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Abstract

In this study, the subject of Public Private Partnership (PPP), which is a new practice in public
administration, is investigated with its theoretical and practical dimensions. In this context, a
comparative analysis is made on selected country samples. This concept, which has come to life
within the framework of the New Public Management mentality, is increasingly accepted. Public-
private partnership, which is one of the most obvious reflections of the change in public service
understanding, provides many opportunities and facilities. This busines method makes it possible
to realize large-scale projects. Public private partnership is first introduced conceptually in this
study. Then the characteristics are described. Then, a comparative analysis is made on the samples
of Russia, India, the United Kingdom and the Republic of South Africa. In the study, an original
text was written in terms of both scope and framework and country examples. The study ends with
a functional discussion on the subject.
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Introduction

The theory and practice of economic development in established market economies demonstrate
the effectiveness of public-private partnerships in a wide variety of economic sectors. Historically,
PPPs have been associated with infrastructure renewal and urban economic development in the
United States; In the UK, PPPs are associated with the Private Finance Initiative (PFI); In post-
Soviet countries, PPP projects are considered essential tools for the provision of public services
and social development; and in the European Union (EU), PPPs are considered a key engine of
economic growth (Zolotyh, 2003). Furthermore, a review of the literature on PPP problems reveals
a variety of interpretations of this concept. When scholars use the term PPP in their publications,
they often interpret the meaning ambiguously or do not fully disclose the economic nature of the
concept (Akintoye, 2003).

According to N. Zolotyh and B. Simonov (2003), an association between the state and business is
an official relationship or agreement between the state and a private entity for a predetermined
period of time in which the two parties collaborate in making decisions. and pooling limited
resources. to achieve particular goals.
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According to L. Scharinger (2004), privatization and liberalization of the public sector have led to
a collaboration between the state and commercial structures. He highlighted the need for
cooperation between the state and corporate organizations to increase investment in public
infrastructure development. Therefore, a model of partnership between the state and corporate
structures improves, rather than replaces, public spending. Furthermore, the source analysis shows
that the term "public-private partnership” is used consistently with a clear description of the state's
leadership position. , taking into account the mentality and leadership role of public authorities. In
addition, the state is encouraged to conduct a number of public private partnership projects.

On a global scale, the term "public-private partnership" refers to two distinct concepts: "first, it
refers to a system of relations between the state and business that is widely used as a tool for
national, international, regional, and municipal economic and social development; and second, it
refers to specific projects to be implemented by public authorities and private companies at state
and municipal-owned properties" (Varnavskiy, Klimenko & Korolev, 2010).

The term "public-private partnership" refers to a range of project implementation strategies,
business models, and relationships that entail the use of private sector resources (capital, know-
how, and managerial experience) to address social needs (roads, parks, communication, and real
estate) in developed foreign countries. PPP is a broad term that encompasses a range of project
execution methods, business structures, and partnerships (Likhachev, 2009). According to the
Harvard Law Review, a public-private partnership (PPP) is an agreement between the government
and the private sector to establish a joint venture company in which the state participates alongside
one or more private partners. (Excerpts from the 2003 Harvard Law Review.) According to the
World Bank, a public-private partnership (PPP) is an agreement between public and private parties
to develop and provide infrastructure services with the goal of attracting new investment and
improving fiscal financing efficiency (in the case of infrastructure projects) (Varnavskiy,
Klimenko & Korolev, 2010).Delmon (2010) takes a similar position when it comes to defining
PPPs, stating that they are any contract or legal connection" between the federal government and
private structures for the purpose of improving and/or expanding infrastructure services, with the
exception of contracts based on government directives (Government Purchases)’’.

The Committee on Scientific and Technological Policy of the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD) defines a public-private partnership (PPP) as "any official
relations or agreements between the state and private participants for a specified/indefinite period
of time in which both parties participate in decision-making and invest limited resources, such as
money, human resources, equipment, and information" (Likhachev, 2009).

Basic Concepts of Public Private Partnership

To begin appreciating the many definitions of Public Private Partnership (PPP), we can examine
the dictionary definitions for these three terms in the context of our study. The term "public" refers
to something that is "of or provided by the state" rather than an independent, commercial
enterprise. The term "private" refers to "a service or industry that is offered or owned by a person
or an independent, commercial enterprise rather than by the state." Finally, the term "Partnership"
refers to "an agreement between parties to cooperate in order to achieve their common interests."
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According to the definitions above, PPP refers to a collaboration between the state and a private
enterprise. The following question is: Under what circumstances would the State and Private
Enterprise collaborate or form a partnership? Do the two not have diametrically opposed goals? A
private company's purpose is to increase shareholder wealth, but the state's responsibility is to
ensure the welfare of its population. According to the World Bank, public-private partnerships are
agreements between governments and businesses that are typically medium- to long-term in
duration, in which the private sector provides some of the services that the public sector would
normally provide, and in which there is a clear agreement on shared objectives for the delivery of
public infrastructure and/or public services (What are PPPs?). A public-private partnership, as
defined by the World Bank and other institutions, is a long-term contract between a private party
and a government for the supply of a public asset or service, in which the private party assumes
substantial risk and management responsibilities and receives performance-based remuneration.
(Public Private Partnerships Reference Guide, 2014).

The IMF defines public-private partnerships as arrangements in which government-owned
infrastructure assets and services are transferred to the private sector for delivery (Public Private
Partnerships, 2004). Public-private partnerships (PPPs) are a form of cooperation between public
authorities and commercial operators, according to the EU. This collaboration's main goals are to
fund, construct, repair, or operate infrastructure, as well as to offer a service (Public procurement,
2006). Farquharson et al. point out that the term "public private partnership" does not have a legal
An agreement between a public sector body and a private sector company that is intended to last
for an extended period of time.

Payments given to private sector parties in exchange for the use of the infrastructure by either the
public sector party or the general public over the course of the project's duration are known as
infrastructure payments. Following the completion of the PPP contract, the facility either stays in
public hands or is returned to public ownership, depending on the circumstances. Definition. They
point out that the word may be applied to a wide range of agreements that include the public and
private sectors working in some way (Farquharson, de Mastle, Yescombe, & Encinas, 2011).

According to Yescombe, a project must meet the following requirements in order to qualify as a
PPP (Yescombe, 2007):

e A contract between a public sector entity and a private sector business that is meant to be
long-term in nature.

¢ Infrastructure payments are made to private sector parties in return for the public sector
party's or the general public's usage of the infrastructure throughout the length of the
project's lifetime.

e After the PPP contract is completed, the facility is either retained in public ownership or
restored to public ownership, depending on the conditions.

Characteristics of PPP

According to the Green Paper on public-private partnerships, a PPP possesses some fundamental
qualities that are shared by all public and private partnership initiatives, namely:
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e A relatively long-term relationship that facilitates collaboration between partners
representing the public and commercial sectors on many areas of the proposed
infrastructure project.

e A type of project financing in which the public sector contributes to the cost of the
project, often through more intricate schemes involving multiple partners. Nonetheless, in
other instances, public funds are sufficient and can enhance private sector finance.

e At different phases of the project, the economic operator plays a crucial role (design,
introduction, financing). The public sector partner is mainly responsible for defining the
goals to be achieved in the context of public interests; establishing the provided service
quality and pricing strategy; and monitoring compliance with set objectives.

e Risk distribution between partners in the public and private sectors. Though cooperation
between the public and private sectors does not necessarily mean that the private sector
partner bears all, or even the majority, of the risks. Risk allocation is determined exactly
in each instance depending on the parties' risk assessment, control, and management
capabilities.

e Additionally, the PPP agreement must contain procedures for design, construction, and
private financing of fixed assets. Throughout the PPP project's lifetime, the state partner
will make payments to the private partner and oversee the level and quality of services
actually delivered (Green Paper on PPPs, 2004).

In a number of nations worldwide, the PPP institution in charge of socially significant projects is
entrusted with the following duties within the state's economic relationship system: (2003,
Guidelines for Effective Public—Private Partnerships): Establishment of joint investment resources
between the public and private sectors with the objective of achieving socially significant results;
enhancement of the efficiency with which state-owned property is used to motivate entrepreneurs;
development of new management techniques; creation of value added for consumers and society
in general; and objective definition of market need.It is critical to comprehend the potential
benefits of PPP relationships in order to inspire the state, commercial partners, and the general
public to participate in these initiatives (Table 1).

Table 1. Public-Private Partnership Opportunities and Participants
Participant Opportunities appeared through the PPP mechanism
Savings on the budget and the purchase of new resources - financial, material, and managerial competence.
Completion of socially relevant endeavors that would be impossible to carry out in other conditions. Enhancing
the quality and range of public services and commodities, cost-cutting, and promoting modernization in
The state essential sectors. Access to cutting-edge technology and foreign direct investment recruiting. Control and
influence on the general development strategy of the thing. Preserving/creating work environments. Science,
education, and production are interwoven; public and private research and development institutions are
coordinated, and their findings are exploited.
Expansion of a specialized market and development of relationships with government bodies. Enhancing the
project's status through the involvement of a public partner; enabling soft loans backed by state guarantees;

The private partner S . sl . .
p p bringing budgetary money to the project; providing a guaranteed investment return; expediting the regulatory
base's improvement as a consequence of "state — business" feedback.
Society Higher-quality products/services at reduced prices (as a result of scope reductions, the introduction of new

technology, and cost reductions in overhead); quicker infrastructure construction/modernization.

Based on examination of scientific ideas (Burger, Hawkesworth, 2011; Ham, Koppenjan, 2001;
Hammami, Ruhashyankiko, Yehoue, 2006; Savas, 2001; Spackman, 2008), a PPP is regarded as a
different form of activity done by the government and business structure.

https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/m3publishing/vol5/iss2021/61
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Public Private Partnership in Selected Countries
The Russian Federation's PPP

At the present time in the Russian Federation, PPPs are viewed as a critical tool for attracting
domestic and foreign private capital necessary to meet infrastructure needs. The public and
municipal governments are accountable for the development of transportation infrastructure,
municipal economies, and social services. Developing objects that are a part of this infrastructure
is always associated with a hefty price tag. The financing amount exceeds the combined budgets
of the region and city. These issues must be addressed, as infrastructure development is necessary
for economic growth. Additionally, it is believed that the quality of state services is critical. As a
result, the power entices entrepreneurs to collaborate and solve problems. Partnerships with power
authorities result in a reduction in business's long-term risks. As per the World Bank,
telecommunications (186 PPP projects) and power (102 PPP projects) projects dominate the
Russian Federation's PPP infrastructure structure in terms of investment volume and value (Fig.1).

Figure 1. Financial Closures of Projects in the Russian Federation Between 1990 and 2015
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Source. Liudmila Semenova, N.A. Zaitseva, A.A. Larionova,E.V. Ivanova 2017

Figure 2. Investments Into Projects by Sectors in the Russian Federation, 1990-2015, US$
Million
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In Russia, the first PPP project that became profitable was the construction of the Pulkovo airport,
which involved the construction of a new passenger terminal and infrastructure (including a
business center, parking, and access roads) in addition to renovations to existing facilities and
buildings. Another successful public-private partnership project in Russia is the Western High
Speed Diameter, the country's first urban toll road. The project's execution will include the building
of a high-speed motorway linking the city's southern, central, and northern portions, as well as
links to federal and regional roads; and traffic congestion alleviation.

The "M1 Federal Highway Belarus (Moscow-Minsk)" project is one of the first federal projects to
be implemented under the concession agreement. The primary disadvantages of this project's
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inefficient implementation are related to its inadequate preparation and structuring, which resulted
in low competition for tenders. Construction has been delayed due to organizational issues. The
main obstacles to PPP implementation in Russia, according to research, are the following: a
widespread lack of knowledge with the idea of public-private partnerships. The majority of the
time, a PPP is seen as the state abdicating its social duties to business, which is wrong;
entrepreneurial structures have no clue how to finance projects that are not theirs or who would
return the money spent over a 20-30-year period. To attract entrepreneurial companies to PPP
projects, one of the most important criteria should be a profit guarantee.

The following are the primary obstacles to the operation of the PPP market in Russia: Inadequate
federal Russian law, particularly on state guarantees for long-term commitments; a lack of open
and effective processes for choosing PPP projects; a lack of monitoring and punishment measures
for private partners who fail to fulfill their contractual duties.

Public Private Partnership in Indian

According to the Government of Indial2, the future significance of PPPs is demonstrated by the
fact that, while 86 PPP projects were awarded in 2006, an estimated 500 PPP projects worth
approximately Rs 340 billion are 'assumed' to exist in India, spread across twelve states and three
central agencies. PPPs have dominated the road and port sectors in terms of both quantity and
scale. In 2005, the World Bank performed a survey of 13 states and found that states and select
central agencies had granted just 85 PPP contracts (not including power and telecom). Their project
is expected to cost a total of Rs 339.5 billion. While India has traditionally been a low-ranking
raked nation in terms of public-private partnerships, media sources suggest that both the number
of projects and their financing have risen substantially over the past 4-5 years. India is planning
PPP projects worth more than Rs 1000 billion, according to Morgan Stanley. The following Table
2 details PPP projects in India by state.

Table 2. Number of PPP Projects and Contract Values by States in India

NO State Total number of Projects Total value of contracts
1 Andhra Pradesh 96 66,918.3
2 Assam 4 391.2

3 Bihar 6 2,093.8
4 Chandigarh 2 75.0

5 Chhattisgarh 4 838.0

6 Delhi 13 11,316.6
7 Goa 2 250.0

8 Gujarat 63 39,637.2
9 Haryana 10 11,163.1
10 Jammu and Kashmir 3 6,319.8
11 Jharkhand 9 1,704.1
12 Karnataka 104 44,658.9
13 Kerala 32 22,281.5
14 Madhya Pradesh 86 14,983.4
15 Maharashtra 78 45,592.0
16 Meghalaya 2 762.1
17 Orissa 27 13,349.7
18 Puducherry 2 3,366.8
19 Punjab 29 3,562.5
20 Rajasthan 59 15,027.3
21 Sikkim 24 17,110.6
22 Tamil Nadu 43 18,628.6
23 Uttar Pradesh 14 26,595.8
24 Uttarakhand 2 521.0
25 West Bengal 30 6,617.1
26 Inter State 14 9,567.8”

Source. http://www.pppindiadatabase.com

https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/m3publishing/vol5/iss2021/61
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As shown in Table2, the nation has a total of 758 PPP projects as of the end of July 2011. Karnataka
leads the pack with 104 public-private partnership projects, followed by Andhra Pradesh (96),
Madhya Pradesh (86), Maharashtra (78), Gujarat (63), Rajasthan (59), and Tamil Nadu (59). (43).
South Indian states, on average, have undertaken more public-private partnerships than the rest of
the nation.

Andhra Pradesh has the most contracts in terms of value, followed by Maharashtra, Karnataka,
and Gujarat. While MP has a sizable portfolio of projects, their aggregate worth is considerably
less than that of other major states. According to Table 2, the top-ranking states are as follows:

Table 3. The PPP's Leading States and Their Ranks

S. State Total No. of % Number of Rank Value of in Total Value Rank
No. projects projects projects
1 Karnataka 104 13.72 1 44,658.90 11.65 3
2 Andhra Pradesh 96 12.66 2 66,918.30 17.46 1
3 Madhya Pradesh 86 11.35 3 14,983.40 391 9
4 Maharashtra 78 10.29 4 45,592.00 11.89 2
5  Gujarat 63 8.31 5 39,637.20 10.34 4
6  Rajasthan 59 7.78 6 15,027.30 3.92 8
7  Tamil Nadu 43 5.67 7 18,628.60 4.86 7
8 Kerala 32 4.22 8 22,281.50 5.81 6
9  Uttar Pradesh 14 1.85 9 26,595.80 6.94 5

Source. http://www.pppindiadatabase.com

As shown in Table 3, there is an imbalance in the number and value of projects across all states.
While Karnataka is the state with the most PPP projects overall, followed by Andhra Pradesh,
Andhra Pradesh is the state with the most in terms of value, followed by Maharashtra. While Uttar
Pradesh ranks ninth in terms of contract volume, it ranks sixth in terms of contract value. Madhya
Pradesh, on the other hand, is ranked third in terms of contract volume but fourth in terms of
contract value. Public-private partnerships (PPPs) are prevalent in all four of South India's states.

Table 4. Industry-Specific Percentages Share of Total Projects and Total Project Value

Sector-wise Total Number of % of Total Rank Value of [otal Value of Contracts Rank
Projects projects Contracts
Airports 5 0.66 8 19,11.00 4.99 5
Education 17 2.24 6 1,849.70 0.48 7
Energy 56 7.39 4 67,24.60 17.54 3
Health Care 8 1.06 7 1,833.00 0.48 7
Ports 61 8.05 3 81,03.20 21.14 2
Railways 4 0.53 9 1,569.60 0.41 9

Source. http://www.pppindiadatabase.com

When sector-based PPP projects breakdown is done, it turns out that road and urban development
projects are the most common, along with ports and energy. Road construction projects make up
53.43% of all projects, while urban development projects make up 20.05%. About 8% of the entire
project volume is devoted to port construction, while 7.39% of the project's total volume is devoted
to the energy sector (7.39 percent). Although infrastructure investments provide 46% and 21% of
the overall value, roads and ports account for 46% and 21% of total value, respectively, while
energy and urban development contribute 17.54% and 7.69% respectively. The sector-specific
table 5 confirms this definitively. One glance at these projects reveals that they almost always
include economic infrastructure. PPP contracts almost often include a Build Operate Transfer
(BOT)/Build Own Operate Transfer (BOOT) or a very similar structure.
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Public Private Partnership in United Kingdom (UK)

Prior to 1989, the UK government's capacity to fund public sector initiatives using private money
was severely restricted. This was formalized via the establishment of strict criteria for the use of
private financing. In 1989, these restrictions were abolished, and the private sector was invited to
submit ideas for privately funded highways. In 1992, the then-Chancellor stated that HM Treasury
was looking into expanding the scope of private capital finance in general. The Private Finance
Initiative was created to achieve this via joint ventures and leasing agreements with the private
sector, with explicit risk allocation (PFI).

To offer further impetus, the Private Finance Panel (PFP) was formed in 1993. The PFP was
composed of senior people (mainly from the private sector) tasked with the following
responsibilities:

e Encourage increased public and private sector participation in PFI;

e Stimulate the generation of new ideas;

e Identify new public sector activities in which the private sector could participate; and
e Investigate potential roadblocks to progress.

The PFP was supported by an executive (again, largely comprised of private sector employees)
that supported and encouraged specific projects. Additionally, there was a new rule requiring HM
Treasury to approve capital projects only after private financing alternatives had been investigated
(the universal test). It was stated unequivocally that no target rate of return or profit cap existed or
would be implemented. In 1995, the announcement of a list of "priority" projects provided
additional motivation, resulting in a pipeline of projects entering into procurement. The PFI market
had tremendous growth following 1997. To support this level of action, significant guidance and
expertise have been accumulated, and contracts have been standardized to reinforce the
Government's approach. PUK and HM Treasury coordinated this support.

The United Kingdom realized some time ago that the PFI structure was not appropriate for all
situations in which the public sector desired to partner with the private sector to provide public
services. As a result, other PPP arrangements have arisen alongside PFI in the UK. This has
occurred across a variety of policy sectors at the local government level, including information
and communications technology, education, trash, health, and housing/regeneration. Power
projects (of all varieties, including renewable energy) and water projects throughout the United
Kingdom are likewise excluded from the PFI program, as the United Kingdom privatized the
majority of its utilities in the late 1980s. In these areas, the public sector's role is confined to
regulatory and licensing functions. As a result, PPP activity in the UK as a whole is frequently
underestimated, as data is only collected under the narrower PFI definition of PPPs.

Today, the UK has signed over 550 PFI contracts totaling more than GBP 46 billion (EUR 56
billion), with successful operating projects across a broad variety of industries. The 2010
Government has proceeded to execute PFI contracts that were already in the procurement process
and were judged to be cost efficient. The pipeline for PFI, on the other hand, is not as big as it once
was. The Government is now examining how PFI might be changed to create a new model for
delivering public assets and services that utilizes private sector expertise while being financially

https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/m3publishing/vol5/iss2021/61
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prudent. Indeed, one of the current Government's primary objectives has been to reduce costs
associated with its operating PFI contracts.

PPP Activity in UK by Size and Value

Figure 3. Number and Value of PFI Projects in UK, By Financial Year
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Source: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/

As indicated in the preceding chart, the PFI market was limited in the early 1990s. It grew
dramatically around the end of the 1990s and peaked in 2007 in terms of capital value.

PPP Activity in UK by Sector

The majority of PFI projects in the United Kingdom have been in the health, defense, education,
and transportation sectors, with defense and transportation projects exemplifying enormous
contract sizes. PFI has been utilized for street lighting, garbage management, prisons, libraries,
and fire stations, among other things.

Figure 4 . England PFI Projects by Sector

m Value of deals (right axis) M Number of Projects GBP bn
180 66 Ty r 12

160 -
140 |-
120 |-
100
80 |-
60 |-
40 |-

20 |

o

w0 ce o0 S xe A R g es
BT Qefe0 et (e WaTE s \"°u5;‘§,ee‘\"?=“““%ceCe““
e
el

Source: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/public-private-partnerships



University of South Florida M3 Center Publishing

Public Private Partnership in South Africa

South Africa had its first democratic elections in 1994, after the collapse of the apartheid regime.
In the second part of the 1990s, the state shifted its emphasis from "government" to "governance"
(Burger, 2006, p.1). In the following years, there has been a steady increase in the number of
public-private partnerships. Governments at the national, regional, and local levels have adopted
legislation to control these activities. (Mitchell, 2007). The government passed the "Public Finance
Management Act" (PFMA) in 1999, establishing a framework for public sector procurement
control (Farrugia, 2008). 2007 (World Bank). While regulating public-private partnerships (PPPs),
the PFMA also sought to guarantee transparency, fairness, and justice for all parties (Farrugia
2008). In 2000, the Treasury Department created a Public-Private Partnerships Unit, and a
comprehensive PPP guideline was released in 2004. (2011); (Dewulf 2011). South Africa's first
public-private partnership (PPP) project, the construction of two toll highways (the N3 and N4)
between 1998 and 2000, was overseen by the South African National Highways Agency
(SANRAL), and was completed in 2000. (IBRD, 2013). As was the case in the late 1990s, the
Public-Private Partnerships Unit was established to deter line ministries from entering into PPPs
that enabled them to circumvent statutory budget constraints. The PPP Unit was established to
avoid economically unwise public-private partnerships (PPPs) from being formed and to reassure
investors about their viability (The World Bank, 2007, p.48). At first, risk transfer to the private
sector and efficiency improvement were seen as secondary objectives (The World Bank, 2007).

The Gautrain, which connects Johannesburg, Pretoria, and OR Tambo International Airport, is a
high-speed train capable of reaching speeds of up to 160 kilometers per hour. It connects these
three cities with the rest of the nation, becoming South Africa's economic powerhouse. Discussions
regarding the project's future development began around the year 2000. Construction began in
2006, after the signing of a 20-year public-private partnership agreement between Gauteng and the
Bombela Concession Co. (Gauteng Provincial Government, 2013). The government is responsible
for the regulations, subsidies, and guarantees, while the private partner is responsible for the
facility's design and construction, as well as its management and maintenance. The government is
also responsible for the regulatory framework. The Gautrain receives the lion's share of its funding
from user fees collected on board (Gauteng Provincial Government, 2013).

Figure 5. Sectoral Shares in PPP Projects in South Africa
Closed PPPs by sector
n=24

Fleet
8%
Health
Generic facilities
25%

ICT
4%

Source. Steiner, 2014
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According to the figure (5) above, South Africa's PPPs have been implemented in the following
sectors: health (34%), transportation (29%), general facilities (25%), fleet (8%), and information
and communication technology (ICT) (4 percent).

Figure 6. PPP’s By Monetary Value (USD)

PPPs that are closed in terms
of monetary value (USD)
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: — -:

> < $100
Source. Jooste (2011) & Nyagwachi (2008)

As can be seen, only six of the sixteen projects get funding in excess of $100 million. Furthermore,
if the limit had been placed at $500 million, only one project would have been able to exceed it:
the $2.2 billion Gautrain project in South Africa. Three toll highways, an information and
communications technology project, and a hospital are among the remaining five projects, which
together total more than $100 million.

Conclusion

Additionally, it was implicitly stated in this study that these major conclusions on PPPs in
developing and wealthy countries are partially related. This can be summarized as follows: As a
country's development level improves, the PPP policy is redirected toward micro concerns.
Governments address core infrastructure needs, such as transportation, energy, and water supply,
and then focus on boosting citizens' quality of life through the maintenance and improvement of
economic and social infrastructures. On the other hand, PPPs involving the building of social
infrastructure cannot be developed through typical PPPs such as concessions, and thus take on
more collaborative forms, eventually becoming a prevalent practice in the country. While the
regulatory framework has always been a significant component of PPP policy, as PPPs become
more collaborative, regulations become more critical in maintaining the system's accountability
and transparency.

In summary, national actors generally use PPP policies in industrialized nations with the goal of
enhancing economic development. Because these countries have achieved their macroeconomic
objectives, they have shifted their focus to micro issues, such as strengthening public service and
raising quality. They seek to collaborate with the private sector and to ensure the system's
accountability and transparency through the establishment of sound regulatory frameworks.
Additionally, as these countries refine their PPP policies, they begin to adopt them in sectors other
than economic infrastructure, such as those associated to social development.
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