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Abstract
Researchers ceaselessly theorize public private partnerships (PPP) as a major innovative means to unlock public
sector investment gaps, yet their contribution towards improved public service delivery has sustainably remained
low mainly due to poor PPP understanding and application. This study utilises extant conceptual and theoretical
studies through content analysis to provide a more concrete understanding of the PPP concept and philosophy for
their effective application. The study developed a list of common PPP defining features (e.g. partnership,
long-term projects and contracts, incomplete contracts, function specific tasks) and eight PPP perspectives (i.e.
procurement management, urban regeneration, infrastructure, policy, moral regeneration, financing arrangements,
language game, development) for better understanding of the PPP concept. Importantly, the study introduces a
new and overarching PPP perspective of procurement management. Additionally, it was established that
Traditional Public Management theory is not compatible with PPP practices, and the study recommends new
public governance, public value, new public service, and remotely, the new public management as the most
appropriate theories underpinning PPPs with in a public sector setting. This research contributes towards
improved understandability of the PPP phenomenon and its practical applicability for greater impact towards
sustainable public service delivery.
Keywords: public private partnership, theories, definitions, perspectives, understanding
1. Introduction
With majority of the countries across the globe having for decades faced budgetary constraints and pressure from
the citizens to expand and improve public facilities and services (Shetterly, Duan, Krishnamoorthy, Kronenburg
& Loutzenhiser, 2012), governments’ public infrastructure development monopoly is soon becoming history.
According to Airoldi, Chua, Gerbert, Justus and Rilo (2013), globally there is a $1-1.5 trillion annual gap against
the necessary $4 trillion annual infrastructure investment up to 2030. This necessitates governments to
collaborate with the private sector to bridge the financial and management gaps. Among the models of private
organisations engagement, for instance, contracting-out, privatization and public private partnership, the latter
has been highly recommended for public infrastructure development (Hodge, Greve & Biygautane, 2018; Martin,
Lawther, Hodge & Greve, 2013).
Starting from the early 1990s to-date, public private partnerships have relentlessly gained public sector
popularity across the globe because of the consistent government financial constraints, and administration
reforms such as governments playing “an enabling” rather than “an active” role in the provision of public
services (Reim, 2009, p.2). This form of public service delivery transforms government departments from being
owners and operators of public facilities to becoming procurers of the private sector services through long-term
contracts that clearly stipulate the responsibilities of each party (Kalpana, 2014a; Willems, Van Dooren & Van
den Hurk, 2017). Public private partnerships therefore introduce innovative sources of funding and better
competencies for public facilities and services management.
While the contribution of PPPs towards effective delivery of public services cannot be ignored, their impact
remains negligible because literature seems to have failed to recognise that jumbled PPP understanding and lack
of a strong public sector theoretical guidance for PPP governance pose a major challenge to their eventual
performance. Yet most if not all PPP performance setbacks, either directly or indirectly emanate from both
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conceptual and philosophical misunderstanding. Against such backdrop, this paper aims to provide concrete
meaning to what PPPs are in order to avoid their misconstruction and misapplication in research and policy
arenas, and to propose from a public sector perspective the most suitable theories for effective implementation of
PPPs.
2. The Conceptual View of Public Private Partnerships
Despite enormous literature available about PPPs, there is still a lot of ambiguity on what PPPs really are. As
such, a two-strand interrogation of ‘PPP definitions’ and ‘PPP perspectives’ is being undertaken to provide more
effective meaning and appreciation of the public private partnership phenomenon. A perspective, in this study,
does not relate to a particular “methodology, ontology and epistemology”, rather to the “general patterns and
tendencies in literature” (Weihe, 2008, p.430).
2.1 Understanding of Public Private Partnerships from Definitions Found in Extant Studies
Farquharson et al. (2011, p.11) define public private partnerships as “a long-term contract, to which private
sector party often agrees with a public entity to design and build, expand, or upgrade the public sector facilities;
take up significant monetary, technical, and operational risks; receive a monetary benefit during the life of the
contract from users or the public sector, or from a combination of the two; and usually return the facility to
public ownership at contract closure”. This definition signifies that:
 Project tasks must be bundled into a single or bigger contracts in order for the private partner to bear
substantial project risks and management responsibilities;


Projects together with their contracts must have a long life span;

 Payment to the private partner must come from direct users of the facilities or where deemed necessary by
the government itself; and
 Project contracts need to explicitly state how the transfer of infrastructure ownership and responsibilities
should be handled at the end of the contract.
To Koppenjan (2005, p.137), PPPs are formal collaborative arrangements between public and private parties in
order to effectively plan, construct and/or operate public facilities through sharing or reallocating risks, costs,
benefits, resources and responsibilities in a specific project. However, Koppenjan’s definition is criticised for
being function-specific and disregarding informal and long-term relationships, and failing to draw a line between
organisational and inter-organisational objectives, values and visions within PPP policy networks (Hodge &
Greve, 2007; Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2011). Koppenjan’s definition was later strengthened by Zhang, Gao,
Feng and Sun (2015, p.499) who viewed PPPs as long-term contracts for the support and organization of all
stakeholder interests and project processes throughout the lifespan of a developmental project. This implies
effective collaborations cannot take place in short-term contracts, and PPP interventions would flourish in
environment with synchronized operations and well governed organizational structures.
According to Alinaitwe and Ayesiga (2013), cooperation, as suggested by Zhang et al. (2015) must be based on
what each party to the consortium is good at, in the quest to deliver the best services to the public. With a similar
perspective, Roberts and Siemiatycki (2015) and Kalpana (2014a) argue that, the essence of any partnership
oratory is to gain a networking advantage, where individuals from numerous organisations and disciplines work
together to achieve results that cannot be realised in the absence of combined efforts. Consequently, effective
PPPs enable accessibility to key resources that may be practically unavailable or inadequate to certain partners to
deliver a public service mandate (Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2011). However, critics of PPPs argue that, though
governments recognise the need for mutual commitment and cooperation in their PPP policy documents, in
practice, PPPs are always transformed into ‘contracting out schemes’ since private partners are rarely allowed to
innovate beyond the explicit contract provisions (Roberts & Siemiatycki, 2015). More so, the interdependence
between partners outside the formal contract is minimal (Hodge & Greve, 2010). This results into loss of
flexibility, yet PPP partners are expected to respect and adapt to changes in the operational environment in order
to mitigate against negative significant impacts on the way public services have to be provided overtime
(Boardman, Greve, & Hodge, 2015).
On the basis of their long-term nature and future uncertainty, PPP contracts remain incomplete, hence requiring
effective partnership behaviour among all the partners to facilitate continued commitment. This is in agreement
with Hodge and Greve (2007) argument that, not everything can be written into a detailed contract under
long-term transaction commitments. As such, PPPs working arrangements should be based on shared assurances
beyond what is expressed in a contract document (Bovaird, 2004). Upholding such partnership behaviour
enables provision of public services based on approaches of mutuality, teamwork, faster dispute resolution,
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continuous improvement, and equitable sharing of profits and losses. Drawing from the discussions so far, we
concur with Zhang et al. (2015) postulation that integrating contractual, partnership and function specific views
is an effective way of defining the PPP concept. The contractual view emphases the formalities and legalities that
bind the public and private sector entities together. The partnership view exhibits the social aspects of mutuality,
commitment and trust. The function-specific view is activity-based and uses the project lifecycle approach in
executing and shifting (fully or partially) some of the project activities to do with financing, designing,
constructing, maintenance and operation from the public to private partners.
In summary, the common elements that define PPPs are public and private sector (inter-organisational)
interactions, risk and responsibility sharing or shifting, competitive dialogue, bundling of construction and
operation, partnership based long-term contracts in a project setting, output and outcome based specifications
that encourage innovation, institutional systems and organisational processes, service delivery
objectives/purpose, payment mechanism (through users and government), and developing public facilities or
providing public services through private sector financing. While the suggested common elements for defining
PPP may not wholly apply to each type of PPP, they provide a benchmarking standard upon which the assigning
of wrong meaning to PPPs in both research and policy undertakings can be avoided.
2.2 Understanding of Public Private Partnerships from Perspectives/Classification in Extant Studies
According to Wettenhall (2003, p.98), the narrow and unclear coverage of PPP understanding demands
conducting further investigations. As such, eight PPP perspectives are being discussed to have the right
conceptualisation of PPP arrangements for the future researchers, policy makers and practitioners to use and
apply PPPs effectively.
2.2.1 The Urban Regeneration Perspective
The urban regeneration perspective focuses on urban economic and social revitalization through cooperation
between private businesses and local governments (Weihe, 2008). Partnerships of this nature begin with business
transactions between companies or business leaders and are later extended to include the public and third sector
actors, who collaboratively work together to respond to urban crises such as increasing unemployment and crime,
and poor sanitation and deteriorating revenues (Weihe, 2008). However, sharing of the roles among the partners
may vary on case-by-case basis. The features of “co-production, risk-sharing and principal-principal
relationships” (Weihe, 2008) mainly define this type of partnership. Interactions among partners may result from
mutual interests rather than force, since each participant is viewed as a principal, suggesting an arrangement of
equals. This is very different from the dominant Principal-Agent partnership behaviour, where parties often act
opportunistically. However, this perspective has two major weaknesses. Firstly, literature remains silent on how
cooperation in a principal-principal relationship is executed, whether it is through contractual or non-contractual
arrangements or both. Secondly, it over assumes that PPPs only work for urban areas, yet they equally apply to
all geographical public service delivery points.
2.2.2 The Policy Perspective
Unlike the Urban regeneration perspective that focusses on specific collaborative projects, the policy perspective
focusses on describing and analysing the institutional set up of public private cooperation in various policy fields
(Weihe, 2008). According to Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff (2011), PPPs have become governance tools that seek
to plan and implement public policies at different levels of service delivery impacts. However, PPP policies are
often undermined by selfish interests of politicians, lobbing groups and bureaucrats, especially in developing
countries. Yet, according to Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff (2011), an effective PPP policy is one that is specific on;
the expertise and experience of partners; the harmonisation of government and community needs; the ability to
address the pressing concerns of society; building stakeholder consensus, nurturing sound relationships across
institutions; and the lawfulness and credibility of policy players.
In a nutshell, the PPP policy perspective focusses on policy design, policy networks and the appropriate roles of
public and private sector players in different policy settings. The approach seems to be more inclined towards
PPP policies that have state, national, central and local government impacts.
2.2.3 The Infrastructure Perspective
Infrastructure perspective is associated with PPP arrangements, where the private parties participate in the
provision of public infrastructure and the delivery of public infrastructure-based services (Weihe, 2008).
Infrastructure PPPs foster joint collaborations between the public and private organisations in designing,
developing, financing, maintaining and operating of public infrastructure (Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2011;
Bayliss & Van Waeyenberge, 2018) to improve the provision of public services.
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This perspective employs deregulation principles to fix the physical infrastructure investment gaps for
sustainable public service provisioning (Ghobadian, Gallear, O’Reagan, & Viney, 2004, p.6). Though for long,
infrastructure PPPs were being applied to only economic infrastructure (motorways, Bridges, tunnels), they have
now been extended to social infrastructure such as schools, hospitals, prisons and waste management (Grimsey
& Lewis, 2004). However, this PPP perspective has been criticised for limiting government flexibility, and
increasing inefficiency and investment spending. For instance, Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff (2011) argue that
financing of public infrastructure through user fees denies the poor and marginalised groups the right to access
public services.
2.2.4 The Development Perspective
Proponents of this perspective view PPPs as a means of reducing poverty, social deprivation, corruption and
environmental degradation to enable nations to achieve global development goals at sectoral, community, local
and central government levels (Weihe, 2008). For instance, The Global Fund (a partnership initiative between
governments, civil society, the private sector and communities) raises and invests nearly US$4 billion per annum
to support programs aimed at fighting diseases such as AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria in affected poor
countries (The Global Fund, 2016). From the United Nations Sustainable development goal 17 ‘partnership for
goals’, it is very clear that the world can achieve its development agenda mainly through partnerships and
cooperation. In Canada, for instance, between 2003 and 2012, the delivery of public infrastructure through PPPs
approximately improved national income and Gross Domestic Product by $32.2 billion and $48.2 billion
respectively, and added about 517, 000 permanent jobs to the employment grid (Casady, 2016). As such, PPPs
support the broader societal objective of socio-economic development (Hodge, 2009). This perspective is mainly
promoted by the third sector actors, especially intergovernmental organisations for the development of poor
countries.
2.2.5 The Language Game Perspective
According to Hodge and Greve (2007) and Linder (1999), the PPP phenomenon has become a language game
with multiple grammars attached to its meaning. Scholars that share similar sentiments with Hodge and Greve,
and Linder, describe PPPs as a mere fashionable and more appealing terminology than privatization (Greve,
2003, p.60; Hodge, 2004; Kalpana, 2014a, p.10; kalpana, 2014b. p.12). In essence, promoters of the language
game perspective suggest that governments name public projects PPPs when in reality they are implementing
contracting-out or privatization contracts (Hodge & Greve, 2005a; Kalpana, 2014a). This often happens with
governments that become unpopular because of having grossly mismanagement contracting out or privatization
of public facilities. In addition, the PPP language game has led governments in different countries to visualize
PPPs in a conflicting and misleading manner. For example, “in Australia, PPPs and privatization are completely
different policies, while in the UK, the HM treasury 2003 equates PPPs to privatisation” (Hodge & Greve, 2010).
This example indicates how PPP policies can be classified to fit political selfish interests than advance the right
meaning and appreciation of the PPP agenda to the citizens. No wonder PPPs have nowadays become the most
developmental talk for government programs and contracts (Hodge & Greve, 2009).
It can be inferred that, though the Language game debate is critical in framing our understanding of PPPs,
researchers and governments should be cautious with how they approach PPPs. It is obvious that PPP advocates
will promote the policy positives while omitting the policy negatives, and the reverse is true for PPP adversaries.
For instance, Hodge (2004, p.39) asserts that PPP supporters assume PPPs are ‘a marriage made in heaven’. This
is in agreement with Kalpana (2014b. p. 13) who argues that PPPs provide ‘public sector services efficiently and
inexpensively, reduce pressure on government budgets, strengthen monitoring and accountability, and evoke
business and investor confidence’. Finally, in all honest, it can be categorically stated that, while Sarmento and
Renneboog (2016, p.97&99) crown privatisation a ‘public procurement modality as well as insinuations of
‘public private partnerships for infrastructure privatization’ by Li (2017, p.3), rather than being a public service
delivery modality, in no way and by no means can privatization be a procurement modality.
2.2.6 The Procurement Management Perspective
While literature has paid little attention to this perspective, going by practice PPPs are real procurement
management modalities. Scholars that have attempted to view PPP as a procurement only stop at either capturing
the ‘word’ procurement in the term PPP (e.g. ‘PPP procurement’ or ‘PPP procurement
option/alternative/modality’) or defining it as a procurement phenomenon. Examples of such scholars include;
Farquharson et al. (2011); Alinaitwe and Ayesiga (2013); Allen consulting group (2007); Willems and Van
Dooren (2016); Sarmento and Renneboog (2016); and Martin et al. (2013). This study therefore seeks to go
further than a mere ‘definition’ or just ‘wording’ to advance through justification ‘PPPs as a procurement
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management perspective’, and as ‘one of the most critical approaches’ of PPP arrangements.
Since the 1980s, for a time now governments have been transforming the provision of public services through
procurement devolutions. First was the direct government provisioning mode succeeded by outsourcing, and
more recently public private partnerships. None of the three aforementioned procurement modes replaces the
other, though direct government provisioning seems to be slowly phasing out in preference for public
procurement. While public private partnerships have taken shape, their usage remain low compared to public
procurement because of the stringent and fundamental conditions that compel their use. Notwithstanding the
dominance of public procurement, according to Reim (2009), PPPs remain a superior procurement mechanism to
public procurement and direct government provisioning. This resonates with Weihe (2008) assertion that, public
procurement is less appropriate for developing complex and large public infrastructure facilities. Similarly,
public private partnerships are principally less appealing to small and low investment procurements. Concisely,
small and low investment project are more suitable for public procurement as big and heavy investment projects
would be for public private partnerships.
In view of the above, PPPs are renewed and innovative way of purchasing public goods/services, that replaces or
complements outsourcing or privatization (Weihe, 2008; Hodge & Greve, 2007) to solve service delivery
challenges beyond the full capacity of government. Uniquely, PPPs ‘alter business-government relations from
the ethos of command and control regulation to trust and cooperation, from solving differences through litigation
to negotiations, and from being adversaries to collaborators’ (Linder, 1999, p.47) since each party is expected to
extend unalike value to the partnership. Such interactions promote sharing of knowledge, skills, responsibilities
and risks in a mutually acceptable and beneficial manner, unlike other procurement modalities. Subsequently,
this instills confidence in the private sector and propels public officers beyond the confines of outsourcing to
promote private business growth.
From a public sector perspective, the ultimate goal for any PPP project concept is to procure a private sector
contractor. The rest of the other project aspirations only come-in to complement or are part of the procured
contracts. Therefore, without procuring a private partner (contract), no PPP project exists, and as well, no
financing, designing, maintenance and operation tasks would be executed. In fact, according to Sarmento and
Renneboog (2016, p.97), the various PPP forms; that is, Build Transfer Operate (BTO), Design Build Finance
Operate (DBFO) and Design Own Operate (BOO) are ‘different procurement systems’. To make procurement
realizable, public officers must develop commercially attractive projects to have private for profit companies
invest their capital and expertise in public facilities. Finally, the main benefits of the PPP procurement
mechanism to government include; minimized government financing and tax burdens, kickbacks and patronage;
and public officers become more entrepreneurial, flexible and innovative in addressing public service delivery
challenges (Linder, 1999). For the Private sector, instead of companies competing against one another, they
would rather jointly work together (e.g. under the special purpose vehicle (SPV) arrangement) for enhanced
benefits.
2.2.7 The Moral Regeneration Perspective
Government provisioning is known for harshly treating both the providers and recipients of public services, since
it conveys individual and community entitlements and privileges or sanctions and punishments based on either
monetary or political support rather than eligibility (Linder, 1999). Accordingly, the desired transformation for
improved services would be realized through well-structured public private partnership energies. As a result,
development of public infrastructure or service provision need to be moved towards market oriented selfless
behavior, creative problem solving and participation in property holding and commercial enterprise. Furthermore,
PPPs can relieve government some of the project administrative responsibilities by moving public sector
workforce to a more disciplined private sector labour market. Therefore, PPPs come in to deregulate
employment disparities for unorganized work force (Supiot, 1996). Linder (1999, p.45) argues that the
commercialization of public services is less affected by moral degeneration. Hence, allowing public servants to
act like private sector managers has a valuable ethical effect. In conclusion, though government provisioning
promotes virtues as well, PPPs arrangements are the ones that foster virtues of the markets that are critical in
addressing public service delivery governance problems.
2.2.8 The Financial Arrangements Perspective
Many definitions for PPPs indicate financing as one of the key components that motivates governments to
partner with private organisations in order to provide better public services (Bayliss & Van Waeyenberge, 2018).
For example, Campbell (2001, as cited in Khanom, 2009) partly defines PPPs as projects for financing public
infrastructure. Khanom (2009) suggest that PPP procurement systems (e.g. Build Operate Transfer-BOT, BOO,
18

par.ccsenet.org

Public Administration Research

Vol. 9, No. 1; 2020

and DBFO, etc.) each presents a unique financing option for projects. For example, with the DBFO PPP model,
the private sector takes up all the financing responsibilities for the planning, building, maintaining and operating
facilities until the expiry of the project contract time. In return, the private investors benefit from the operation of
the developed infrastructure through government payments or direct user charges, such as road tolls. However, to
make private sector financing initiatives realisable, public sector entities must structure projects that are
attractive for private sector investment. In reality, PPP arrangements have become interventions for reducing
pressure on government budget to deliver public infrastructure sooner than later (Linder, 1999; Khanom, 2009).
To conclude, PPPs are a financing tool to the private sector through revenue collection during operation stage,
and to the public sector by leveraging private funding for public infrastructure development and service
provision. As such, the private sector uses PPPs for profit making, while the public sector’s main interest is in
improving service delivery.
In summary, the eight PPP perspectives advanced cover a wide range of governance issues with different focus
group territories, characteristics, mechanisms, and each with shared or different accountability implications. The
aforementioned PPP perspectives enable researchers and policy makers appreciate the different formal/contract
structures, actors, objectives, significance, contexts and culture that shape the PPP understanding, and their
unique, complementary and at times overlapping governance roles in public service delivery. Most importantly,
the study introduces a new PPP perspective of procurement management to literature.
3. The Theoretical View of Public Private Partnerships
Several theories such as the game, principal-agent, incentive, institutional, stakeholder, networking, property
rights, market failure and transaction cost economics have been used to explain public private partnerships. Such
aforementioned theories and many others carry a more general view of PPPs; as such, they lack the rigour or the
required emphasis of public sector perspective of service delivery. Therefore, this paper adopts five theories; the
traditional public administration (TPA), the new public management (NPM), the new public service (NPS), the
public value (PV) and the new public governance (NPG) theories as the most suitable paradigms for public
service management. We intend to discuss each of the five selected theories of public governance, and thereafter
propose with justification the most appropriate/relevant theories that underpin public private partnership
phenomenon for effective public service delivery. Nevertheless, the more generic theories already highlighted,
where found relevant, their philosophical foundations are used to provide balanced phenomenological arguments
in the study.
3.1 Traditional Public Administration Theory (TPA)
TPA theory ‘the efficacy of the policy formulation process and the extent to which public policy implementation
addresses aspirations of the existing public policies’ (Osborne, 2010, p.415). According to Xu, Sun and Si (2015,
p.15), in countries with inefficient market mechanisms and immature third sector, the regime in power behaves
more of the alpha and the omega in the organisation of political and public service delivery agendas. Ironically,
the government would meet all society satisfiers without considering the ‘real’ needs of the citizens. Such a
public system of governance is too radical, in that any problematic trigger from the centre would automatically
lead to the malfunctioning of the entire system (Xu et al., 2015). Subsequently, as government failures surpass
market failures, open and competitive private sector participation becomes the best option (Byamugisha &
Basheka, 2016). From such deductions, it is eminent that TPA is not suitable for PPPs in both theoretical
advancements and practice.
3.1.1 Demystifying the Inapplicability of TPA Theory to Public Private Partnerships
With this theory, the government disassociates itself from partnership relationships with the service provider and
the receiver. As such, the involvement of private organisations or citizens in the delivery of public services
would be transactional in nature and at arm’s length level. The existence of cooperation between the government,
citizens and the private firms is almost non-existent, in that, away from the time of actual transacting or service
provision, there is no relationship to be maintained. Therefore, TPA aims at fostering top-down governance
structures, where public service provision is a full responsibility of public managers who seem to only be
accountable to their political masters. Under such governance systems, the public managers do not serve the
interests of the broader society but aim at pleasing a small group of elected officials who illogically pay
allegiance to their political parties’ positions or advance personal political agendas at the expense of the citizens’
wellbeing. Actually, as Willems and Van Dooren (2016) put it, TPA produces short-sighted and unstable public
policies formulated to address the egocentric needs of the most influential and well-organised team (of course in
crime), bureaucrats inclusive.
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3.2 New Public Management Theory
In response to the inadequacies and bureaucratic nature of TPA emerged the NPM theory, which introduces the
methods of business or enterprise management to government (Xu et al., 2015). As Peters (2010, p.40) puts it,
the delivery of public service through bureaucratic processes is not only ‘clumsy, ineffective but also
unresponsive’. However, developing countries have not yet substantially replaced TPA with NPM practices
because most government functions continue to be vertically executed (Mongkol, 2011; Xu et al., 2015). NPM
reforms broadly aim at improving public services through a dual ‘government- market’ structure (Mongkol, 2011,
p.35) where government contributes capital to outsource public goods and services from the private sector.
Summarily, NPM practices pay more devotion to the government-market collaborations (Bonina & Cordella,
2009; Bao, Wang, Larsen & Morgan, 2012; Xu et al., 2015), thus, ‘privileging the private over the public sector,
the individual over the community, the consumer over the citizen, rivalry over cooperation, passive over active
engagement, and individual interest over the common good aspirations’ (Benington, 2007, p.2-5).
3.2.1 Demystifying the Relevance of NPM Theory to Public Private Partnerships
The public sector focuses on formulating policies and controlling the way public services are provided by the
private for profit organizations through specific performance indicators, monitoring and market based
mechanisms. Public private partnership arrangements are purely constructed along commercial lines with the
intentions of achieving value for money by integrating some or all the public infrastructure project tasks into a
single long-term contract indorsed through a competitive tendering process. This mainly applies to PPP Operate
and Maintain (O&M) concessions. Because of the open and competitive procurement methods used, PPPs enable
facility users (i.e. only direct users) to not only participate in the processes of public policy definition but also
influence the type and quality of service delivered. The efficiency of NPM to PPPs is two-fold. First, because of
the longevity of the PPP contracts, the private sector is able to make reasonable returns since the initial heavy
investment expenses are compensated with the reduced future maintenance and operational costs. Second, the
government can afford to transfer majority of the responsibilities and their associated problems to more capable,
experienced and skilled private firms whose payment is dependent on making the physical infrastructure
available and operating the same facility to provide the desired service. However, where turnkey contracts or
special purpose vehicle arrangements are not used, the NPM philosophy becomes more applicable to
conventional procurement (public procurement) rather than PPPs.
3.3 New Public Service Theory
NPS theory is a movement built on the ideals of equality among the citizens (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015), and
is a governance scheme that makes citizens the main focus during the management of public affairs (Denhardt &
Denhardt, 2000). Government is expected to actively extent avenues through which the public can engage and
discuss issues of common interests (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2007, p.66) than impose unclear and unpopular
developmental schemes (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015, p.669). As such, citizens expect public service to meet
standards of; convenience, security, reliability, personal attention, problem-solving approach, fairness, value for
money, and citizen influence (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2007).
Mingus and Zhu (2018, p.375) argue that the NPS movement, is part and parcel of the current transformations
within the political, social, and enterprise systems. However, it is wrong for bureaucrats to often think that their
own view of public needs supersedes the perceptions of the rest of the stakeholders (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2007,
p.80). Instead, public administrators need to avail avenues that would nurture long term collaborations with
public service consumers and advocators (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015, p.665), while avoiding unsustainable
solutions emanating from personal decisions (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015, p.668). In the long run, both the
citizenry and government officials appreciate the complementary role of each other (Denhardt & Denhardt,
2007). This in turn, increases citizens’ commitment and readiness to pay for use of public investments, and the
government getting energised to ensure that citizens receive best public services from private sector investors
(Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015).
3.3.1 Demystifying the Relevance of NPS Theory to Public Private Partnerships
New public service focuses public service provision on complying with public interests through collaborative
relationships, shared responsibilities and common understanding of public issues, and active involvement of
citizens in government activities (Robinson, 2015). New public service practices ensure that PPPs meet the
collective public interests, since public servants are given the mandate to develop innovative ways of
consolidating civilian participation in providing solutions to community challenges. The bureaucrats are
expected to pursue the implementation of PPP policy through brokering, negotiation and resolving complex
service delivery problems in partnership with the citizens. Furthermore, the accountability of public servants
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extends beyond elected officials to incorporate other public sector stakeholders (Robinson, 2015). The key role
of government is to provide an environment in which PPPs can address society’s service delivery needs through
dialogue, open, flexible, accountable, accessible, and transparent means and structures.
3.4 Public Value Theory
Public value is value realised at the macro, but not at a micro level of public service consumption (Alford &
Hughes, 2008). Spano (2009, p.330) points out that value is created as long as the advantages of an intervention
surpass its costs. At a society level, public values provide ‘normative consensus about (a) the rights, benefits and
prerogatives to which citizens should (and should not) be entitled, (b) the obligations of citizens to society, state,
and one another, and (c) the principles on which governments and policies should be based’ (Bozeman, 2007).
Therefore, Public value is a rigorous way of resolving democratic deficits, judging the viability of projects,
decision making, and defining, measuring and improving performance (Rutgers, 2015; Sufna & Fernand, 2015).
Resultantly, PV delivers both democratic values (equity, honesty and fairness), and the managerial values
(efficiency and effectiveness) in the performance of tasks (Bonina & Cordella, 2009).
Based on the above deductions, PV practices maximise citizen welfare by remedying market failures of negative
externalities, natural monopolies and imperfect information, and increases trust for and legitimacy of the
government (Alford & Hughes, 2008; Talbot, 2008). Such translate into; (a) generation of economic activities
and employment, (b) improved social networking for prosperity, (c) transparent discussions and citizen
involvement (d) morality regeneration and reduced environmental degradation (Benington, 2007).
Notwithstanding the aforementioned benefits, PV is criticised for focusing on achieving and measuring medium
to long-term targets, yet governments that are dictated by the voting processes emphasize short term targets.
However, this can be contained if the public servants concentrated on program politics than partisan politics
(Benington, 2007:17), because the real political environment can limit their autonomy in service delivery (Alford
& Hughes, 2008).
3.4.1 Demystifying the Relevance of PV Theory to Public Private Partnerships
Like the New public service theory, public value theory promotes accountability of public organizations not only
to their political masters but to the citizens as well. It moves beyond political democracy that limits itself to the
ballot box, to a level where bureaucrats have the capacity to satisfy citizens’ preferences through administrative
systems that are more sensitive to local conditions (Blaug, Horner & Lekhi, 2006). For PPPs to positively
influence service delivery, public institutions need to shape and inform public interests based on purposeful
interactions, logical and transformative choices, rather than succumb to the unrealistic dictates of the general
public (Blaug et al., 2006). This is possible, only if public managers have the capacity and use innovative means
to influence institutions, politicians and citizens to positively respond to the refined public preferences. Basing
on Coats (2006) suggestions, public managers can ensure PPPs deliver value to the public through increased,
improved, responsive, transparent and innovative citizen oriented approaches.
One of the important tools for advancing public value paradigm in a real PPP environment is the “Public Value
Scorecard” developed by Meynhardt (2012). It is an effective management tool for assessing the viability of
proposed PPP projects and evaluating the appropriateness of project implementation decisions using the chance
and risk approach. The tool assesses and evaluates the various PPP operational structures and system
environments while making a tradeoff among five dimensions of profitability, usefulness, decency, positive
experience, and political realism/acceptance. As such the Public Value Scorecard ensures that PPP policies and
performance targets are legitimate, feasible, sustainable, ethical, and adequate to citizens and the private actors.
In summary, PV approach provides tools to demonstrate why public money should be or how it was spent on
PPPs; advances actions that are based on informed solutions; challenges an only technocratic led performance
approach; appreciates the input of service users and citizens; sensitizes the citizens about the challenges faced by
both politicians and public managers, and the limits of what can possibly be offered; and ensures effective
management of political risks (Coyle & Woolard, 2010).
3.5 New Public Governance Theory (NPG)
NPG is a mode of practice that is more adapted to the most recent style of managing public operations (Xu et al.,
2015). It agitates for sustainability of public policy, public services, public service organisations, societal and
environmental concerns (Osborne, 2010) by creating transparent activities, processes and open structures that are
more socially responsive (Patapas & Smalskys, 2014). It views management of public affairs from several
governance strands, which include among others, policy, administration, social, economic, political, contractual,
decentre, corporate, meta and networking (Osborne, 2010; Rhodes, 1996; Rhodes, 2016). The theory is centred
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on the effective management of intra and inter-organisational environmental pressures that can permit or curtail
policy execution to deliver public services with in a plural and pluralist structure (Osborne, 2010). In fact, with
in a well-functioning public sector system, society needs are satisfied through consensus building among the
various actors, yet more often with differing interests and values (Koenig-Archibugi, 2003, p.319). This
argument is supported by Kooiman (1993, p.4) in the assertion that, no actor would have all the resources,
capacity and enough influence to singlehandedly solve society problems.
New public governance practices appreciate the transformation of public service delivery through a multiple of
processes and actors based on both formal and informal interactions (Kennett, 2010). This enables the
development of more networked and citizen focused service delivery approaches that promote self- sustaining
initiatives, close shareholder collaborations and continuous improvement practices for the wellbeing and
satisfaction of the community (Benington, 2007).
3.5.1 Demystifying the Relevance of NPG theory to Public Private Partnerships
NPG practices focus on how guidelines and standards are increasingly co-formulated and co-regulated by
government, citizens and non-government players through autonomy and authority sharing to deliver public
services. NPG encourages the provision of public service through PPPs based on joint collaboration and
governance led networks to enable actual interaction, horizontal power relations, close organisational relations,
trust, reputation, reciprocity, mutual interdependence and joint decision-making (Stelling, 2014; Mauri &
Muccio, 2012). Accordingly, PPPs have become an ongoing reconfiguration of authority in the world of politics
(Stelling, 2014). This assertion is justified by the current governance and management systems that promote
coexistence of institutional, contractual and informal network structures in which citizens, government, private
sector and civil society organizations are given an opportunity to collectively direct and participate in the
provision of public services. This prompts PPP operations to be coordinated with in well-networked
organizational structures, managerial and institutional strategies that are directed towards the achievement of
universally determined service delivery outcomes. In fact, the co-production and co-regulation initiatives
advanced by the new public governance approach enable public service stakeholders to exchange information
among themselves to have better PPP inventions of solving intricate society problems (Klijn, 2010).
In conclusion, as Villanueva (2015) states, the new pubic governance practices are now being institutionalised by
passing of PPP ACTS; and such legislations recognise the insufficiency and lack of self-sufficiency of
government, and acknowledges the relevance of adding on private and social resources to existing public ones in
order to strengthen the society and government’s capacities to tackle critical problems and promote relevant
projects.
On the basis of the five theories discussed above, two positions have been taken:
TPA is not compatible with PPP principles and practices. This is due to the fact that it does not
encourage the involvement of private sector through competitive and partnership means, does not allow the
public servants and private sector players to innovative, minimizes the influence of the third sector, payments for
services are either in advance or shortly after delivery but not on long term accrual basis, and leaves government
to be the only developer and implementer of public policies in the delivery of public services.
NPM, NPS, PV and NPG are the most relevant PPP theories based on a public sector viewpoint. This
paper recommends more than one theory (only four) because; in our view though a single overarching theory for
PPPs has emerged (i.e. the NPG), public sector practices have not yet fully appreciated it. Actually, public sector
operations currently meander in all the five theories (i.e. including TPA) trying to find a better fix of PPP
excellence.
4. Implications to Policy/Research
The key implications of the discussions on the conceptual and theoretical views of PPPs are presented with the
aim of creating clarity of what PPPs are and are not, as well as providing guidance to researchers, policy
formulators and implementers on how to effectively plan and execute PPP undertakings.
4.1 Conceptual Understanding of Public Private Partnerships
Based on our previous discussions about PPP definitions and perspectives, it is clear that PPPs are in different
forms, and have diverse understandings and applications. The insinuations from literature discourse that the PPP
confusion can be solved by having a single and over-arching PPP definition or strand, is not only illogical but
also irrelevant, given the existence of different PPP research traditions with different knowledge clusters and
usage (Weihe, 2008). Relatedly, Boardman et al. (2015) and Hodge et al. (2018) logically argue that there has
and will never exist, one universally acceptable PPP modality. They justified their reasoning in the notion that
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there are many PPP delivery options or contract arrangements with seemingly different project planning, risk
sharing, building, monitoring, maintaining, financing and operating procedures, objectives, incentives to the
beneficiaries; and handling of transparency, accountability and other governance aspects.
In fact, the misunderstanding about what PPPs are and what they are not, is because of the failure to
acknowledge the existence and making use of the uniqueness in the different PPP perspectives. The uniqueness
found in the different PPP perspectives can be manifested in the statements below;
 The third sector is a common participant in the development PPPs than in other PPP types (Weihe, 2008,
p.435).
 Principal-principal relationship applies to urban regeneration approach while infrastructure PPP strand is
based on Principal-Agent relationship (Weihe, 2008, p.435).
 Defining PPPs as long-term contract does not apply to all PPPs (Weihe, 2008, p.435). For example,
development PPPs can either have short or long-term contracts depending on the magnitude of the intervention
being undertaken and the availability of the resources required.
 Co-production and collaboration in infrastructure PPPs are limited, since the private actors sign contracts
which obligate them to deliver specific services, with in specific times at fixed prices (weihe, 2008, p.435;
Hodge and Greve, 2005b, p.6).
 Contrary to partnership principles, formal contractual relationships expressed in many PPP definitions
lower the degree of mutuality (Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2011, p.6).
Boardman et al. (2015) attribute variations in the understanding of PPPs to: the distinctiveness in legal
perspectives with differing financial and risk sharing proportions; cross organisational and national operations;
the availability of numerous stakeholders with a magnitude of objectives that keep changing; uniqueness in
public accounting across environments; and the difficulty in obtaining accurate and relevant data on
cross-national policy lessons, institutional arrangements, and on performance standards and outcomes, that gives
a chance to lazy PPP researchers to selectively bend PPP evaluations to their own interests of either successes or
failures.
Drawing from Khanom (2009), it can be concluded that, inappropriate conceptualisation when defining and
designing PPPs can be mitigated through:
 recognising that there are several categories of PPP (e.g. BOT, DBFO, BOO, BOOT) with different
governance, management and policy design requirements;


being precise on the common institutional structures, monetary matters, and partnership behaviour traits;

 being specific on decision-making processes, obligations of the various institutional players different
organisations/actors in both policy and contract frameworks;


being clear on the roles of the different policy communities and policy networks (including third sector);

 being specific on the purpose (e.g. community development, poverty alleviation or infrastructure
development);


setting a specific agenda for all the players to realise a PPP outcome; and



taking into account the political culture within which PPP projects have to operate.

4.2 Theoretical Underpinning of Public Private Partnerships
Drawing from our previous discussions and a “PPP concept” framework developed by Stelling (2014), PPPs lie
between either “contracting-out and private provision”, or “contracting-out and public provision”. Note that,
compared to contracting-out, PPPs extend more public service delivery responsibilities to the private firms. In
this analysis, public private partnership approaches suggested by Stelling (2014) in figure 1 below, are matched
with the four theories found suitable for PPP advancements in the earlier discussion.

23

par.ccsenet..org

Public Adm
ministration Reseearch

Vol. 9, No. 1; 2020

Figurre 1. Public priivate partnershhip approachess
Source: M
Modified from Stelling
S
(2014))
Based on tthe marketizattion approach, the new publiic managemennt theory is a rreaction to the failure of the state
in the provvision of publlic services byy involving thee private sectoor with wide raange of responnsibilities to create
c
more efficcient delivery solutions. In fact, PPPs thaat employ thiss approach proomote “the leess governmen
nt but
more markket philosophyy”. Therefore, the responsibiilities and pow
wers of governnment are miniimised to a lev
vel of
just makinng policies and
a
overseeingg the achieveement of set performance targets by tthe private se
ector.
Unfortunaately, with suchh PPP deliveryy approach, theere is a tendenncy of the privaate sector to be preoccupied with
maximisinng profits ratheer than deliveriing effective public services..
Based on tthe interventioonist approach, the NPS andd PV theories aare a response to the deficienncies of the prrivate
organisatioons in the delivvery of public services. The bureaucrats annd citizens aree given more ppowers to guid
de the
provision of public servvices in order to protect the overall sociiety interests aagainst cruel bbehaviour of some
s
private secctor players. Though
T
the priivate sector stiill has greater responsibilitiees in the execuution of actuall PPP
project tassks, its powerss to direct the pprovision of ppublic services are minimisedd, and its perfformance is heavily
regulated and closely monitored
m
by ppublic sector m
managers in coollaboration with the citizenns. The New public
service annd Public valuue principles ccan do well iin countries w
with some credible level off democracy or
o on
governmennt projects where
w
intergovvernmental orrganisations thhat promote ggood governaance are involved.
Comparedd to the New Public Service theory, whaat makes the ppublic value ttheory stand oout is the factt that
scholars hhave provided frameworks thhat can be useed to legitimizze, create and measure the pprovision of public
valued servvices.
Based on tthe structural and
a manageriaal approaches, the New Publlic Governancee theory is a reesponse to both the
market andd government failures in thee provision of public servicees. The New public governannce emphases joint
value creaation through inclusive
i
publlic service dellivery collaborrative relationships. The poowers of the public
managers, private sectoor players andd the elected ppolitical repressentatives are minimised siince public service
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m
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organisatioonal, contractuual and non-coontractual strucctures throughh mutual managgerial strategiees and interacttions.
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ors to
behave in ways that are against
a
their w
will.
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From the deductions above, it can be concluded that the main contribution of NPS and PV over NPM is the view
that public sector powers in the provision of public services need to be strengthened rather than minimized. On
the other hand, unlike NPG that is all-embracive, NPM, NPS and PV focus on PPP projects delivering efficient
and effective public services, but are less interested in inter-organisational collaborations. In fact, the NPM, NPS
and PV subscribe to the partner co-responsibility dimensions where the focus is on sharing or distribution of
responsibilities, while, NPG subscribes to the Partnership relational governance dimensions where the interest is
on joint value creation and mutual decision-making. However, according to Stelling (2014, p.13), though
‘co-responsibility and relational governance are separate dimensions, PPPs require both a partnership as well as
autonomous and responsible partners since there is no partnership without partners and no partners without a
partnership’.
5. Conclusion
Essentially, PPPs is a new service delivery instrument that complements conventional public service delivery
methods especially in instances where direct government provisioning or outsourcing (public procurement)
would be less effective. However, like any other public service delivery approach, PPPs have a multitude of
challenges. As such, their positive contribution can only be realised if challenges from macro, meso and micro
environments are supressed.
Findings from the conceptual investigation indicated that PPPs cannot have a single meaning and application
style (Hodge et al., 2018) because of the various research traditions and professions with different knowledge
clusters and usage that have gained interest in the concept itself. Misconceptualization and misunderstanding of
what PPPs are and what they are not has been magnified by failure to acknowledge the existence of different PPP
perspectives as well as their uniqueness in usage or application. In order to provide a more concrete
understanding of PPPs, key common features that define PPPs and eight PPP perspectives were highlighted and
discussed. Importantly, this paper introduces a new and overarching PPP perspective of procurement
management. For instance, while a number of scholars have viewed private financing as an independent PPP
perspective, this study concurs with Hodge et al. (2018, p.1115-1116) who state that, ‘private financing is one
component of a suite of modern procurement strategies’. This implies that financing is part of the procurement
management perspective for PPP project arrangements.
Finally, findings from the theoretical investigation suggested that PPPs are not suitable under traditional public
administration practices; instead they (PPPs) work well in environments that promote co-regulation,
co-production, co-responsibility and relational governance. Therefore, the need for governments to change from
the traditional way of doing things when undertaking PPP projects to more innovative public service delivery
practices underpinned by new public governance, public value, and new public service, and to a lesser extent
new public management.
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