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Abstract

This study focuses on the identification of factors that influence the success of Public
Private Partnerships (P3) for local government services and infrastructure development. Public
administrators from municipalities and counties in Florida will provide their perceptions of P3
critical success factors (CSF) identified from previous literature. Additionally, this paper
introduces governmental agency entrepreneurial behaviors, such as innovativeness,
proactiveness, effectual orientation, risk management, and mission orientation, as potential
critical success factors which have been absent from previous P3 literature. Lastly, the study
examines how external stakeholder influence from the government, private sector, and the end
user moderates these success factors.

From the data collected, the study proposes a framework of the main success factors that
influence the success of Public Private Partnerships (P3) while addressing research and
managerial needs. Using this framework, local government agencies can assess future P3
opportunities and facilitate their decision making. The overarching goal of this model is to help
improve local government agency P3 growth and success rates. In addition, theoretical
arguments are made that government agencies that maintain a public entrepreneurial posture and
understand the impact of the various stakeholders involved, influence the overall success of a P3.

Overall, the results will show that there are common economic, relationship,
process/project management, and entrepreneurial orientation factors that influence P3 success.
Additionally, this study will highlight the effect that stakeholders have on these factors.

Furthermore, success building strategies will be outlined for managerial application.



l. Introduction

The challenges facing the public sector in the United States in the next fifty years are
great. In public service areas ranging from public infrastructure (rated D+ by the American
Society of Engineers with $4 trillion in needs), affordable housing, transportation, environmental
sustainability, education, healthcare, and parks, these challenges will come at a pace much faster
than the government can handle on its own and taxpayers can financially support (“ASCE’s 2017
American Infrastructure Report Card | GPA,” 2017). These fiscal pressures will only increase as
the aging baby boomer population living on fixed incomes continues to grow and millennials, the
largest population in US history, face their own economic challenges resulting from student
loans and increasing livability costs. Ultimately, while these challenges are on a national scale,
the burden will heavily fall on state and local governments that own, maintain, and provide
services for many of these economic and social infrastructure elements. With approximately 3
million people moving to cities every week, there is major pressure on their infrastructure,
quality of life, health, and safety (Fishman & Flynn, 2019).

With these major challenges that lie ahead, states and cities are continuously considering
alternatives for solutions to address these rapidly developing problems to deliver infrastructure
projects and services efficiently while improving the quality of life for its citizens and limiting
the direct fiscal impact to them. The reality is that implementation under a government
sponsored funding model has been slow and the corresponding fiscal impact, both short and long
term make it difficult for most states and cities. It is estimated that just 16 percent of cities can
self-fund their needs in infrastructure (Fishman & Flynn, 2019).

One option, Public Private Partnerships (P3), are gaining popularity within states and
cities. While it has been used as a procurement mechanism in the United States since the 1950s
for infrastructure and urban renewal, it is currently experiencing a P3 renaissance period with
over $36 billion worth of projects saving taxpayers twenty (20) percent for most projects over
the last decade (Coalition, 2018). Even with this recent renaissance, the US P3 market is
developing slowly and remains relatively young in comparison to other countries around the
world (Casady & Geddes 2016; McNichol 2013). On the other hand, the United Kingdom, has
taken full advantage of P3s averaging over $6 billion annually in capital investment compared to

the U.S., an economy 6 times larger, is only at $2.4 billion annually (PWC, 2016).



Some of the root causes for this unrealized potential for P3s have been found in their
complex implementation and the lack of understanding of how to implement P3s successfully
between stakeholders. Additional issues facing P3 implementation have been a lack of
transparency in P3s, complex procurement, low P3 expertise amongst stakeholders, difficulties in
cooperation amongst parties, equitable risk sharing, contracting challenges, insufficient private
interest, and inflexible or no legislation. Overall, these problems have led local governments in
the United States to shy away from the use of long term P3s (Martin, 2019; LA 2016).

From a business perspective, one way to address these implementation problems is to
develop an understanding of what led to the success of the implementation of a P3 for future
replication and decision making. There are many studies focusing on critical success factors in
different country settings and applied to different infrastructure projects. However, there are no
standard or universal empirically tested success models with groups of success factors that can
be readily applied for local government or stakeholder use to evaluate P3s. Every government
entity has a different approach of how to evaluate implementation (La 2016, Hardcastle,
Edwards, Akintoye & Li 2005, Ward & Sussman, 2005).

As such, this study proposes to address these problems through the development of a
theoretical model that seeks to understand and group the critical success factors (CSF) of P3s.
This model will be developed utilizing success factors adopted from existing literature. In
addition, factors of social entrepreneurial orientation (Dwevdi & Weewardena, 2019) and
stakeholder influence (Li et al., 2018) will be introduced. These additional factors will gauge
perceptions of public sector entrepreneurial behaviors on P3 success and provide an
understanding of how stakeholder influence moderates these success factors with a goal of
providing a model that can help local government agencies improve their P3 implementation
rates.

Specifically, we will seek to answer the following research question: What are the
factors that influence the success of a Public-Private Partnership (P3) for local government
services and infrastructure development? Answering this question will allow for the
development of a model that will support government project teams, enable them to transparently
select a P3 versus a traditional procurement process, and to prepare P3 projects efficiently in

early stages of development (La, 2016).



1. Literature Review.

Public-Private Partnerships Research: An Overview

Over the past 40 years, P3s have received much attention from researchers worldwide
from various disciplines and fields ranging from economics, public administration, and
management. In the areas of economic and management, much of the focus has been on the
specific actions behind P3s such as bidding and operations. Specifically, in economics, the focus
has been on the economic efficiencies with bundling services in lieu of how each step of the P3
process is completed by a single partner (Ross & Yan, 2015).

Another discipline with a large focus on P3s has been in construction and engineering
where studies completed by Al-Sharif and Kaka (2004) and Ke et al. (2009) looked at P3
research trends and highlights research gaps over a ten-year period beginning in 1998. In their
reviews, the issue of application and acceptance of P3s across a country context was evident with
researchers reviewing a variety of implementation models. Tang et al.’s (2010) study reviewed
studies performed over a ten-year period from 1998 to 2007 and took a comparative approach
into research findings separating empirical and non-empirical studies. Recently, Wang et al.
(2018) completed a systematic literature review from a Public Administration (PA) perspective
following an evolution of P3 literature from 1983 through 2016. Their paper identified several
themes and the main contributions of P3s across PA literature. Across these studies, their general
findings have some similarities.

As the focus of this study, understanding what influences the success of a P3 is a specific
area that has garnered attention by previous researchers. Warsen et al. (2018) sought to
understand what makes P3s work analyzing the influence of trust and managerial effort on the
perceived performance of them in a Dutch context. They found that both factors are important
for the performance and cooperation between partners of the project. However, the specific
elements of what makes these factors effective, such as the management and trust building
strategies are absent from their findings and provide for opportunities with this study to extend
their research further to develop a framework that can be applied for managerial use. In addition,
examining these factors in a different country/state context can add validity to their findings
while allowing for the integration of other relevant success factors found from previous research.

All the studies found that developed countries produce the most publications with the

United Kingdom generating the most followed by the United States. General themes in P3



literature cover risk management, financing, governance, procurement, drivers for adoption,
success factors, and performance evaluation. However, the main driver for this study was
outlined in Hodge and Greve’s (2007) international performance review of P3s. The authors
found that there was minimal independent evaluation being conducted on these projects and that
more careful assessments were needed to ensure that governments maintain their effectiveness
and relationships with the stakeholders involved. The goal should be to reduce the uncertainty
around P3s and help ensure that these long-term arrangements are successful.

For purposes of this study, a review of these studies provided a starting point and
framework to review publications over a period from 1998 and 2020 for critical success factors
(CSF) for this literature review. During this review, the Seghal and Dubey (2019), La (2016) and
Li (2003) papers were identified that would provide the basis for the framework that would
identify the P3 success factors that will be applied and tested for this study.

The Emergence of P3s: Theory behind the Practice

Various theories have been applied to support the creation and emergence of P3s.
Literature shows that generally three different approaches are taken when developing theoretical
frameworks to discuss P3s. The first is viewed from an economics perspective. Transaction cost
economics, property rights and principal-agent theories are applied to analyze P3s from an
optimal performance, contractual, and cost perspective. Second, it is viewed from a public
policy lens. Governance theories such as public choice and New Public Management (NPM) are
utilized to review the cooperation between public and private entities. Klein et al. (2010)
proposed that a theory of public entrepreneurship can be established through empirical study.
With their public/private interaction, P3s are prime opportunities to measure public
entrepreneurial activity in which Klein, et al.’s (2010) framework can be applied in construct
development for further theoretical development. This study proposes that research on
entrepreneurial behaviors within partnerships provides empirical depth to Klein’s theory. Lastly,
stakeholder and institutional theories take an organizational management view on P3s ensuring
stakeholders receive equitable benefits and look at P3s needing legitimacy as a process at an
institutional level (Wang et. al, 2018).

From Theory to Model: Developing a P3 Success Framework

With theory supporting the emergence of P3s as a viable procurement mechanism, this

study seeks to understand what are the critical success factors that lead to implementation of this



practice. Li (2003) developed an implementation model which considered the principal factors
to consider in the first stage of the P3 process. According to Li, identifying these factors will
help in the development of evaluation and appraisal models to fully evaluate P3s for decision
making purposes in a transparent way. The factors considered by Li are the reasons for P3
adoption; attractive and negative factors of adoption; critical success factors of P3 projects; value
for money (VIM) drivers of P3 projects; and attractions for the private sector involvement of P3
projects. Various studies have been utilized to study these factors in a country context. Most
have focused on evaluating factors individually and not into theoretical groups as proposed in
this study for a model in a country context. La’s 2016 study applied Li’s complete model to
evaluate all these principal factors leading to P3 implementation in Vietnam.

Both the Li (2003) and La (2016) studies provide a conceptual framework for this study
that is supported by substantive literature. However, studies utilizing this framework are limited
in a United States context as proposed for this study. This provides an opportunity to extend
application of their framework further with an empirical evaluation of the critical success factors
in a US context and make a unique contribution to literature by developing a P3 success
framework that outlines and groups the factors that will increase the probability that a P3 project
will be successful. For purposes of the study, CSFs are defined as the few factors when applied
to P3 scenario, have led to, and/or will actively contribute to, a profitable conclusion for one or
more of the parties involved (Morledge & Owen, 1998, p. 567). From a project management
perspective, critical success factors assess the organizational or managerial factors that lead to
success or failure and examine the reasons behind them (Santos et. al., 2019).

Several studies have reviewed CSF’s in P3s in a country context. Starting from Li (2005)
who studied 18 factors in a United Kingdom context and adopted by Cheung, Chan and
Kajewski (2012) in Hong Kong and Australia and compared them to the British context; Cheung,
Chan, Lam, Chan and Ke (2012) in Hong Kong and China; Chou et al. (2012) in Taiwan;
Olusola Babatunde et al. (2012) in Nigeria; Ismail (2013a) in Malaysia and Indonesia.
Kahwajian, Baba, Amudi and Wanos (2014), Alinaitwe and Ayesiga (2013), Hwang et al. (2013),
Chou and Pramudawardhani (2015), Li (2016) examined newly created lists of CSFs in Syria,
Uganda, Singapore, Indonesia, and Vietnam, respectively. Most recently, Sehgal and Dubey’s

(2019) study of P3 CSFs in India will be applied for the CSFs to be examined for this study.



In addition, we will seek to build upon these proposed success factors by introducing
entrepreneurial orientation and behaviors such as innovativeness, proactiveness, effectual
orientation, risk management, and mission orientation as a success factors that have not been
traditionally considered in P3 CSF literature (Dwivedi & Weerawardena, 2018; Li et al., 2018).
Also, the model will add stakeholder influence from the government, private sector, and end
users as a moderator of these success factors.

I11.  Research Model and Hypotheses.

The proposed model was developed utilizing factors and measures adopted from the
following studies: Sehgal and Dubey’s (2019) study of critical success factors of P3s, Dwivedi
and Weerawardena’s (2018) study of social entrepreneurship, Li et al.’s (2018) study on
quantifying stakeholder influence, and Santos et al.’s (2019) study on factors influencing project
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This study will build on these studies in five ways: (1) evaluate existing CSFs from
literature and group them into categories in a US state setting (2) evaluate whether
entrepreneurial behaviors by government agencies contribute to P3 success, (3) determine the
effect of stakeholder influence on P3 success factors, (4) propose a decision making framework
that will enhance the probability of success for P3 project and (5) assess the impact of each of

these factors within the model on P3 success.



The dependent variable for this study will be P3 success. For purposes of this study, P3
success is defined as short-term project management success (efficiency) as well as achievement
of the long-term goals of the project (effectiveness) (Serrador & Turner, 2015). Traditionally, the
success of a project is related to project goal achievement with time, cost, and quality being the
predominant goals. However, project success should be viewed from a multidimensional
perspective considering the traditional perspective and weave in stakeholder perspectives and the
firm’s project processes (Rodriguez-Segura, 2016).

Taking this into account, P3 success will be measured by applying Shenhar and Dvir’s
(2007) diamond model. This multidimension model accounts for both the traditional dimensions
of project success as recognized in project management literature such as efficiency, cost, and
time and dimensions incorporating the company’s strategic objectives. The specific measures
that will comprise project success will be project efficiency, organizational benefits, project
impact, stakeholder satisfaction, and future potential.

A universal definition of what makes a P3 successful is difficult to establish as classifying
what success is to a project may vary from project to project and from partner to partner.
However, understanding what leads to success is critical to the continued growth and use of P3s
by governments and their partners. Understanding that P3s involve a complex process where its
main objective is to obtain a balance between the public and private sector for efficiency
purposes for the success of the project, CSFs overall should positively contribute to achieving
that balance (Wang, 2015). Twenty-one (21) CSFs will be grouped into categories and assessed
to understand their effect on P3 success in Florida. Florida, 21.8 million pop., is unique in that it
is well-positioned to compete for private investment in infrastructure using P3s. Florida has P3
enabling legislation, Florida Statute 334.30. Florida’s P3 legislation is broad and includes local
governments. The State is one of only four states with significant P3 experience. In a twenty-
year period from 1996-2016, the state closed 28 P3 projects, third most to Texas and California,
respectively (Institute, 2018).

These CSFs have been grouped into four (4) categories by type: economic, relationship,
process/project management, and entrepreneurial orientation for data comparison and analysis
purposes. The moderator will be a construct of stakeholder influence and consist of three (3)
stakeholders, the government, private sector/owner, and the end user.

The model categories and their respective hypotheses are defined as follows:



Economic CSFs. Why do governments adopt P3s? Predominant reasons are mainly economic.
Public infrastructure requires large capital investment to satisfy ongoing demand and to address
needs. However, most government entities are unable to support all their capital investment
needs on their own without incurring large debt obligations. P3s help reducing this burden by
shifting the investment to the private sector while creating business for them. (Li, 2003; La,
2016). For the success of a P3 project, both partners need to evaluate the economic conditions in
which they are operating in both externally and internally and how it affects them as an
organization entering a P3. As such, these conditions affect the transactions costs involved in the
project and the decision whether to enter a P3 arrangement. Having stable economic conditions
facilitate the P3 process and project delivery. Seghal and Dubey (2019) found that the economic
success factors of having a favorable macroeconomic environment and safe and secure economic
policy enhanced the success of P3s. HI: Evaluating economic critical success factors will

positively influence the success of a P3.

Relationship CSFs. P3s require a strong, cooperative relationship between the parties involved.
In applying stakeholder theory, the parties play a key role in P3s and are defined as any
individual or organization who may impact, or be impacted, in a positive or negative manner
through a project’s lifespan (PMI, 2008). The public and private sectors are stakeholders that
play an important role in the success of P3s. It should be a committed relationship with shared
responsibility between the parties and a mutual understanding working towards the same goals.
These goals should aim towards providing a positive social impact to the public (Seghal &
Dubey, 2019). H2: Evaluating relationship based critical success factors will positively

influence the success of a P3.

Process/Project Management CSFs. The implementation of a P3 is a complex process and
requires capable project management for its construction and operations to ensure success. It can
ensure lower transaction costs and allocate resources efficiently. Seghal and Dubey (2019),
highlighted managerial competence, which is people and task oriented with efficient leadership
resulting in positive organizational results, as the most significant factor in this study of P3

CSFs. Their study also found that the project formulation process which requires a full study of
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the project prior to implementation and the project administration process involving the
coordination between parties and project elements is also essential to P3 success.

Other important factors highlighted by Seghal and Dubey (2019), were analyzing costs in
each project phase, understanding the traits of the private sector and its uniqueness, properly
evaluating the all of the risks involved in the project, ensuring operational efficiency to deliver a
high quality project and services to end users, and having a lawful conglomerate that ensures the
legality of the arrangement. Additionally, a qualified and skilled staff from both parties and the
reputation of the agencies also influence project success. H3: Evaluating process/project

management critical success factors will positively influence the success of a P3.

Entrepreneurial Orientation. Klein, et al. (2010), presented a framework for analyzing public
entrepreneurship behaviors in relationship to private entrepreneurship. While there are some
similarities between the two, there are differences in definitions and objectives, environmental
selection, and the goals for economic gains. Through analysis under this framework, a theory of
public entrepreneurship can be established. However, there has been limited attention and efforts
to operationalize and quantitatively test the framework.

Dwivedi and Weerawardeena (2018) proposed a social entrepreneurship construct with
behavioral measures with the goal of describing the organizational behaviors of social purpose
organizations in their strategic decision making. Social entrepreneurship differs from
commercial organizations as they operate in uncertain conditions, are resource constrained,
compete for funding, and their mission guides their strategic postures to provide social value
(Dwivedi & Weerawardeena, 2018). In applying effectuation theory, Dwivedi and
Weerawardeena (2018) outlines that effectuation can support social entrepreneurial behaviors as
it allows entrepreneurs to maximize resources such as abilities, expertise and networks in
resource constrained environment. It can be argued that government agencies have similar
objectives as social organizations as they strive to provide public value in resource constrained
environments. Hence, application of Dwivedi and Weerawardeena’s (2018) construct in a
government context may provide insights into public entrepreneurial behaviors in a P3 context.
Moreover, understanding whether these behaviors impacted the success of a P3 project, may
assist government agencies looking to pursue a P3 to build public entrepreneurial capability

internally. These implications cut across many areas within the government service sector and
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may further extend Klein, et al. (2010) theoretical framework to incorporate entrepreneurial
orientation of the agency.

The behaviors and their definitions that will be applied to this study as outlined in
Dwivedi and Weerawardeena (2018) are: innovativeness, the development and promotion of new
ideas and solutions to issues that are different than typical norms; proactiveness, the active
review of the environment both internally and externally to account and prepare for future
uncertainties; risk management, the ability to recognize and take reasonable risks and promote
planning prior to risk taking; effectual orientation, an agency behavior of managing resource
constraints to obtain an optimum solution; and lastly, mission orientation, the agency’s
dedication to its public mission.

With their public/private interaction, P3s are prime opportunities to measure public
entrepreneurial activity in which Dwivedi and Weerawardeena’s (2018) framework can be
applied in construct development for further theoretical development. Klein, et al. (2010)
proposed that research on entrepreneurial behaviors within partnerships clarifies public
entrepreneurship. Specifically, “firm-government interactions are where much of the action of
contemporary exchange resides, and thus, a nuanced and sophisticated theory of public
entrepreneurship will increase both the theoretical rigor and practical relevance of our
management discipline” (Klein et al., 2010). This study proposes that each of these behaviors
can influence the success of P3 project. H4: A local government that has an entrepreneurial

orientation will positively influence the success of a P3.

Stakeholder Influence. As mentioned previously, stakeholders play a key role in P3s
and are defined as any individual or organization who may impact, or be impacted, in a positive
or negative manner through a project’s lifespan (PMI, 2008). In P3s, there are various internal
and external stakeholder groups ranging from government, the private sector, and the end user
that may have an influence on the project (Takim, 2009). Stakeholder influence levels on the
decision-making process of projects, which include the assessment of critical success factors,
need to balance the interests of these groups to ensure seamless project completion (Li et. al,
2018). Based on this, understanding the moderating effect of stakeholder influence on P3

success factors can help government agencies properly manage and measure the influence of
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different stakeholders on critical success factors when determining whether prospective P3 will
be successful.

To measure stakeholder influence, Li et al.’s (2018) study quantifying stakeholder
influence on sustainable construction in China proposes a factor of stakeholder influence. This
factor is measured in two ways through a value of stakeholder attributes (power, legitimacy, and
urgency) and an index of stakeholder vested interest in a project (vested interest level and
influence impact level). This study will apply these measures to three separate groups that
influence P3 projects: the government entity, the private owner, and the end user. HS5: The
impact of the proposed critical success factors on P3 success is moderated by stakeholder
influence.

IV.  Methodology.

To obtain a holistic view of P3 success factors in the Florida, this assessment will be
conducted using a quantitative, deductive approach using a cross-sectional questionnaire survey.
The study uses a post-positivist perspective that supports the use of quantitative experiments or
survey research to assess and explain relationships among variables (Tashakkori & Teddlie,
2009).

A cross-sectional survey tool in a Likert scale format with the option to add qualitative
comments will be utilized. This method allows for the collection of data at one point in time and
increases validity and generalizability of results (Yin, 2009). An informed consent will be
provided to the participants at the commencement of the survey. To establish validity for the
survey questionnaire, the questions and scale items are derived from La (2016) and Li (2003) and
used by Cheung et al. (2009), Cheung (2009), Cheung et al. (2009), Cheung, Chan, Lam, Chan
and Ke (2012), Ismail (2013), and Seghal and Dubey (2019) for critical success items (economic,
relationship, and process/project administration); Li et al. (2018) for stakeholder influence items;
Dos Santos et al. (2019) for project success items; and Dwevdi and Weerandeena (2019) for
entrepreneurial orientation items. Questions and items will be tailored to the proposed research
topic.

For further content and face validity, a copy of the survey was sent to fifteen (15)
individuals (city employees and doctoral students) for an informed pilot. Feedback was provided
on the wording of certain questions, grammar, format, and the overall survey experience.

Changes were made to the survey tool based on this feedback. Thereafter, a formal pilot test of
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the survey will be conducted with thirty (30) city and county parks directors for review of
wording and format, assess inter-rater reliability, and any revisions that will need to be made for
content. Recommendations from Podsakoff and Organ (1986) to minimize common method
biases, such as avoiding identifying a respondents most successful project, instead the
questionnaire asks to select one P3 project completed. Also, the informed consent provides for
confirmed anonymity.

The final questionnaire design will consist of two (2) parts. Part one (1) will collect
municipal information, survey respondent organizational position, and will ask whether the
agency has implemented a P3. Agencies will continue the survey and provide information on P3
types, quantities, reasons for implementation, and an evaluation of one (1) P3 project using the
P3 success factors that will be assessed using a five-point Likert scale format. A narrative will
also be collected on their overall P3 experience.

Part 2 of the survey will collect the data to evaluate the P3 critical success factors using a
five-point Likert scale. Stakeholder influence will be evaluated for each stakeholder group
(government, private sector/owner, and end user) using a five-point Likert scale that will rank
attributes of their influence. Additional data will be collected for overall perceptions of P3s for
descriptive data, success strategy development and future research using a five-point Likert scale
format. These scales will provide the numeric data to examine factor importance.

The final survey will be web-based using the Qualtrics survey web platform and
distributed via email with a weblink to the survey sent to a convenience sample of participants
from all Counties (67) and municipalities (412) in the Florida. An email database of municipal
representatives will be developed for survey distribution in a Microsoft Excel format from
publicly available email address information on city websites that will include the chief
elected/appointed officer of each entity, such as city council members and city managers. The
survey will initially have a fourteen (14) day response window which will be extended for up to
sixty (60) days to ensure that a maximum number of complete responses are captured.
Individualized follow up emails will be sent to non-respondents during this period.

In addition to the survey, descriptive information regarding region in Florida, population
size, form of government (Council- Manager/CAO, Council-Weak Mayor, Council-Strong
Mayor), county type, and incorporation date of the responding municipalities will be collected to

assess groups, for comparison purposes, and for future extensions of this study.
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