carried out in some countries, and foreign direct and indirect investments have been actively encouraged.

To promote rapid and lasting economic growth, the MENA countries have also experienced a wave of financial sector liberalization measures. These include the elimination of interest rate subsidies, introduction of new bank laws that provide greater autonomy to control banks, introduction of prudential bank regulations in line with international standards, introduction of various measures to increase banking competition among local and foreign banks, and those countries with existing stock markets, the update of stock market legislation. In a recent paper, and based on new indices of financial development indicators for the MENA countries that includes six themes
, it is stated that “within the MENA region there is substantial variation in the degree of financial development; some countries are fairly well advanced, whereas a few others have significant room for improvement. As a group, MENA countries perform relatively well in the regulation and supervision theme as well as in financial openness. But they need to do more to reinforce the institutional environment and promote nonbank financial sector development” (Creane et al., 2004).

It is well-known that the economic importance of stock markets lie in the fact that can provide companies with long term finance, promote the role of the private sector in stimulating growth, enhance the international risk process and improve the resource allocation mechanism in general. Indeed, the aggregate of these benefits is well supported by many some cross-country, industry-level and firm-level research papers. For example, Beck and Levine (2002) used a sample of 40 countries with averaged data (per capita GDP growth rate) over the period 1975-1998. Based on some measures of stock market development (and other control variables which are known to affect economic growth), Beck and Levine (2002) stated that “the data reject the hypothesis that financial development is unrelated to growth. Stock market development and bank development jointly enter all of the system panel growth regressions significantly using alternative conditioning information sets and alternative panel estimators. Thus, after controlling for country-specific effects and potential endogeneity, the data are consistent with theories that emphasize an important role for financial development in the process of economic growth”. Other papers, including Levine and Zervos (1998), Beck et al. (2000), Levine et al. (2000) Rousseau and Wachtel (2000) and others
 have supported this conclusion.

Realizing their economic importance, most of the Arab countries have well-established stock markets and those that do not have them are in the process of establishing them. As far as our sample of Arab countries is concerned, the market capitalization of the Saudi market as a proportion of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) has increased from about 36.7 percent (1990) to more than 73 percent (2003). Other markets have also reflected some significant increases. For example, the market capitalization of the Egyptian markets as a proportion of GDP increased from 4.1 percent (1990) to about 32.8 percent (2003). Similarly, the Jordanian market’s ratio increased from 49.7 percent to about 111.2 percent. However, other markets remain small in terms of their respective GDP. For example, in 2003, this ratio was equal to 7.9 percent, 30.1 percent, 19.7 percent, 9.8 percent and 11.4 percent in the Lebanon, Morocco, Oman, Tunisia and United Arab Emirates respectively. Having said that, it must be mentioned that the market capitalization of most of the stock markets in the region are due to a limited number of listed companies. For example, the largest ten companies in the Jordanian capital market constitute more than 60 percent of the capitalization of the whole market.  In other words, Arab stock markets seem to be concentrated in terms of the market value of their listed companies.

Relative to the above-mentioned stock markets and their individual market capitalization, it is useful, at this stage, to report on how these companies (listed) compare with state-owned (non-listed) and private (non-listed) companies. Following some examination of the available information, we can make the following observations. 

First, with the exception of Jordan, the other countries’ (Bahrain, Lebanon, Egypt, Kuwait, Morocco, Oman, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates) largest 20 or so companies (in each country) are not listed on the stock exchange. Indeed, the Jordanian case is unique in that the Jordanian capital market has 17 listed companies which are amongst the largest 20 in the country. The remaining companies are held in the hands of private individual (families) or state-owned enterprises like the Royal Jordanian whose board of directors are appointed by the government. However, it must be pointed out here that the government owns about 24 percent of the shares of the “large” listed companies. 

Second, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Oman provide us with a different case. Amongst the largest companies in the country, only 2 companies are listed on the Saudi market, only 3 are listed on the Kuwaiti market and only 1 listed on the Omani market. In other words, the total number of “large” and listed companies is very small. The largest companies in these countries are state-owned and include Arabian oil Co. (Aramco), Saudi basic Industries (Sabic), Kuwait petroleum Corporation (KPC) and Oman Oil Company. In these countries, most of the remaining large companies are privately owned (family businesses) and these include Abdul Aziz Al Barahim, Abdullah Taha Bakhsh, Al Amoudi (famille), Al Ghurair, Al-Waleed (Prince), Amir Sager Sultan Al Sudairy, and Al Kharafi and family. In other words, the Saudi, Kuwaiti and Omani corporate sectors are dominated by few state-owned enterprises and family-held private businesses. Indeed, the net worth of some of the privately held (family) businesses is relatively large. For example, the net worth of Al Kharafi and Family is $5.1 billion

Third, a very limited number (2) of companies are large and listed on the Lebanese capital market (Banque Audi and Bank of Beirut). The remaining large companies in the country are mostly banks (i.e. Allied Business Bank, Bank Al-Madina, Bank of Beirut and Arab Countries) and privately owned. Indeed, following an examination of the names of the board of directors, one can realize that in many cases, two or more individuals who belong to the same family sit on the same board. Moreover, and for illustrative purposes, the Bank of Beirut and Arab Countries is owned by the Assaf family (52.71%), the Sheiklard family (37.05%) and other shareholders (10.24%). Similarly, Bank Al-Madina is owned by Adnan Abu-Ayyash (58.9%), Sheikh Ibrahim Abu-Ayyash (41%) and others. 

Fourth, in the United Arab Emirates, most of the largest corporations are state-owned (not listed) and include Abu Dhabi Fund for Arab economic Development, Abu Dhabi Investment Authority, Dubai Holding. Some of the large corporations are also owned by private individuals such as Al Fardan Exchange and Finance Co. and Al-Taweelah.  

Fifth, most of the large companies in Bahrain are listed companies. These include the National Bank of Bahrain, Al-Ahli Bank, Taib Bank, and Investcorp S. A. In other words, the government’s involvement in terms of enterprise ownership is relatively limited. 

Sixth, only two of the largest companies are listed on the Casablanca stock exchange (Maroc Telecom and Centrale Laitiere).  The remaining corporations are either state-owned or privately-owned. 

Seventh, as far as the board of directors of some of the largest companies in the MENA region are concerned, they are mostly government officials and or Royal Family members. For example, the Oman Oil Company has government officials only on it board of directors. Similarly, the Kuwait Petroleum Corporation has at least two Royal Family members sitting on its board of directors. The Saudi company (SABIC) has a Royal family member as Chairman of the board, two private sector representatives, and the rest are government officials. Finally, Saudi Aramco reports  to its owner, the Saudi Arabian Government, through the Supreme Council for Petroleum and Minerals Affairs, chaired by the Custodian of the Two Holy Mosques. The Supreme Council for Petroleum and Minerals Affairs sets the company’s policy and objectives and its members are drawn from the government and private sector.

Based on the above presentation, we can safely sate that while some economies are dominated by state-owned enterprises and others dominated by family-owned enterprises, our sample of companies does highlight the importance of corporate governance in terms of its private and public themes. Indeed, if the economic performance of these countries were to improve, the issue of corporate governance in its widest sense must be seriously adopted. Moreover, it is recommended that a detailed examination of the performance of these companies must be carried out. In other words, what if listed companies' performance is superior? Are there obstacles that do not encourage the listing of family businesses? Similarly, which state-owned enterprises must be privatized? 
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