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Abstract
In this paper we develop an index of the governmental support for PPP – a ‘PPP Governmental
Support Index’ - which aims to measure the extent to which national governments provide an
institutional framework that is either conducive or preventive for the introduction and diffusion of
PPPs within infrastructure. First, based on a substantive review of the literature we define the
elements of the PPP Governmental Support Index, including the policy and political commitment
regarding PPPs, the legal and regulatory framework regarding PPPs, as well as the
presence/absence of PPP-supporting structures and instruments (PPP-units, procedures for project
appraisal and green lightning, and standardization of instruments and contracts). Second, we
calculate the ‘PPP Governmental Support’-index for 15 European countries, cluster them and
compare similarities and differences in national institutional support of PPPs. Third, we present a
first and preliminary exploration of a potential link between national institutional index scores and
the number and capital value of implemented PPP projects. Lastly, we discuss the potential and
usefulness as well as methodological limitations of the presented PPP Governmental Support Index
and elaborate on how this index might be utilized to strengthen future comparative PPP research.
Keywords: Public-private partnerships,-comparative index, country rankings, institutional
framework, COST Action TU1001.
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1. Introduction
Over the past few decades, policies and institutions to promote the uptake of public-private
partnerships (PPPs) have diffused across the Europea continent and beyond to North America and
Austral-asia (Klijn & Teisman, 2003; Hodge et al., 2010). The global and rapidly growing interest
in partnerships has led many researchers to compare the PPP movement with the extensive NPM
reforms characteristic of the western countries in the 1980s and 1990s (Linder, 1999; Flinders,
2005). However, just as there gradually came with NPM, there is now a growing awareness that the
development and impact of PPP reforms have in fact evolved very differently in different national
institutional contexts. Many countries, particularly in the Anglo-Saxon and South-European part of
the continent, have shown an extensive development of partnership programs and institutions to
support PPPs, whereas other countries in central and northern Europe have embraced the PPP
movement with considerably less enthusiasm (Hammerschmid & Angerer, 2005; McQuaid &
Scherrer, 2010). As a result, a wide divergence in national PPP approaches can be noticed, and this
provides food for thought on the relationship between national contexts on the one hand and the
implementation of PPP policy on the other: which nationally driven elements are vital to the (non-)
development of PPPs in practice? Which contextual factors provide a conducive institutional
environment for PPPs, and which tend to be rather inhibiting? And, more specifically, within this
institutional context, what is the relevance of policies, legislative frameworks and supportive
institutions established by governments with the aim of developing PPPs in various national
contexts? Before we continue the discussion on this issue, our definition of PPP requires attention.
The notion of PPP is often seen as an umbrella term for a broad range of organizational
arrangements between public, private and civil-society organisations (Klijn & Teisman, 2003;
Mörth, 2007). In the broadest sense of the concept, Grimsey and Lewis (2004) identify at least ten
different types of PPPs, whereas other scholars talk about different ‘PPP families’ or ‘PPP
approaches’ (Weihe, 2008). Definitions of what might be understood as PPP obviously differ across
countries and contexts, although most scholars now seem to agree that contemporary PPPs (at least
in the infrastrcuture version) are largely inspired by the Private Finance Initiaitve (PFI) launched in
the early 1990s in the UK (Flinders, 2005). Hence, a more confined and increasingly common
approach in the literature conceptualizes PPPs as the long-term involvement of a private sector
partner in the design, finance, construction, operation and maintenance of an infrastructure asset
(Bing et al., 2005; Johnston & Gudergan, 2007). In this paper, we refer to PPP as ‘An agreement
between the government and one or more private partners according to which the private partners
deliver the service in such a manner that the service delivery objectives of the government are
aligned with the profit objectives of the private partners and where the effectiveness of the
alignment depends on a sufficient transfer of risk to the private partners’ (OECD, 2008).
The logic underlying PPPs is thus one of public and private (and sometimes also civil society)
actors working together in long-term projects with the aim of achieving joint results or collaborative
advantages (Yescombe, 2011). Within infrastructure type partnerships, the government often
specifies the quality and quantity of the service it requires from the private partner. The private
partner may be tasked with the design, construction, financing, operation and management of a
capital asset and service delivery to the government or the public using that asset. The private
partner will receive either payment fees from the government, or user charges levied directly on the
end users, or both. If the government is responsible for paying the private partner for service
delivery, the fees may depend on the private partner’s compliance with the government’s quality
and quantity specifications. Principal to the PPP definition is the transfer of risks from the
government to the private partner (Grimsey & Lewis, 2002; Lienhard, 2006). Various types of risks
including constrcution, demand and availability risks are identified, priced, and either retained by
the public sector or transferred to the private partner through an appropriate payment mechanism
2

and specific contract terms. The transfer of risks is based on the principle that each risk should be
allocated to the partner where it can be best managed. In addition to the OECD definition, the
European PPP Expertise Centre (EPEC) states that PPP usually includes a long-term contract which
takes account of life cycle implications for the project (EPEC, 2011).
For various reasons that have been explored preliminarily in previous comparative PPP research
national governments have responded very differently to the PPP reform trend with the result that
quite diverse national institutional approaches to PPPs can be identified (OECD, 2008; COST
Action, 2013). These national differences have, however, been insufficiently explored and
accounted for, which is largely a result of the fact that the PPP literature has hitherto been
characterised mainly by single case or single country studied whereas comparative studies have
generally been absent (Petersen, 2011; although see Greve & Hodge, 2007; Ysa, 2007; McQuaid &
Scherrer, 2010). The aim of this paper is to examine some of the alleged crucial elements of the
national context for PPP development and the extent to which PPP-related policies, political
commitment, regulations and supporting institutions are present in specific countries. Starting from
a transformative perspective (Christensen and Lægreid (2001b, 2001c, 2007a), we build a ‘PPP
Governmental Support Index’ for 15 European countries1 reflecting i) the extent to which policies
and the policital environment are conducive or prohibitive to PPPs, ii) whether specific PPP laws
and/or soft types of regulations have been put in place, and iii) the existence or non-existence of
PPP supporting institutions such as dedicated PPP units, standard frameworks, green lightning
procedures etc. Moreover, the index scores for the countries are linked to the number of closed
PPPs as well as their capital value in the period 2009 till 2012 in order to do a first exploration of
the assumed linkages between on the one hand the national scores in the ‘PPP Governmental
Support Index’ and on the other hand countries’ take-up of PPPs in number and value.
The overall aim is to contribute with new and comparative insights concerning the PPP policy
contexts across various national institutional settings. Comparative data about the PPP policy
contexts in different countries through the use of such ‘PPP Governmental Support - index’ may
expand in the future our knowledge and contribute to the PPP research agenda in several ways.
First, it allows us to study explanations of the emergence of PPP policies, regulation and supporting
institutions, as well as their similarities and differences across countries and politico-administrative
systems, by referring to international isomorphistic pressures as well as country specific macroinstitutional variables, like culture, legal tradition, polity, economic-financial evolutions and actor
constellations. Later PPP research might utilize this knowlegde to study policy diffusion and
transfer processes to understand the spread of PPP-propagating policies, regulations and supporting
institutions. Second, we may study the relation between the PPP policy, regulation and supporting
institutions on the one hand and the extent to which PPP projects have been implemented or not in a
comparative way across a relatively broad range of 15 countries. Contrary to intuitive insights, our
preliminary analysis of this relationship is not so straightforward. We find that some countries with
‘incomplete’ institutional frameworks have a relatively large take-up of PPPs whereas some
countries with highly elaborated policies, regulations and supporting institutions have in contrast
launched a rather limited number of PPP projects.
Moreover, in spite of the current controversial and inconclusive empirical evidence of PPP
performance (see e.g. Hodge et al 2010) and increasing difficulties arising from the global financial
crisis, PPP is still high on the political agenda in most countries. By looking at the contextual
factors, we will be better positioned to understand why PPP continues to be popular in spite of such
mixed results. In this paper we make a first preliminary exploration of some of these functionalities
of such a ‘PPP Governmental Support - index’. In sum, the final objective is to draw insights on
1

This analytical framework was developed within AWG1 of the COST TU1001 Action on PPPs in Transport.
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how and why governments working under different contextual settings develop institutional
frameworks, policies and regulations, which are meant to guide and steer the development and
implementation of PPPs, and, by linking these institutional frameworks to project-specific
information on PPP practices, to study how they actually work. In order to do so, we first present an
overview of existing indices of national PPP contexts (Section 2), which is followed by an outline
of the different levels of institutitonal PPP analysis (Section 3). Then, we develop an index of PPP
institutional context, indicating the extent to which the institutional framework within a country is
conducive or inhibitive for the introduction and diffusion of PPPs in infrastructure (Sections 4 and
5). Subsequently, we apply the PPP- index in a comparative analysis of 15 European countries,
cluster countries and compare similarities and differences in the governmental support of PPPs.
(Section 6). In the penultimate section, we present a first and preliminary exploration of the possible
link between governmental institutional PPP support and the uptake of PPPs across a range of
European countries (Section 7). Finally, a discussion of the usefulness as well as limitations of the
PPP Governmental Support Index and conclusion is provided (Section 8).

2. Comparing existing indices concerning the national context for PPPs
The national contexts for PPPs have been studied and measured under such labels as ‘PPPreadiness’ (UNESCAP, 2005) or ‘PPP maturity’ of countries (Deloitte, 2007). The need for gauging
country readiness has become important in order to establish the institutional infrastructure that is
needed to support PPP development, implementation and outcomes. A framework for governmental
PPP support could in its broadest meaning include the following: (i) policy/rationale framework,
including policy support for active PPP development in each sector of the economy and regulatory
and enforcement framework; (ii) deliverability framework including public sector capacity to
manage process, statutory approval processes, stakeholders management; (iii) viability framework
in relation to technical, contractual, environmental, social viability to support project value for
money and risk transfer approaches; (iv) bankability framework that supports contractor interest,
market capacity and financial institution appetite, and; (v) affordability framework in relation to
affordability of the end user / beneficiaries taking into account CAPEX, OPEX, cost of finance,
terms of contract and other key PPP aspects. Issues such as countries’ affordability of beneficiaries
whether this is low or high; public sector debt whether this is excessive or not; institutional,
managerial capacity and skills levels whether this is low or high; legal systems and enforcement
whether this is weak or strong; expected level of government / political interference particularly in
respect of tariffs and the autonomy of PPPs at the operational level and fluctuating budgetary
allocations towards unitary payment, etc. are all important in order to picture the relevant PPP
environment of a country.
We scrutinised the academic literature and the practitioner-oriented sources for existing indices
framing the PPP context at the country level. We found four measurement methods and
corresponding indices like the indices developed by UNESCAP, Deloitte, Economist Intelligence
Unit and the European Investment Bank. Table 1 presents the dimensions covered by the different
indices and their calculation method. Compared to the other measurement methods, for instance,
UNESCAP used more broadly defined dimensions that are issues related to the general investment
climate. Furthermore, the Economist Intelligence Unit (IEU) measures PPP Readiness using six
dimensions. The IEU does not take into account the PPP policy and political commitment of the
government to undertake PPP projects, which from a public administration and public policy
perspective clearly would be a key element in the support and development of PPP projects. The
European Investment Bank concentrates on the assessment of the quality of the PPP legislation and
of the effectiveness of its implementation, in which their measurement covers two main dimensions:
PPP legislative framework assessment and a legal indicator survey. Lastly, the Deloitte research
4

Table 1: Existing indices of national context for PPPs
Description

UNESCAP

Deloitte

Economist Intelligence Unit

EIB

Topic

National
PPP
Readiness
SelfAssessment
 A. General Investment climate:
Macroeconomic Environment
 Business climate
 Financial Environment
 Legal and Governance Environment
 B.Legal and Regulatory Environment
 Policy framework
 Capacity
 Project selection and contracting
process
 Post selection process
 Social Dimension
Not mentioned

PPP Maturity level

PPP Readiness

 Many factors play a role in development including
local
geography,
political
climate,
the
sophistication of the capital market, the forces
driving formation of partnership and the factor
enabling the creation (Deloitte 2007, p. 9)








Assessment of the quality of the PPP Legislation
and of the Effectiveness of its implementation
 A. PPP Legislative Framework assessment:
PPP legal framework; Definition and scope
the law:
 Selection of the private party
 Project agreement
 Security and support issue
 Settlement of disputes and applicable law
 B. Legal Indicators survey:
 Policy framework
 Institutional framework
 PPP Law Enforcement

Not mentioned

Rating = (% A components attainable+ % B
components attainable)/2

Scoring category

Scoring per indicator
1. Very Good
4
2. Good
3
3. Moderate
2
4. Fair
1
5. Poor
0
PPP Readiness self assesment form:
Macro economic
of 40
Business climate
of 40
Financial environment….. of 32
Legal environment……… of 48
Legal & regulatory……… of 40
Policy…………………… of 44
Capacity………………… of 40
Projects selection……….. of 40
Post Selection…………... of 36
Social Dimension………. of 32

Data
level

Not available

1. Stage 3 category such as:
 Refine new innovation model
 More creative , flexible approach applied to role
of public and private sector
 Use of more sophisticated risk model
 Greater focus on total life cycle of project
 Sophisticated infrastructure market
 Underutilized asset leveraged into financial asset
2. Stage 2 category such as:
 Establish Dedicated PPP unit in agencies
 Begin development new hybrid delivery model
 Expand and help shape PPP market place
 Leverage new sources of fund in capital market
 Use PPP to drive service innovation
3. Stage 1 category such as:
 Establish policy and legislative framework
 Initiate central PPP Policy Unit
 Develop deal structures
 Get transaction right and develop PSC
 Begin to build marketplace
Interval range : not mentioned
Available but not all European countries

Modelling and weighting the indicators and
categories in the index results in score 0-100 for each
country, where 100 represent the highest quality and
performance and 0 the lowest. The countries assessed
can then be ranked according to the indices.
Scoring and interval range;
1. Mature
80 – 100
2. Developed 60 – 80
3. Emerging 30 – 60
4. Nascent
0 - 30

Available only Asia, Latin America and Caribbean,
not EU

Not available

Scope

Calculation
Methods

Country

Legal and regulatory framework (weighted 25%)
Institutional framework (weighted 20%)
Operational maturity (weighted 15%)
Investment climate (weighted 15%)
Financial facilities (weighted 15%)
Sub-national adjustment factor (weighted 10%)

Very high compliance/effectiveness: > 90%
High compliance/effectiveness:
≥ 70% 80%
Medium compliance/effectiveness: 50% - 60%
Very high compliance/effectiveness:
30% 40%
Very high compliance/effectiveness: < 30%

(Source: Adapted from several sources: (1) UNESCAP, PPP Readiness Self-Assessment, 2005. (2) Deloitte, Closing America`s Infrastructure Gap: The Roles of Public Private
Partnerships, A Deloitte survey study, 2007, (3) The Economist, Evaluating the Environment for public private partnerships in Asia Pacific The 2011 Infrascope, 2011)
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(2007) used a different set of parameters to represent in which stage the country is: the final results
are defined as the level of maturity of development of PPP projects.
Three of these indices (UNESCAP, Deloitte and EIU) have a broad scope and encompass many
dimensions of the extent to which the context in a country is conducive or prohibitive for PPP
development. The EIB index is more confined in its scope and focuses only on the legal and
regulatory framework. The broader indices focus both on the activities of governments in relation to
stimulation of PPPs and on the wider macro-economic and financial context like the investment
climate in which the role of government is at most indirect. As such, these indices combine
qualitatively different aspects and foci into one index, making it hard to interpret. In this paper, in
contrast, we focus primarily on the frameworks and institutions developed by governments to
support the development of PPPs (which we call ‘governmental support’ for PPPs in the remainder
of this paper). Towards this endeavour, based on primary data-gathering from 15 countries, we
develop an index of governmental support for PPPs as one main aspect of building a national PPPconducive (or prohibitive) context. Moreover, by singling out the governmental support activities
and link it to national PPP activities we then can provide a preliminary study the impact of
governmental support activities on the development and take-up of PPPs across countries. This
perspective calls for a multi-level analytical framework allowing us to study the interactions of
governmental support for PPP and these other elements, which we present below.

3. Different levels of PPP analysis
In the context of PPP institutions functioning at multiple levels of government including the
international/supra-national, national, regional and local levels (Petersen, 2010), the institutional
context of PPP development in a country can only be analyzed fully if one applies a multi-level
approach. In accordance with Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004) and Verhoest et al. (2010), we
distinguish between four levels of governance: international/supranational level; macro-instutional
variables at country level; the level of governmental support variables; and the project level
variables (see also figure 1).
This multi-level governance framework helps us to study the explanations and consequences of
governmental support for PPPs, more in particular of the similarities or dissimilarities of
governmental support for PPP in different countries.. The logic behind this scheme is based on the
transformative perspective of Christensen and Lægreid (2001b, 2001c, 2007a).
The point of departure is the pressure for conformity which national governments face when
deciding upon policies on PPPs and which stems from international and supranational normative
and regulative frameworks, as well as of the international economic situation. Although national
context is highly important to PPP development, the role of institutions at higher (international or
supranational)) levels indeed needs to be taken into account as well. For countries in the European
Union (EU), PPP research has illustrated that institutions like the Commission, Eurostat and EIB
are important policy-makers and/or regulatory players (Petersen, 2010). Supranational EU
regulations that apply to national and subnational PPP projects are in particular the public
procurement directive and the on/off balance sheet criteria. Moreover, and also relevant for
countries outside the EU, international bodies such as the OECD, IMF and the World Bank have
important roles as agenda setters and promoters of new governance modes in general and PPPs in
particular (see for example OECD, 2008). International-supranational pressures include regulatory,
normative, and economic pressures for isomorphism. Examples of this type of pressures are: metaregulation by the EU, e.g. on procurement, public debt, and national budget; the propagation of PPP
by international organizations, based on the New Public Management (NPM) discourse or related
neoliberal doctrines; globalization of the economy; recent developments relating to New Public
6

Governance (NPG). These international-level pressures for convergence is expected to lead to
isomorphic governmental support for PPPs in different countries. Because of these isomorphistic
pressures we expect similarity in behaviour of political principals and administrators which design
policies and supporting structures for PPP.

Figure 1: four different institutional levels influencing the development of PPP policies and projects (based on
Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2004; Verhoest, et al., 2010) (see COST, 2013)

INTERNATIONALSUPRANATIONAL
Pressures
(environmental
perspective)

INTERNATIONAL REGULATORY
PRESSURES FOR ISOMORPHISM
Meta-regulation by EU (procurement, debt
and national budget)

COUNTRY level
MACRO-INSTITUTIO
NAL VARIABLES
(environmental
perspective)

POLICY, REGULATION
and SUPPORTING
INSTITUTIONS
-for PPP in general
-for transport PPP in
specific

CULTURE
legal tradition
style of governance
societal culture

INTERNATIONAL NORMATIVE
PRESSURES FOR ISOMORPHISM
NPM and neo-liberal doctrine
propagation of PPP by international
organisations (OECD) and by EU
(including expertise networks and support)

POLITY and POLITICS
state structure
political system (legislative and
executive)
party political preferences
public attitude towards involvement
of private sector in public services

COUNTRY-SPECIFIC
ECONOMIC-FINANCIAL CONTEXT
national economic situation
national banking and funding context
extent of governmental debt

INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC
PRESSURES FOR ISOMORPHISM
globalization of economies
global and regional financial and
macro-economic situation (crisis)

SOCIETAL-ECONOMIC MODEL
kind of welfare state model (Esping-Andersen)
variety of capitalism
national business model

ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY AND
REFORM TRAJECTORY
extent of NPM driven reforms
extent of liberalisation/privatisation

PPP-POLICY
(in general and in transport)
motivations for PPP
public, political and administrative support for policy
strategy documents for enhancing PPPs
REGULATION
(in general and in transport sector)
Procurement general
PPP specific
transport mode-specific

SUPPORTING INSTITUTIONS
(in general and in transport sector)
PPP-support and expertise
Development and Standardisation of PPP decision making instruments,
models and procedures
Supportive policy instruments (guarantees, subsidies)

NUMBER OF PPP PROJECTS
project deal flow

PROJECT level
variables
(see case study
template AWG2)

SPECIFIC FEATURES OF
PPPS
OUTPUT PERFORMANCE OF
PPPS

PROCESS PERFORMANCE OF
PPPS

According to the transformative perspective, these international and supranational pressures for
PPPs are being transformed when they meet the macro-institutional factors of an specific country,
like polity, culture, administrative history and the national economic financial context, which may
lead to different responses and deliberative actions in terms of governmental support for PPPs
between countries (that is country-level pressures for divergence and dissimilarity). These countrylevel macro-institutional factors imply that countries with different polity features and cultural
features are expected to adopt international and suprantional models of PPPs in different ways.
Theoretically, this idea of transformation is partially rooted in historical institutionalism: reforms
7

and changes of policy design within countries are path-dependent, and international doctrines have
to align with past administrative history and politico-administrative cultures. Although the ‘talk’
about PPPs may reflect internationally proclaimed doctrines, the policies, regulation and supporting
institutions chosen and the behaviour of politicians and administrators may differ (Pollitt 2001). By
consequence, PPP policies, regulations and supporting institutions across such states are expected to
show dissimilarities. Macro-institutional variables encompass five country-level dimensions. The
first dimension is the administrative history and reform trajectory of a country, which includes the
realization of NPM-based reforms and measures of liberalization and privatization (Osborne &
Gaebler, 1992; Painter & Pierre, 2005). Second, a country’s socio-economic model or structure is,
inter alia, formed by its welfare regime (Esping-Andersen, 1999) and varieties of capitalism (Nölke
& Vliegenthart, 2009). The third dimension, polity and politics, includes state structure and political
system (Hague & Harrop, 2007; Lijphart, 1999). Culture, fourthly, refers to both legal and societal
aspects of culture (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005; House et al., 2004). Finally, the financial-economic
dimension addresses a country’s macro-economic conditions, level of public debt and budgetary
equilibrium, access to capital and credit markets, and the level of investment needs in infrastructure
(European Commission, 2012; WEF, 2012; World Bank, 2012).
The third level of analysis is the focus of this paper and refers to the governmental support for PPPs
in a specific country, encompassing policy, regulation, and supporting institutions. This
governmental support for PPPs can be understood as the result of the interaction of
international/suprantional pressures for similarities and conformity with country-specific macroinstitutional pressure for divergence between countries.
Finally, the fourth level of analysis concerns PPP projects, and this level emphasizes issues such as
the diffusion of PPP practice, features of specific PPPs, processes of PPP implementation, and their
performance (Cost Action TU1001, 2013). The potentially different governmental support for PPPs
may be further reformulated and adapted when they are outrolled to different sectors in society and
when they are applied in practice to specific PPP projects. At the level of individual projects we
assume that the level and nature of governmental support for PPPs will affect the take-up of PPPs in
that country, and will directly influence the specific features of individual PPP-projects and their
performance.
We will now outline in more detail what we understand when using the notion of governmental
support for PPPs.

4. Defining governmental support for PPPs: Policy, regulation, and supporting
institutions
According to PPIAF (2012), governments should, in order to take advantage of the potential for
good quality, sustainable and well-structured PPP projects to provide infrastructure services:
•
•
•
•
•

Develop a clear PPP policy
Establish a dedicated PPP unit
Adopt clear procedures and define responsibilities for developing and implementing
PPPs
Establish a mechanism for evaluating the PPP framework
Legally establish the principles of the PPP framework through a PPP law (PPIAF, Note
4, 2012)
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This principle has five elements, however, we can summarize these into three main elements which
are: a clear PPP policy, an appropriate legal and regulatory framework, and dedicated supporting
institutions including clear procedures and responsibilities as well as a mechanism for evaluating
the PPP framework. Hence, in our framework, government mainly develop their support for PPPs
along three dimensions: by designing policies and expressing political commitment, by articulating
the legal and regulative framework and by creating supporting institutions.
Explicit PPP policies and long term political commitment – which is the first dimension of
governmental support for PPPs - is crucial to stimulate the growth and the development of a
pipeline of PPP projects. For example, whilst not having strictly legal status, government bodies
may issue a specific policy related to the rules of tendering and the term of contract. Moreover PPP
policies serve to define PPP in comparison to other infrastructure service procurement options, and
they serve to describe the reasons and goals for adopting PPP schemes. Finally, PPP policies can
encourage good relationships by directing and coordinating cooperation between interested sectors
and institutions of government (cf. OECD, 2006). All in all, a country’s political commitment to
PPP and the form and explicitness of its PPP policy are vital to the ‘PPP Governmental Support index’ of the country. Crucial is the existence of an explicitly adopted policy document on PPPs and
the regular update of it; the existence of a clear program for specific PPP projects and the extent to
which clear political support for PPPs is expressed by the main political parties with some stability
over time. A clear policy is an important basis for a successful PPP framework. To develop a PPP
pipeline, government agencies need to understand PPP and how they may be able to use them to
achieve their policy ends. An outline of a proposed PPP Policy covers the following topics:
definition and scope; objective of the PPP program; principles of PPP agreements; risk allocations
in PPP Projects; establishment of PPP unit; PPP procedures and auditing the PPP program (PPFIA,
Note 4 & 7, 2012).
Governments can not only formulate policies and political commitment for PPPs, but also translate
these policies and commitments into an appropriate legal and regulatory framework to enhance
PPPs in their countries. The legal and regulatory framework on PPP represents the second
dimension of government support for PPP and relates to the presence (and content) or absence of a
specifically stipulated legal framework for PPP and relevant elements in PPP-related and public
procurement regulation (European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 2012). PPP research
has illustrated that “hard” as well as “soft” regulations apply to PPPs (cf. Mörth, 2007) which can
be either enabling or prohibitive for the uptake of PPPs in various national contexts. Moreover, a
high diversity in national approaches to the regulation of PPPs is found in the literature with some
countries (such as Ireland) having launched specialized PPP laws and formal procedures for
financing and green-lightning of projects, whereas others (such as Denmark and Sweden) have
adopted a less formalised and essentially more decentralised approach (Petersen, 2011). The
perhaps most detailed overview of relevant legal and regulatory dimensions for PPPs has been
provided by the European Investment Bank (EIB) and the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development and will be used to construct this part of the ‘PPP Governmental Support - index’ (see
table 2).
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Table 2: Variables and indicators for the dimension legal and regulatory framework for PPP (European Bank
for Reconstruction and Development, 2012; EIB 2011).
Variables
Legal PPP
framework
Scope and
boundaries of
specific PPP law

Elements provided
in legal framework

Indicators
Explicit general PPP or concession law (incl. for transport sector)
Public procurement law
Accordance with EU guidelines
PPP definition
Sectors and types of infrastructure/services concerned
Competent contracting authorities
Eligible private party
Procedures regarding
(1) Selection of private partner through competitive procedures
(2) Non-competitive procedure in exceptional circumstances
(3) Procedures for unsolicited proposals
(4) Review procedures
Accounts on
(1) Contract termination events
(2) Compensation provisions
(3) Provisions for collection of fees or payments by government
Provisions regarding
(1) Public authorities to support and provide guarantees
(2) Step-in rights for lenders or substitution by a new private partner

The third and final dimension in which governments may support PPPs explicitly is that of PPPsupporting institutions, of which the existence of a dedicated PPP-unit is one crucial element. The
role and functioning of PPP-supporting institutions has recently become a major theme in PPP
research; such units are considered to be major players vis-á-vis shaping the national and local
institutional conditions for PPP development (Jooste, Levitt & Scott, 2011; Mahalingam, Devkar &
Kalidindi, 2011). The implementation of PPP policies and the development of PPP projects are thus
likely to be affected by the presence or absence and working of these institutions in relation to their
role and functioning, organizational structure, formal authority, working procedures and
institutional logic (Jooste & Scott, 2012). According to a number of policy papers, relevant
elements in a supportive institutional framework include a) the formal organization of PPP units or
agencies, b) the presence or absence of fixed procedures for PPP project appraisal and prioritization,
and c) standardized PPP contracts and/or processes for implementing PPPs (EIB, 2004; Farrugia et
al., 2008; OECD, 2010; World Bank & PPIAF, 2006). Please table 3 below.

Table 3: Variables and indicators for the dimension PPP-supporting institutions
Variables
Organization of
dedicated PPP
bodies
Procedures for
project appraisal,
role allocation
Standardized
processes and
documents

Indicators
Existence of PPP unit
Statute of PPP unit
Tasks/responsibilities of PPP unit
Size of PPP unit
Use of standardized ex ante evaluation instruments
Third party approval of PPP projects
(1) Prior to tendering procedure
(2) Before final contract is signed
Roles and responsibilities of public agents in project cycle
Use of standardized contracts
Use of standardized project models
Use of standardized tendering procedures
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5. Data and Methodology
The development of the variables and their measurement and the collection of data were carried out
by AWG1 of the COST TU1001 Action on PPPs in transport. The work load on data collection was
allocated to country teams which delivered a profile of its own country, based on the analysis of
legislation, policy documents, other documents and selected interviews. Country profiles consist of
a narrative part (see Verhoest et al. 2013 for a collection of working papers with narrative parts) and
of a standardized data set along the variables and indicators enlisted in tables 1 and 2. Data
delivered by country groups were checked for completeness and consistency by the editors of the
working paper collection Verhoest et al. (2013). A feedback loop gave country teams the
opportunity to amend and supplement data before they were included in the final set of country
data. Based on the available data in the standardized data sets, variables were coded in order to
calculate the PPP Governmental Support Index (see below).
In total, data used in this paper encompass fifteen European countries. The distinct decentralized
decision structure in some countries notwithstanding, country data generally refer to the situation at
the central government level. A major exception is Belgium where nearly no PPP activity takes
place outside Flanders (and where autonomy and financial independence of regional governments is
particularly strong); therefore in most analyses in this paper the data for Flanders will be used as a
proxy for Belgium. Country data describe political commitment to PPP and PPP policies, the legal
and regulatory framework for PPP, and PPP supporting institutions referring to information
available by April 2013. Indicators and the meaning of indicator scores will be described in the
following section, and indicator scores for 15 countries indicators and weighting schemes of
indicators are presented.
In the remainder of this section, we elucidate each variable and calculate the PPP Governmental
Support Index as follows:
1) Policy and Political Commitment
Policy and political commitment is seen in PPP literature as a key variable to manoeuvre successful
PPPs projects (cf. Flinders, 2005). The indicators can be drawn as follows:
(1) General PPP policy framework (weighted 33.33%)
This indicator encompasses three sub-indicators such as: a general document strategy on
PPPs, time of publication and statement whether this document is updated regularly or
not. Each indicator will be scored in four categories from 1 (the lowest) to 4 (the
highest).
(2) PPP program (weighted 33.33%)
This indicator measures to which extent a PPP program exists in general (incl the
transport sector) and whether the program has a clear time table or not. It is also
measured in four categories from 1 (the lowest) to 4 (the highest).
(3) PPP political support and stability (weighted 33.33%)
We classify the political support for implementation of PPPs projects into four categories
such as:

Rather strong and increasing/stable (score 4),

Rather strong but decreasing (score 3),

Rather low but increasing (score 2), and

Rather low and stable or decreasing (score 1).
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A weighting score will be developed by calculating an average of the first indicators including three
sub-indicators.
2) Legal and Regulatory Framework
The legal and regulatory framework is essential to manoeuvre policy to the proper implementation
level. We confine these variables to three indicators which are: existence of a specific PPP or
concession law, scope and boundaries of specific law and element provided in the legal framework
(including the public procurement law). This variable scored into three categories are: yes (1); yes,
but some or partly (0.5); and no (0). This indicators and sub-indicators are pointed out below
(European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 2012; EIB 2011).
(1) Existence of a specific PPP or concession law (weighted 25%)
This indicator encompasses several sub indicators as follows.
 Existence of an explicit general PPPs or concession law.
 Existence of a special public procurement law.
 Existence of transport specific laws on PPPs or concessions.
 Condition whether the public procurement law in line with EU guidelines or not.
(2) Scope and boundaries of specific laws (weighted 25%)
Several sub indicators regarding this indicator include:
 The inclusion of a specific PPP definition in these specific laws
 The definition of sectors and types of infrastructure/services in which PPP is allowed
 The definition of the competence of contracting authorities
 The definition of eligible private parties
(3) Elements provided in the legal framework (including the public procurement law)
(weighted 50%)
This indicator comprises two sub-indicators are;
3a) Clear procedures and recommendation including the following elements:
 Selection of private partner through competitive procedure
 Non-competitive procedure in exceptional circumstances
 Procedures for unsolicited proposal
 Review procedure
3b) The existence of a model PPP/concession contract or a mandatory list of provisions
defining the following elements:
 Contract termination events
 Compensation provisions
 Provision for collection of fees or payment by government
 Provision for public authorities to support and provide guarantees
 Provision for step-in rights for lenders or substitution by a new private partner
3) PPP Supporting Institutions
The extent to which there are institutionalised support functions is considered to be important to
yield successful PPP take-up in a country (Mahalingam, Devkar & Kalidindi, 2011; Jooste & Scott,
2012). We divide the variable ‘PPP supporting institutions’ into three variables such as: acting
public institution/PPP supporting units, procedures for projects appraisal and prioritization and role
of main sector in project stages and standardized processes and documents for PPPs.
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(1) Acting public institutions/PPP supporting units (weighted 33 %)
This indicator embraces three sub indicators:
 Existence of PPP support units at national/regional/provincial/local level and year of
establishment
 Existence of PPP support units in organizationally speaking whether public or private
body
 The main functions of PPP support units derived from three classifications: dissemination
(like: technical support, building promotion, and repository of knowledge), policy
functions (e.g. guidance and evaluation) and green lightning.
(2) Procedures for project appraisal and prioritization and role of main actors in project stages
(weighted 33%)
This indicator is also crucial in order to support on implementation PPPs projects, in which it
covers:
 The existence standard ex-ante evaluation (like the public private comparator, the public
sector comparator) for PPP project
 To what extent standard ex-ante evaluation used in PPP project
 The existence of a third party (other than the contracting authority) which scrutinize and
approve s PPP project whether before projects are put onto the market (one-tender) or
before the final contract is signed
 Roles and responsibilities for public agents in project cycle.
(3) Standardized processes and documents for PPPs in transport (weighted 33%)
We define standardized processes and documents for PPPs in transport into two sub
indicators:
 Standard contract PPP in transport
 Standard processing model PPP in transport
4) PPP Governmental Support index
The scoring model for the overall index is summarized in table 4.
The PPP Governmental Support Index will be developed using Quality Rating method. Quality
rating (QR) is a simple methodology to quantify a certain quality scoring. QR can be formulated as
follows
n

QS  W R
i

j 1

j

ij

in which :
QSi = Quality score for a indicator i
Wj = Weighted average value of each quality factor
Rij = rating each component of quality
Therefore, we will apply the same weighting for each variable (e.g. policy and political
commitment, legal and regulatory framework and PPP supporting institution), see also Table 5.
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Table 4: Scoring model PPP Governmental Support Index
VARIABLES
POLICY AND
POLITICAL
COMMITMENT

Description
Existence Strategy document
33.33%
of PPP Policy
Existence PPP Program
33.33% General
33.33%

LEGAL AND
REGULATORY
FRAMEWORK

Political Support

Scope and boundaries of
specific PPP Law

Element provided in the legal
50% framework (including public
procurement law)
PPP SUPPORTING
INSTITUTIONS

Acting public institutions/PPP Existence PPP Support Unit
supporting units
Location of PPP support unit
33,33%

Procedures for projects
appraisal and prioritization,
role of main sectors in project
stages

33,33%

33,33%

Standardized processes and
documents for PPPs in
transport

4
Yes, early published and
update
Yes, PPP program (inc.
Transport) & clear time
schedule
Rather strong and
increasing/stable
(1) Specific PPP general or
concession law; (2) PPP law
in transport; (3) procurement
law and; (4) in-line with EU

Existence of a Specific PPP
general or concession law

50%

SCORE

sub Indicators

3
Yes, early published, but
not update
Yes, PPP program (inc.
Transport), but no clear
time schedule
Rather strong but
decreasing
three criteria are met

2

(1) PPP Definition; (2) Sectors three criteria are met
and types of
infrastructures/services; (3)
competent contracting
(4) Eligible 6 to 7 criteria for
8authorities,
to 9 criteriaand;
for procedures
and recommendation are
procedures and
met
recommendation are met

two criteria are met

Yes, since before 2006

less than one criteria are
met

4 to 5 criteria for
only 1 to 3 criteria for
procedures and
procedures and
recommendation are met recommendation are met
No, not anymore

No, never existing

Private legal body with
Private legal body without
private sector participation private sector
participation
General functions PPP Support Dissemination, policy
Dissemination and (policy
unit
function and green lightning guidance or green
lightning)
Size of unit
20 or more
5 to 20

Public (law) body under
ministry

Not exist

Purely dissemination

Not exist

<5

Never exist

Existence standard ex ante
evaluation instruments
Using standard ex-ante
evaluation in PPP Projects

Mandatory for all projects

Mandatory beyond certain
threshold
Used in majority of
projects

2. Existing, but not
mandatory
Used in minority of
projects

Non-existence

Existence a third party which
scrutinize and approve PPP
projects before project on
tender a third party which
Existence
scrutinize and approve PPP
projects before the final
contract signed
Roles and responsibilities for
public agents in projects cycle

Yes

Yes, beyond certain
threshold

No, not anymore

Not at all

Yes

Yes, beyond certain
threshold

No, not anymore

Not at all

Roles & responsibilty
only during pre-tender

No Roles & responsibility

Existence but not used

Non existence

Existence but not used

Non existence

Used in all projects

Roles & responsibility
during pre-tender, tender
and post-award
Used in majority of projects

Yes, since after 2006

1

Yes, but not recently
No exist
published and update
Yes, but only PPP program
general, but no clear
No exist
schedule
Rather low but increasing Rather law stable or
decreasing
two criteria are met
less than one criteria are
met

Roles & responsibility
during pre-tender and
tender
Using standardized contract
Used in minority of
for PPP in transport
projects
Using standardized model for Used in majority of projects Used in minority of
PPP in transport
projects

No use

Table 5: Relative weighting of main variables in the PPP Governmental Support Index
No
Variables
Percentage
1
Policy and political commitment
33%
2
Legal and regulatory framework
33%
3
PPPs Supporting Institution
33%

To formulate the PPP Governmental Support Index, the score will be transformed to an interval
range of four categories which is consistent with the preceding scoring as follows:

in which;
 range is the difference between the maximum score and the minimum score
 k is the number of classes (4 classes)
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5)

Comparing PPP Governmental Support index with other indices

To position the PPP Governmental Support Index, we also compare it with the other indices related
to the PPP context at country level we discussed earlier in this paper (indices of UNESCAP,
Deloitte, Economist Intelligence Unit and the European Investment Bank). Table 6 gives more
information on this comparison. The PPP Governmental Support Index only covers three variables
such: PPP Policy and political commitment, PPP legal and regulatory framework, and PPP
supporting institution. UNESCAP focuses on issues related to the general investment climates,
whilst the PPP Governmental Support Index focuses on pre-stages condition in developing PPP
projects. Furthermore, Economist Intelligence Unit (IEU) PPP Readiness Index has two similar
variables as the PPP Governmental Support Index: the legal and regulatory framework and
institutional framework which amounts to 45% of all index calculation. The IEU doesn’t take into
account the PPP policy and political commitment of the government to undertake PPPs project,
whereas in our opinion it is the most important aspect on development PPP projects. Compared to
the assessment by the European Investment Bank of the quality of the PPP legislation and of the
effectiveness of its implementation, the PPP Governmental Support Index is a relatively similar
variable or dimension, more specifically regarding to PPP legislative framework, policy framework
and Institutional framework. Lastly, the Deloitte research (2007) used a different parameter to
represent in which stage the country are; yet, the final results are defined as the level of maturity of
development of PPP projects, in this case regarding to the extent to which the market and its
activities are sophisticated.
Table 6: Summary Comparing the Governmental Support Index compared to the other indices
Indicators and sub indicators of Governmental Support UNESCAP Deloitte
EIU
Index
1) Policy and political commitment
√
√
 General PPP Policy framework
 PPP Program
 Political commitment and stability
2) Legal and regulatory framework
√
√
√
 Existence of specific PPP or concession law
 Scope and boundaries specific PPP or concession
law
 Element provided in the legal framework
3) PPP Supporting Institutions
√
√
 Acting public institutions/PPP supporting unit
 Procedures of project appraisal and prioritization
 Standardized process and documents for PPP in
transport

EIB
√

√
√
√
√

From table 6 we see that the indices differ on methodology and aims for usage. Despite UNESCAP
didn’t mention how to calculate its index, however its variables as well as scoring are similar with
the PPP Governmental Support Index. IEU calculates a PPP Governmental Support Index
including six variables and categorizes into fthe PPP Governmental Support Index equal intervals
between 0 and 100. In addition, EIB only focuses on the assessment of the quality of PPP
legislation hence a full comparison with this assessment might be misleading. Finally, we compare
the PPP Governmental Support Index with market maturity level by Deloitte (2007), as it points out
the different stage for different countries. However, PPP maturity level (Deloitte) take into account
PPP in both context and implementation, otherwise the PPP Governmental Support Index
concentrate more specifically on solely the context of government support for PPPs. Table 6
indicates that when the measurements focus on three variables, that is policy and political
commitment, legal and regulatory framework and PPP supporting institutions, the PPP
Governmental Support Index explore the indicators broader that the other indices.
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6. Results: The PPP Governmental Support Index
In this section, we present the (preliminary) results of the PPP Governmental Support Index and its
sub-dimensions.
1) Policy and Political Commitment
The results of the calculation of the variable ‘policy and political commitment’ are shown in table 7.
Table 7: Policy and Political Commitments Variable

Variables

Indicators

Countries
FR GR IT

AT BE CH CZ DK EE
NL PT RS
SI
SE UK
POLICY &
General PPP Policy
33,3%
POLITICAL
Framework
1
3
4
2
4
1
1
1
4
4
1
1
1
1
4
COMMITMENTS 33,3% PPP Program General
2
2
2
1
3
1
2
3
1
4
1
2
1
2
4
33,3% Political Support Stability 3
4
2
1
2
1
2
2
4
4
3
1
2
1
3
WEIGHTED AVERAGE 2 (2.0) 3(3.0) 3(2.7) 1(1.3) 3(3.0) 1(1.0) 2(1.7) 2(2.0) 3(3.0) 4(4.0) 2(1.7) 1(1.3) 1(1.3) 1(1.3) 4(3.7)

From table 7 we learn that United Kingdom as well as Netherlands has the highest level of policy
and political commitment toward PPPs projects (score 4). In the UK, PFIs have been politically
prioritized since the launch of PPP/PFI in the UK in 1992 (see also Van den Hurk and Liyanage,
2013). A general PPP program at the central government level does not exist in the UK, but several
sector-specific programs including lists of planned projects and timelines exist at the
departmental/agency level (including the transport area). Political support for PPPs has been high in
comparison with most other countries but not without significant fluctuations. The first major
policy change took place in 1997 when the Blair-led New-Labour government came into office and
transformed the party’s critical stance towards PFIs into a re-launch of the programme under the
PPP label (Flinders, 2005). Recently, PPPs have been surrounded by a new round of controversy
and subsequent policy change. This development stems from a fundamental political reassessment
of the PFI/PPP programme in 2012, which has led to the British government to launch a new PPP
version which aims to make the government a co-investor in PPP-type infrastructure projects, which
seems to indicate that – under a slightly changed formula - PPPs still enjoy political support in the
country, although PPP support has gone down in recent years. High levels of political support over
time are observed in countries such as: Belgium-Flanders, Italy, and the Netherlands.
In addition, countries with a relatively explicit policy and in most cases quite high political support
for implementation of PPPs such as Belgium, Switzerland and Italy gain a score 3. Moreover,
Austria, France, Denmark, Greece and Portugal, can be assumed as countries with a moderate level
in terms of explicit policy frameworks and political support concerning PPPs (a score of 2). Finally,
in the Czech Republic, Estonia, Serbia, Slovenia and Sweden political support for PPPs is low.
2) Legal and Regulatory Framework
Countries that have drafted a specific PPP or concession law are France, Greece, Portugal and
Serbia 2. Two countries with a less well-developed legislative and regulation framework are
Denmark and Estonia. In Denmark, for example, there is no specific PPP law covering all
procurement sectors, but Danish building legislation was changed at the national level in 2004 to
2

Arguably the most clear and supportive legal and regulatory framework for PPPs is found in Ireland (which will be
included in the index in the future). Here, the Irish government has launched several specialised PPP laws (both general
procurement and specialised law in transport), which clearly lays out the legal circumstances under which Irish public
bodies can enter into PPP-arrangements with private sector partners.
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include a requirement that all building projects carried out by central government
departments/agencies must consider the PPP route as an alternative option to traditional
procurement. This legislation, however, only applies to construction and not infrastructure projects
and was only recently extended to capital projects at the regional and local government level The
low score of the United Kingdom which is the country with the most PPP projects might be
attributed to its legal system which is based on common law. Consequently, the United Kingdom
regulates PPPs or Private Finance Initiative (PFI) within the general public procurement legal
framework with no specific PPP or concession law available. Other regulations, such as procedures
for unsolicited proposals, contract termination, compensation and payment collection are not
regulated by law but in various documents without legal status issued by the HM Treasury.
Table 8: Legal and Regulatory Framework variable
Variables
LEGAL &
REGULATORY
FRAMEWORK

Indicators

50%

50%

Countries
GR
IT

AT

BE

CH

CZ

DK

EE

FR

Existence of a specific
PPP or concession Law

2

3

2

2

1

2

4

3

Scope and boundaries of
specific PPP Law

1

2

1

1

1

1

3

1

2

3

1

1

2

2(2.0)

2(1.7)

2(2.0)

1(1.0)

1(1.3)

Elements provided in the
legal framework
2
(including the public
procurement Law)
WEIGHTED AVERAGE
2(1.7)

NL

PT

RS

SI

SE

UK

2

2

3

3

3

2

2

4

1

1

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

2(2.0)

2(1.7)

3(3.0)

3(2.7)

2(2.3)

2(1.7)

2(1.7)

3(3.0) 3(3.0)

The Czech Republic and Italy have provide rather comprehensive legal frameworks, stipulating
procedures and criteria for the following elements: selection of private partners, non-competitive
procedures in exceptional circumstances, review procedures, contract termination events,
compensation provision and provision for collection fees or payment by government.
3) PPP Supporting Institutions
For the PPP Supporting Institutions variable, Table 9 illustrates that six countries (Belgium, France,
Italy, Netherlands, Portugal and United Kingdom) have quite extensively developed PPP support
institutions. A major element in these institutions is the creation of a dedicated PPP-unitat the
national level (OECD, 2010). Indeed this unit can ease coordination with other governments at both
the regional, provincial or local level, in order to perform its function on dissemination, policy
function and green lightning. Estonia and Sweden have the lowest score on this variable, because
there are no PPP Units in these two countries. In addition, the United Kingdom is the most
sophisticated establishment of PPP support by means of three major PPP support institutions over
the years. Most re-known is (the former) Partnership UK, which until 2011 was a joint venture PPP
between the HM Treasury (49 % of shares) and private actors (51 % of shares). With approximately
75 employees at its peak, Partnership UK is properly not only the largest but also the most
commercially driven among all PPP-support units globally. In addition to the now closed
Partnership UK, two other PPP units exist; Local Partnerships, which serves the local governments,
and Infrastructure UK (IUK), which serves at the national level as a fully fledged public PPP
supporting body.
In addition to centralised and local PPP units, the UK also have specialised PPP units within several
resort ministries. These units develop competencies and oversee the planning and implementation
of PPPs in their specific policy sectors. Other countries with clear and explicit procedures for
project appraisal and prioritization and role of main sectors in project stages on the one hand, and
standardized processes and documents have been prioritized by the government on the other hand,
include Portugal and Belgium-Flanders. Yet other countries such as Austria, Denmark and Greece
have to some (although smaller) extent developed PPP supporting institutions. In Austria a “PPP
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competence centre” was established in 2007 by the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of
Transport, Infrastructure and Technology. It has been “suspended” (in effect: abandoned) already in
2008 after a political shift at the national level and the financial market crisis.
Table 9: PPP Supporting Institutions variable
Variables

Indicators

PPP
SUPPORTING
INSTITUTIONS

Acting public
33.33%
institutions/PPP
Procedures for projects
appraisal and
33.33% prioritization, role of
main sectors in project
stages
Standardized processes
33.33% and documents for PPPs
in transport
WEIGHTED AVERAGE

Countries
GR
IT

AT

BE

CH

CZ

DK

EE

FR

2

3

2

2

2

1

3

3

2

2

2

3

2

2

3

1

4

1

1

1

1

3

2(1.7) 3(3.0) 2(1.9)

NL

PT

RS

SI

SE

UK

3

2

3

3

3

1

4

3

3

3

4

2

3

2

3

1

1

4

1

1

1

1

4

2(2.1) 2(2.1) 1(1.4) 3(3.2) 2(2.3) 3(2.5) 3(3.2) 3(2.7) 2(2.1)

2(2.3) 1(1.3) 4(3.7)

In Denmark, a PPP knowledge center was established at the central government level in 2004 but it
was staffed with approximately 3 part-time employees and was moreover only overseeing the
construction area whereas the infrastructure/transport area had – and still has – been given no
dedicated institutional support. The Danish PPP unit was closed down at the end of 2009 because its
finance ran out and after more than a year without any dedicated support unit a new so-called ‘PPP
contact point’ was launched in 2010 under the auspices of the Competition and Consumer Agency.
Although institutional support has thus been changing during the course of the years, when finally
looking to the other Scandinavian countries of Sweden and Norway as well as to Estonia, no
dedicated PPP units have been in operation. The 15 countries in our index thus displays highly
varying national approaches to the launch (or not) and organisation of specialised PPP units.
4)
Overall PPP Governmental Support Index
The calculation of PPP Governmental Support Index across 15 countries using quality rating
method is shown in table 10 below. Figure 2 shows the total score for each country on the PPP
Governmental Support Index.

Table 10: Calculation of the PPP Governmental Support Index across 15 European Countries
No
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Countries
AT
BE
CH
CZ
DK
EE
FR
GR
IT
NL
PT
RS
SI
SE
UK

Austria
Belgium-Flanders
Switzerland
Chezch Republic
Denmark
Estonia
France
Greece
Italy
Netherlands
Portugal
Serbia
Slovenia
Sweden
United Kingdom

PPP READINESS INDEX COMPONENTS
Policy
Law & Reg
Inst. PPP
33,3%
33,3%
33,3%
2
1.7
1.7
3
2
3
2.7
1.7
1.9
1.3
2
2.1
3
1
2.1
1
1.3
1.4
1.7
3
3.2
2
3
2.3
3
2
2.5
4
1.7
3.2
1.7
3
2.7
1.3
2.7
2.1
1.3
2.3
2.3
1.3
1.7
1.3
3.7
1.7
3.7

QUALITY SCORE
( WiRij)
0.7
1.0
0.9
0.4
1.0
0.3
0.6
0.7
1.0
1.3
0.6
0.4
0.4
0.4
1.2

0.6
0.7
0.6
0.7
0.3
0.4
1.0
1.0
0.7
0.6
1.0
0.9
0.8
0.6
0.6

TOTAL SCORE
(∑WiRij)
0.6
1.0
0.6
0.7
0.7
0.5
1.1
0.8
0.8
1.1
0.9
0.7
0.8
0.4
1.2

Range

1.8 1.8 ≤ ind< 2.3
2.7 2.3 ≤ ind< 2.8
2.1 1.8 ≤ ind< 2.3
1.8 1.8 ≤ ind< 2.3
2.0 1.8 ≤ ind< 2.3
1.2 Ind ≤ 1.7
2.6 2.3 ≤ ind< 2.8
2.4 2.3 ≤ ind< 2.8
2.5 2.3 ≤ ind< 2.8
3.0 Ind ≥ 2.8
2.5 2.3 ≤ ind< 2.8
2.0 1.8 ≤ ind< 2.3
2.0 1.8 ≤ ind< 2.3
1.4 Ind ≤ 1.7
3.0 Ind ≥ 2.8

INDEX
2
3
2
2
2
1
3
3
3
4
3
2
2
1
4
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Figure 2: PPP Governmental Support Index per variable
Calculation interval range of PPP Governmental Support Index

No
1
2
3
4

Description
Mature
Developed
Emerging
Initialized

PPP Gov Support Index
Range
Index
Ind ≥ 2.8
4
2.3 ≤ Ind < 2.8
3
1.8 ≤ Ind < 2.3
2
Ind ≤1.7
1

Interval = Range/k
Range = score (max-min)
k = number of class
Interval =
1.8
4
0.45
~
0.5

Table 10 illustrates that the United Kingdom [3.0] as well as The Netherlands [3.0] scores highest in
the overall PPP Governmental Support index. On the other hand, Czech Republic, Estonia, Slovenia
and Sweden have the lowest PPP Governmental Support Index with a score of 1. The United
Kingdom as well as the Netherlands recorded the highest score on PPP Policy and political
commitment (score 4), whilst the United Kingdom is also the highest score on PPP supporting
Institutions (score 4). Yet another group of countries including France, Greece, Portugal, and Serbia
seems to have a relatively well-developed PPP legal and regulation in formalizing the
implementation of PPP, in contrast to the United Kingdom which has no explicit legal framework
for PPPs.
The results indicate that government support for PPPs does not come in a package. Rather, the
picture is more messy and nuanced with some countries such as the UK, Netherlands, Italy and
Belgium-Flanders scoring high on the policy and political support variable without necessarily
scoring high on the other variables. There seems to be a group of countries including Sweden,
Estonia and Czech Republic that scores relatively low on all three variables. In these countries,
governmental support towards PPPs is rather limited. In the middle-group, a broad range of
countries including Switzerland, Austria, France, Denmark, Portugal etc. seems to have launched
moderate governmental institutional support of PPPs.
Yet another interesting finding is the within-country variation in the scores on the three variables.
According to figure 3, we can observe that Austria and Estonia have a balanced score on all
variables. The United Kingdom has the highest score on policy and political commitment as well as
PPP supporting institutions. However, it is scores low on legal and regulatory framework.
Furthermore, Belgium-Flanders and Italy have a similar pattern of all variables, in which both
policy and political commitment as well as PPP supporting institutions are quite highly developed
on the one hand, but on the other hand, their legal and regulatory framework is less explicitly
developed.
Figure 3:
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When we analyse the scores of the different countries on the three dimensions, we learn that the
policy dimension and the dimension of the PPP supporting institutions are positively correlated
(correlation = 0.63). Governments which make an explicit policy framework, a PPP program and a
strong political commitment for PPP will in most cases also have more elaborated supporting
institutions compared to countries which lack clear policies and political commitment. Compare for
instance, Belgium, Netherlands as well as United Kingdom on the one hand, and Czech Republic
and Sweden on the other hand. However, governments which have explicit policies and political
commitments concerning PPPs will not necessarily have a well-elaborated legal framework,
especially designed to foster PPPs, and vice versa. The correlation between the scores of countries
on the policy dimension on the one hand and the legal framework dimension is very weak and even
negative (correlation=-0.29).
7. Does government support for PPPs matter? A preliminary exploration of the link between
the PPP Governmental Support Index and the PPP take-up across European Countries
We have noticed that governments do invest in governmental support for PPPs, but to different
extents. A logical question arising from this observation is whether governmental support matters:
Do countries in which governmental support for PPPs is extensive notice a larger take-up of PPP
projects, compared to countries with low investments in governmental support for PPPs? In this last
section of the paper we make some explorative analysis to see whether there might be any
covariance between the extent (and kind) of governmental support for PPPs in a country on the one
hand and the extent of PPP activities in that country.
These analyses are preliminary and are more meant to set the scene for further in-depth research in
a later stage because of two reasons: (1) the need for further validation of the governmental support
index and the sub-indices in the perspective of its limitations; but also (2) the lack of solid reliable
comparative data on PPP activity (in terms of number of projects, volume or share of investments)
across countries over time. Regarding the last reason, in this paper we rely upon sources which
provide a sort of data over time in terms of numbers and volume of PPP projects, and which do not
restrict their inventory of projects to EIB funded projects (which is the case in EIB reports and
statistics). We use data from the market update from EPEC from 2010 till 2012 (EPEC 2011, 2012,
2013). However, the focus of these reports is mainly on national PPP projects (or regional, in
federal countries), but seems to be lacking data on local PPP projects. Moreover, the gathering of
the data for these reports seems to be ad hoc. Nevertheless, for Europe these seem to be the most
systematic sources, and hence we use their data, while being aware of their limitations and of the
subsequent preliminary nature of our analyses.
We compare the PPP Governmental Support Index and its sub-indices with the take-up of PPPs
project at country level in terms of closed projects4 (the number of PPPs projects as well as volume
of PPPs projects) during the period from 2010 to 2012 (table 12). First we compare the index with
the absolute number and volume of PPP projects. Secondly, we look at the relative volume of PPP
projects in order to account for the differences in size of economies of the different countries.
Moreover, we then also look more closely to the sub-indices and their relation with PPP take-up. As
data on PPP projects is missing for some countries, the remainder of this section only deals with 9
countries out of the 15 which were studied in the earlier sections of this paper.

4

We do not consider the projects in tender or in negotiation.
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Table 11: Linking the PPP Governmental Support Index with PPP Activity across European Countries, using
data from EPEC

No

Countries

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

AT
BE
CZ
DK
FR
GR
IT
NL
PT
SE
UK

PPP Gov.
Support
Index

Label

2
3
2
2
3
3
3
4
3
1
4

Emerging
Developed
Intialized
Emerging
Developed
Developed
Developed
Mature
Developed
Intialized
Mature

Austria
Belgium
Chezch Republic
Denmark
France
Greece
Italy
Netherlands
Portugal
Sweden
United Kingdom

PPP Market update (EPEC)

PPP Market update (EPEC)

2010**) 2011**) 2012**) TOTAL

2010**)

2011**)

2012**)

5
4
1
19

6

3

3
19

22

14
4
4
60

1.700,00
700,00
150,00
200,00
50,00
1.800,00 11.100,00

300,00

3.900,00

2
3
3
1
44
82

3
1

1
3
1

27
59

26
56

6
400,00
800,00
250,00
7 1.000,00
25,00
900,00
4 3.150,00
25,00
1 1.100,00
97 3.850,00 3.200,00 5.750,00
197 13.350,00 15.875,00 11.125,00

TOTAL
2.700,00
150,00
250,00
16.800,00
1.450,00
1.925,00
3.175,00
1.100,00
12.800,00
40.350,00

**) PPP market update (EPEC) (remarks: volume (in million euro) estimated)

Table 11 illustrates the absolute number of closed PPP deals and volume of closed PPP deals (in
million euro) across 15 European Countries during the period from 2010 to 2012, based on
(incomplete) data from EPEC. Table 12 shows additionally the share of the volume of closed PPP
deals on the total of GDP of the countries under study. Table 13 shows hence the relative volume of
closed PPP deals, taking into account the size of a countries’ economy. GDP data are obtained from
the World Bank indicator for the period 2010 to 2012 and are corrected for inflation. Moving step
further in the analysis, Table 12 also includes the scores on the sub-indices of the Governmental
Support Index, which allows us to carry out a first (and admittedly preliminary) analysis of the
possible links between governmental institutional support and the actual uptake of PPPs in different
countries.
Table 12: Sub-indices, Number, Volume and Percentage of Volume of closed PPP Projects deals towards GDP

No

Countries

Policy
Score

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

BE 3
CZ 2
DK 2
FR 3
IT 3
NL 4
PT 3
SE 1
UK 4

3
1,3
3
1,7
3
4
1,7
1,3
3,7

Law & Reg

Index

Score

3
1
3
2
3
4
2
1
4

2
2
1
3
2
1,7
3
1,7
1,7

Numbe r of
PPP proje cts

Inst. PPP

Index

Score

2
2
1
3
2
2
3
2
2

3
2,1
2,1
3,2
2,5
3,2
2,7
1,3
3,7

Index

Vol ume of
PPP proje cts

Ave ra ge
Vol ume to
GDP

2010 to 2012 2010 to 2012 2010 to 2012

3
2
2
3
3
3
3
1
4

14
4
4
60
6
7
4
1
97

2.700,00
150,00
250,00
16.800,00
1.450,00
1.925,00
3.175,00
1.100,00
12.800,00

0,25
0,03
0,04
0,28
0,03
0,11
0,63
0,11
0,24

1) PPP take-up in countries with PPP Governmental Support Index score 4:
Looking at the table 12, The United Kingdom is categorized as mature in terms of the PPP
Governmental Support Index, and it recorded the highest closed PPP Projects deals: 97 PPP
projects in the period 2010-2012. In relative size in relation with GDP, the volume of closed
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PPP deals in the UK encompasses to 0.24%, which is higher than most countries, but lower
than Belgium, France and Portugal (countries with score 3 on the PPP Governmental Support
Index). As we know the history of PPP projects started in the United Kingdom, with the
Private Finance Initiative (PFI), which was drafted in the late 1980s and implemented in
early 1990s. However in the period 2010 – 2012, political scepticism about the PFI strategy
had risen and the financial economic crisis impacted upon the number and volume of closed
PPP projects (van den Hurk, Martijn and Liyanage, Champika (2013), United Kingdom in
Verhoest et.al Country Profile, Cost Action TU1001, page 247). Meanwhile, The Dutch
government introduced PPP projects in the late 1980s, as a concept imported from the UK. In
1989, the Dutch government launched two projects in the Road Sector: Wijkertunnel and the
Noordtunnel (Dewulf, Geert and Castano, Julieta Matos (2013), The Netherlands, in
Verhoest et.al, Country Profile, Cost Action TU1001,page 57). As obvious from the table
above, The Netherlands however, despite their well-elaborated governmental support, only
recorded 7 projects in 2010 to 2012. The relative volume of closed projects in The
Netherlands, as shown in table 3 amounts up to 0,11% which is, according to the data used,
as high as Sweden (in which the governmental support is rather weakly developed). Even
with an extensively developed PPP governmental support system, the Netherlands witnessed
until now still a rather modest PPP activity.
2) PPP take-up in countries with PPP Governmental Support Index score 3:
In our index, Belgium-Flanders, France, Greece, Italy and Portugal can be classified as
developed countries in terms of the PPP Governmental Support Index with score equalling 3.
Firstly, Belgium in particular Flanders, although have a developed system of governmental
support, was not very progressive in achieving high activities regarding PPP projects till
2010. However, the PPP projects develop rather gradually during the period 2010 to 2012,
whereas the total closed PPP project deals recorded 14 projects during this period with a
relatively high average volume of closed projects to GDP of 0,25%. Flanders initiated the
PPP policy and governmental support in 2003, when the government accepted a PPP decree.
Once Yves Leterme took office as a Prime Minister of Flanders in 2004, PPP gained
momentum (Hurk, Martijn van den and Verhoest, Koen (2013), Flanders, Belgium, in
Verhoest et.al, Country Profile, Cost Action TU1001, page 22).
France can be considered as progressive development of PPP project, with 60 projects from
2010 to 2012, with a relatively high average volume of closed projects to GDP of 0,28%. As
we know that France has been using concessions for construction of a large majority of
interurban motorways since 1950s, being the oldest form of PPP in France. However, the
modern forms of PPP were developed in the 1990s and 2000s namely public service
delegation (PSD) in 1993 and partnership contract (PC) in 2004 (Geraldine, Bonnet and
Chomat, Gilles (2013), in Verhoest et.al, Country Profile, Cost Action TU1001, page 43).
Thirdly, although Greece has relatively well-developed governmental support for PPP and
PPP activity before 2010 was quite substantial, the development of PPP projects after 2010
can considered as rather weak, in which it recorded even no PPP projects in the period of
2010 to 2012 (according to the data used in this section). The impact of the financialeconomic crisis hit Greece particularly hard, as well as PPP projects in that country. Italy
recorded a considerable number of closed PPP project deals in before. However, from 2010
to 2012, only 6 projects were closed, amounting to an average of 0,03% of GDP in these
years. The use of public private partnership for delivering public infrastructure in Italy
started in the early 1990s when new law in railways services encouraged the development of
a high speed railway network in Italy (Carbonara Nunzia and Pallegrino, Roberta (2013), in
Verhoest et.al, Country Profile, Cost Action TU1001, page 127).
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Finally, in Portugal the engagement of private partners in transport infrastructure delivery
was initiated in the early 1990s in the railway sector, using a concession contract. The
situation was maintained until 2003 when the first PPP specific legislation was adopted
(Decree Law no 86/2003) (Macario, Rosario, Couchinho, Rui and Ribeiro (2013), in
Verhoest et.al, Country Profile, Cost Action TU1001, page 144). Portugal actively developed
PPP projects before 2010, with a high number of projects. However, in the next three years
the development of PPP projects slowed down, with only 4 projects being closed. However,
these 4 projects amounted up to an average volume of closed projects to GDP of 0,63% over
these years.
3) PPP take-up in countries with PPP Governmental Support Index score 2:
There are three countries which pictured an ‘emerging context’ in terms of governmental
support for PPP projects, with PPP Governmental Support Index rating 2, that is: Austria,
Czech Republic and Denmark. Each of these countries recorded less than 5 closed PPP
project deals during the period of 2010 to 2012. In Austria a shift towards attributing PPP a
by and large positive role can be dated to 1998 (Scherrer, Walter (2013), in Verhoest et.al,
Country Profile, Cost Action TU1001, page 8), but both in terms of governmental support
and in terms of PPP activity Austria remained hesitant, particularly so after 2008. In the
Czech Republic, PPP as a tool to intensify investment in infrastructure was welcomed by the
Social Democratic government in 2004 (Witz, Petr (2013), Czech Republic, in Verhoest et.al,
Country Profile, Cost Action TU1001, page 268), but overall governmental support and PPP
activity remained very modest. Lastly, In Denmark the concept of PPP was formally
introduced by the Danish Ministry of Finance in 1999 (Petersen, Ole Helby (2013), in
Verhoest et.al, Country Profile, Cost Action TU1001, page 183), .but PPP activity remained
rather low with an average volume of closed projects to GDP of 0,04% over the period of
2010 to 2012.
4) PPP take-up in countries with PPP Governmental Support Index score 1:
Sweden is categorized as ‘initialized’ in terms of the PPP Governmental Support Index. Sweden
only accounted for 1 (large) closed PPP project deals during the period from 2010 to 2012,
accounting for a relative value of 0,32% in 2010 of GDP (making an average of 0,11% over
three years). Sweden has a limited experience of using PPP as a procurement scheme or as a
collaboration model. There are probably many reasons as to why this lack of interest in PPP is
prevailing (Agren, Robert and Olander, Stefan, 2013), Sweden, in Verhoest et.al, Country
Profile, Cost Action TU1001, page 233).
From Table 13, we learn that Portugal, France, Belgium-Flanders and The United Kingdom are the
most active countries regarding the relative volume of PPP projects during the period 2010 to 2012,
that is they recorded closed PPP projects deals more than 0.25% to GDP in average. More
specifically, Portugal booked PPP projects almost 2% of GDP in 2010, however it tends to be
diminishing on the next two years, due to the effects of the financial-economic crisis. However
Portugal is the highest percentage of volume PPP projects as a share of GDP deals during 2010 to
2012, that is 0.63%. France also recorded the highest percentage of volume PPP project deals
towards GDP, which was 0.54% in 2011, whilst United Kingdom dominated this percentage in
2012 with 0.32%. These countries all have a PPP Governmental Support Index score of 3 or
above. The Netherlands with score 4 on the PPP Governmental Support Index only showed 0.11%
of relative take-up. And not all countries with index score 3 have a high relative volume of PPP
investments: Italy only has 0.03% of PPP investments in this period compared to the GDP of this
country. But, indeed the countries with the lowest relative take-up show low scores on the PPP
Governmental Support Index, being 1 or 2, being Austria, Denmark, Czech Republic and Sweden.
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Overall, this exploration based on the limited amount of comparable data in terms of PPP take-up
available at the moment seems to indicate that the extent of government support for PPP, as
measured by the PPP Governmental Support Index does not have a straightforward positive link
with the extent of PPP take-up in a country. Less governmental support seems to relate to a
relatively weak PPP activity. Countries with rather poorly developed government policies, laws and
institutions tend to show relatively low PPP activities. So, policies, laws and institutions seem
indeed to matter. However not all countries with high levels of governmental support do have high
PPP activity rates in the period from 2010 to 2012. In countries in which PPP are strongly
supported by government institutions, policies and legal frameworks, the actual take up of PPP
might be quite low, like in the Netherlands.
However, these explorative results might suggest that governmental support may be a necessary
factor but not a sufficient factor to explain PPP activity in a country. Of course, many other factors
may affect the actual take-up of PPPs in the period under review. A major cause of several countries
with highly developed governmental support showing rather weak PPP activity in that period is the
financial-economic crisis from 2008 and its consequences for the macro-economic situation as well
as the investment climate of these countries. Greece and Italy are clear examples in that regard.
Moreover, another factor is the amount of PPP activity in the period before 2010 which we cannot
grasp by the data we have at the moment and which results in different starting positions for the
period from 2010 to 2012. Hence governmental support is only one factor in a complex interplay of
different causes. Moreover, not all elements within governmental support seem to be equally
important. Although UK has a less well developed legal framework for PPP, its take-up is
comparatively high.
Further analysis with more reliable and complete datasets should be done in order to validate these
patterns emerging from this explorative analysis.
8. Conclusions, relevance and limitations of the PPP Governmental Support Index
The comparative turn in contemporary PPP allows us to gauge and start explaining why some
countries have launched widespread governmental PPP support institutions and implemented a
large number of PPP projects whereas other countries have reacted to the PPP phenomenon with
considerably more reluctance. The ‘PPP Governmental Support Index’ developed in this paper
provides a first attempt to provide a broad and comparative overview of key elements of the PPP
institutional frameworks across 15 different countries. Consequently, both as a result of its broad
focus and the art of comparison in general, our index has a number of strengths and weaknesses,
which can be discussed both in relation to the choice of the main variables (policy and political
support, legal and regulatory framework and PPP support institutions) and how we have chosen to
measure (and not least weight) the various sub-variables and indicators. Moreover, at a more
general level, potential reservations and relevant discussion points relates to the fact that our index
focuses on government support for PPP, while it does not take into account macro-economic or
investment climate related elements. It can also rightly be argued that the index mainly gives a
static picture and is less detailed when it comes to explanations and exploration of developments
and trends over time. Including more elements and a more dynamic perspective would certainly be
relevant in further developments of the index.
Yet another dimension to explore in further research is the link between some macro-institutional
variables and the extent to which a country develops extensive governmental support for PPPs
(measured by the PPP Governmental Support Index and its sub-indices). Such analysis would have
the potential to move us an important step further in gauging reasons why national governments
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have launched so different institutional support of PPPs. A possible pathway for this endeavour
would be examine the extent to which government policies, regulations and supporting institutions
are more elaborated in countries with specific administrative traditions (Painter and Pierre XXX).
Research has shown that countries with Anglo-American and Scandinavian administrative traditions
in comparison with countries with Napoleonic and Germanic administrative traditions have taken
up NPM-inspired reforms earlier and to a more pronounced degree (Pollitt and Bouckaert 2011).
Similarly, research in public management has found that countries with certain societal cultures, as
measured by Hofstedes’ dimensions, are more prone to initiate and sustain reforms in public service
delivery. Further comparative PPP research should explore and test theories about national
variations in administrative traditions and examine whether adherence to NPM-reforms such as
contracting out and privatization creates a political and administrative environment that is more
prone to the uptake of PPPs than countries where NPM-reforms have been less profound.

References
Bing, L., Akintoye, A., Edwards, P.J., & Hardcastle, C. (2005). The allocation of risk in PPP/PFI
construction projects in the UK. International Journal of Project Management, 23, 1, 25-35.
Colverson, Samuel and Oshani Parera, (2012). Harnessing the Power of The Public Private
Partnerships: The role of hybrid financing strategies in sustainable development, IISD Report
2012, International Institute for Sustainable Development
CMS Legal Service EEIG, (2010). PPP in Europe
DLA Piper and EPEC. (2010), European PPP Report 2009
EPEC (2013). PPPs financed by the European Investment Bank since 1990
EPEC (2011). Market Update: Review of the European PPP Market in 2010, European PPP
Expertise Centre
EPEC, (2012).Market Update: Review of the European PPP Market in 2011, European PPP
Expertise Centre
EPEC, (2013). Market Update: Review of the European PPP Market in 2012, European PPP
Expertise Centre
EPEC. (2011). The guide to guidance: how to prepare, procure and deliver PPP projects.
Luxembourg: European PPP Expertise Centre.
European Investment Bank (2011). Study on PPP Legal & Financial Frameworks in the
Mediterranean Partner Countries. Volume 3: Best Practices and Lessons Learned: Selected
Experiences from Other Countries. Luxembourg: EIB
European Investment Bank (2011). Assessment of the Quality of the PPP Legislation and the
Effectiveness of Its Implementation-Albania
Farrugia, C., Reynolds, T., & Orr, R. J. (2008). Public-Private Partnership Agencies: A Global
Perspective. Stanford, CA: Collaboratory for Research on Global Projects.
Flinders, M. (2005). The politics of public–private partnerships. The British Journal of Politics &
International Relations, 7(2), 215-239.
Greve, C., & Hodge, G. (2007). Public-Private Partnerships: A Comparative Perspective on Victoria
and Denmark. In T. Christensen & P. Lægreid (Eds.), Transcending New Public Management: The
transformation of public sector reforms. UK: Ashgate.
25

Hammerschmid, G., & Angerer, D. J. (2005). Public Private Partnership between Euphoria and
Disillusionment. Recent Experiences from Austria and Implications for Countries in
Transformation. The Romanian Journal of Political Sciences, 01, 129-159.
Hartoyo. (2000). Property Valuation: Diklat Mata Kuliah Penilaian Properti, Magister Ekonomika
Pembangunan, UGM
Hodge, G. A., Greve, C., & Boardman, A. E. (Eds.). (2010). International Handbook on PublicPrivate Partnerships. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.
Johnston, J., & Gudergan, S. P. (2007). Governance of public-private partnerships: lessons learnt
from an Australian case? International Review of Administrative Sciences, 73 (4), 569-582.
Jooste, S. F., Levitt, R., & Scott, D. (2011). Beyond 'one size fits all': how local conditions shape
PPP-enabling field development. Engineering Project Organization Journal, 1(1), 11-25.
Jooste, S. F., & Scott, W. R. (2012). The public-private partnership enabling field: evidence from
three cases. Administration and Society, 44(2), 149-182.
Levin, Richard I. & Rubin, David. S. (1991). Statistic for Management, 5th edition, Prentice-Hall
International. Inc.
Linder, S. H. (1999). Coming to Terms With the Public-Private Partnership A Grammar of Multiple
Meanings. American behavioral scientist, 43(1), 35-51.
Mahalingam, A., Devkar, G. A., & Kalidindi, S. N. (2011). A comparative analysis of publicprivate partnership (PPP) coordination agencies in India: what works and what doesn't. Public
Works Management & Policy, 16(4), 341-372.
McQuaid, R.W., & Scherrer, W. (2010). Changing reasons for public private partnerships. Public
Money and Management 30 (1), 27-39Mörth, U. (2007). Public and Private Partnerships as
Dilemmas between Efficiency and Democratic Accountability: The Case of Galileo. Journal of
European Integration, 29, 5, 601-617.
OECD, Dedicated Public Private Partnership Units: A survey of institutional and governance
structure, 2010
Petersen, O. H. (2010). Emerging meta-governance as a regulation framework for public-private
partnerships: an examination of the European Union’s approach. International Public Management
Review, 11(3), 1-23.
Petersen, O. H. (2011). Public–private partnerships as converging or diverging trends in public
management? A comparative analysis of PPP policy and regulation in Denmark and Ireland.
International Public Management Review, 12(2), 1-37.
PPIAF, Developing a Public Private Partnership Framework : Policies and PPP Units, Note 4, 2012
PPIAF, Draft PPP Policy Outline, Note 7, 2012
Pollitt, C., & Bouckaert, G. (2004). Public Management Reform: A Comparative Analysis. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
Roumboutsos, Athena et.al, COST Action TU1001 Public Private Partnership in Transport: Trends
and Theory P3T3, 2013 Discussion Papers Part II Case Studies, 2013, COST
The Economist, Evaluating the Environment for Public Private Partnerships in Asia-Pacific The
2011 Infrascope: Findings and Methodology, 2011, Economist Intelligence Units-ADB
UNESCAP, (2005). PPP Readiness Self-Assessment, Transport and Tourism Division UNESCAP
Van den Hurk, Martijn & Liyanage, Champika (2013): ’United Kingdom’. In Verhoest, K.,
Carbonara, N., Lember, V., Petersen, Ole H., Scherer, W., & Hurk, M.V.D., Public Private
26

Partnerships in Transport: Trends and Theory P3T3, 2013 Discussion Papers Part I Country Level,
Bruxelles: COST.
Verhoest, K., Carbonara, N., Lember, V., Petersen, Ole H., Scherer, W., & Hurk, M.V.D., Public
Private Partnerships in Transport: Trends and Theory P3T3, 2013 Discussion Papers Part I
Country Level, 2013, COST
Verhoest, K., Roness, P. G., Verschuere, B., Rubecksen, K., & MacCarthaig, M. (2010). Autonomy
and Control of State Agencies: Comparing States and Agencies. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
Weihe, G. (2008). Ordering Disorder - On the Perplexities of the Partnership Literature. Australian
Journal of Public Management, 67, 4.
World Bank Institute, & Public-Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility (2012). Public-Pivate
Partnerships. Reference Guide. Version 1.0. Washington, DC: WBI.
Yescombe, E. R. (2011). Public-private partnerships: principles of policy and finance.
Butterworth-Heinemann.
Ysa, T. (2007). Governance Forms in Urban Public-Private Partnerships. International Public
Management Journal, 10, 1, 35-57.

27

Working Papers in Economics and Finance
University of Salzburg
2014-03 Koen Verhoest, Ole Helby Petersen, Walter Scherrer and Raden Murwantara Soecipto.
Policy commitment, legal and regulatory framework, and institutional support for PPP in
international comparison: Indexing countries? readiness for taking up PPP.
2014-02 Benjamin Furlan, Harald Oberhofer and Hannes Winner. A Note on Merger and Acquisition Evaluation.
2014-01 Jesus Crespo Cuaresma, Harald Oberhofer and Gallina A. Vincelette. Institutional Barriers and Job Creation in Central and Eastern Europe. Published in IZA Journal of European
Labor Studies.

2013-05 Peter Huber, Harald Oberhofer and Michael Pfaffermayr. Who Creates Jobs? Estimating Job Creation Rates at the Firm Level
2013-04 Jürgen Janger and Klaus Nowotny. Career Choices in Academia
2013-03 Klaus Nowotny. Institutions and the Location Decisions of Highly Skilled Migrants to
Europe
2013-02 Sebastian Rathner. The Industry-Specific Relationships between Corporate Financial Performance and 11 Corporate Social Performance Dimensions: Taking a More Nuanced Perspective
2013-01 Sebastian Rathner. The Relative Performance of Socially Responsible Investment Funds.
New Evidence from Austria.

2012-09 Jörg Paetzold and Olaf van Vliet. Convergence without hard criteria: Does EU soft law
affect domestic unemployment protection schemes? Forthcoming in Journal of Common
Market Studies.
2012-08 Martin Gächter, Peter Schwazer, Engelbert Theurl and Hannes Winner. Regional density of private dentists: Empirical evidence from Austria. Published in Community Dentistry
and Oral Epidemiology
2012-07 Klaus Nowotny and Dieter Pennerstorfer. Ethnic Networks and the Location Choice of
Migrants in Europe.
2012-06 Benjamin Furlan, Martin Gächter, Bob Krebs and Harald Oberhofer. Democratization
and Real Exchange Rates.
2012-05 Peter Huber, Harald Oberhofer and Michael Pfaffermayr. Job Creation and the Intradistribution Dynamics of the Firm Size Distribution. Published in Industrial and Copororate
Change.

2012-04 Jörg Paetzold. The Convergence of Welfare State Indicators in Europe: Evidence from
Panel Data. Published in European Journal of Social Security.
2012-03 Sebastian Rathner. The Performance of Socially Responsible Investment Funds: A MetaAnalysis. Published as The Influence of Primary Study Characteristics on the Performance
Differential Between Socially Responsible and Conventional Investment Funds: A MetaAnalysis in Journal of Business Ethics.
2012-02 Jesus Crespo Cuaresma and Matthias Stöckl. The Effect of Marketing Spending on Sales
in the Premium Car Segment: New Evidence from Germany.
2012-01 Harald Oberhofer, Matthias Stöckl and Hannes Winner. The Wage Premium of
Globalization: Evidence from European Mergers and Acquisitions. Published as The Wage
Premium of Foreign Ownership: Evidence from European Mergers and Acquisitions in
Economics: The Open-Access, Open-Assessment E-Journal.

2011-06 Peter Huber. The self-selection of Commuters.
2011-05 Martin Gächter, Peter Schwazer, Engelbert Theurl and Hannes Winner. Physician
Density in a Two-Tiered Health Care System. Published in Health Policy.
2011-04 Jesús Crespo Cuaresma and Max Roser. Borders Redrawn: Measuring the Statistical
Creation of International Trade. Published in The World Economy.
2011-03 Harald Oberhofer and Michael Pfaffermayr. FDI versus Exports: Multiple Host Countries and Empirical Evidence. Published in The World Economy.
2011-02 Andrea M. Leiter, Magdalena Thöni and Hannes Winner. Duo Cum Faciunt Idem,
Non Est Idem: Evidence from Austrian Pain and Suffering Verdicts. Published as Pricing
damages for pain and suffering in courts: The impact of the valuation method in Journal of
Empirical Legal Studies.
2011-01 Harald Oberhofer and Michael Pfaffermayr. Testing the One-Part Fractional Response
Model against an Alternative Two-Part Model.

2010-16 Harald Oberhofer, Tassilo Philippovich and Hannes Winner. Firm Survival in Professional Football: Evidence from the German Football League. Forthcoming in Journal of
Sports Economics.
2010-15 Engelbert Theurl and Hannes Winner. The Male-Female Gap in Physician Earnings:
Evidence from a Public Health Insurance System. Published in Health Economics.
2010-14 Martin Feldkircher. Forecast Combination and Bayesian Model Averaging - A Prior Sensitivity Analysis. Published in Journal of Forecasting.

2010-13 Jesús Crespo Cuaresma and Octavio Fernández Amador. Business Cycle Convergence
in EMU: A Second Look at the Second Moment. Published in Journal of International
Money and Finance.
2010-12 Martin Feldkircher and Stefan Zeugner. The Impact of Data Revisions on the Robustness
of Growth Determinants - A Note on ’Determinants of Economic Growth: Will Data Tell?’.
Published in Journal of Applied Econometrics.
2010-11 Andrea M. Leiter, Magdalena Thöni and Hannes Winner. Evaluating Human Life Using
Court Decisions on Damages for Pain and Suffering. Published in International Review of
Law and Economics.
2010-10 Harald Oberhofer. Employment Effects of Acquisitions: Evidence from Acquired European Firms. Published in Review of Industrial Organization.
2010-09 Christian Reiner. Regionale Arbeitsmärkte in der „Großen Rezession”: Dynamik regionaler Arbeitslosenquoten in Deutschland, Frankreich und Großbritannien im Krisenjahr
2009. Published in Zeitschrift für Wirtschaftsgeographie.
2010-08 Leonardo Baccini and Andreas Dür. The New Regionalism and Policy Interdependence.
Published in British Journal of Political Science.
2010-07 Harald Oberhofer and Michael Pfaffermayr. Firm Growth in Multinational Corporate
Groups. Published in Empirical Economics.
2010-06 Sven P. Jost, Michael Pfaffermayr and Hannes Winner. Transfer Pricing as a Tax Compliance Risk. Forthcoming in Accounting and Business Research.
2010-05 Christian Reiner. Selling the Ivory Tower and Regional Development: Technology Transfer Offices as Mediators of University-Industry Linkages. Published as University policy
and regional development: Technology transfer offices as facilitators and generators of
university-industry linkages in Berichte zur Deutschen Landeskunde.
2010-04 Matthias Stöckl. Fremdkapitalquoten in Europa: Ein Ländervergleich. Published in Wirtschaftspolitische Blätter.
2010-03 Jesús Crespo Cuaresma, Harald Oberhofer and Paul A. Raschky. Oil and the Duration
of Dictatorships. Published in Public Choice.
2010-02 Matthias Stöckl and Hannes Winner. Körperschaftsbesteuerung und Unternehmensverschuldung: Empirische Evidenz von europäischen Firmendaten. Published in Journal of
Economics and Statistics (Jahrbücher für Nationalökonomie und Statistik).
2010-01 Andrea M. Leiter, Andrea M. Parolini and Hannes Winner. Environmental Regulation
and Investment: Evidence from European Country-Industry Data. Published in Ecological
Economics

2009-06 Sven P. Jost. Transfer Pricing Risk Awareness of Multinational Corporations: Evidence
from a Global Survey.

2009-05 Hannes Winner. Der Kampf gegen internationale Steuerhinterziehung: Die OECD Initiativen gegen “Steueroasen”. Published in Steuer und Wirtschaft.
2009-04 Michael Pfaffermayr, Matthias Stöckl and Hannes Winner. Capital Structure, Corporate
Taxation and Firm Age. Published in Fiscal Studies.
2009-03 Simon Loretz and Padraig J. Moore. Corporate Tax Competition Between Firms. Published in International Tax and Public Finance
2009-02 Ronald W. McQuaid and Walter Scherrer. Changing Reasons for Public Private Partnerships. Published in Public Money and Management.
2009-01 Harald Oberhofer, Tassilo Philippovich and Hannes Winner. Distance Matters in Away
Games: Evidence from the German Football League. Published in Journal of Economic
Psychology.

