CHAPTER 2

¥
LITERATURE REVIEW *
N3

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents in-depth of literature revie

to Wte the study. It is

igin an Jracti s of PPP,

divided into eight (8) sections; (i) the definition, conc
(ii) an in-depth review on PPP toll expressway projects and the i me'r&&'the
decision makers in the private sector; (iii) cor%/ discusse the'@avioural
intention of the decision makers; (iv) the independ iables o R?’ study and

exploring the conceptual, review, identif% ect i
cluster on PPP; (v) the developme tmotheses;\( i
finally, (vii) a study of therotical \’/3 ) cg pt
“« Q-
\m &
The study applies eral%theoties tha atte@o explain decision makers’

behavioural in the r% between ep&vi@l intentions and other factors
d &
influencing of their&glvemerlt

artigaﬂy on toll expressway projects. From
pinni ies aéﬁﬂrevious literatures on CSFs, the author

c
=
=

established ceptual/fram @s research. Those pertinent written content
\
tlts, journal Pferen&apers, textbooks, research reports, and internet
will be in-depth e@d and reviewed.
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2.2 Public-Private Partnership (PPP)

This section presents in depth definition, concepts and the ori@'\{g its

practices worldwide and specifically its practices in Malaysia stﬂ& om its

evolution.
221 Definition of PPP \l

The definition of PPP is applicable in many wa ge and'Grev 07) refer
@
PPP as an arrangement of cooperative institutional gements§ be e? pubh¢ and
=\

private sectors. Some believe that PPP entails a latestwethod er mec nismsze manage
N

mega projects, such as highways (Savas, 2000), X'Ie oth \opined that BPP sets out a

new paradigm for private involvemeri\%llc pro
1999).
NS |
Researchers and practi ave given rlﬂus@hltlons of PPP, with each

varying slightly from one (A]a le ow‘@ﬁ, 2004; Cuttaree & Mandri-

Perrott, 2011). Basical% erm h.a

no universal agre&?n onel simefiniti‘og{nd model (Bernardino et al., 2010).
Hodge and Gre\@O PP(&% cooperation between government and

*Pr S
private en'@' hich'they, a
develo sand svnz fo

in c@ert to share the risks, costs and resources to
5]

* )
be |‘n sgnce 1990s; nevertheless, there is

N
r@ general public. While Declercqg (1999) defined

Ilaboration betwee‘(p%lic and private sector partners related to one or few

p
S Nphases of a planned project, over a definite period of time. He added the

S

boration identifies the responsibilities of both partners in an agreement (contract)
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encompassing compensation on damages for both partners in cases of failure to act in

accordance with the agreed contractual terms. \Q

Skietrys et al. (2008) states that PPP can become a platform for‘@ector's
skills and management expertise being utilised while handling pub a projects.
PPP provides a procurement method that focuses on the effective delivery of “value for
money” (VM) on public infrastructure projects by imple tim petitive tendering

elements as well as flexible negotiations and risk allo etweeWAkintoye

et.l., 2003). 'Y
D i
The PPP procurement process is a viab ﬁe% f providing much
needed public infrastructure or services at J tandi@h‘z;differences
in interpretations, all definitions of PP&%rtain com alit@ncluding:

Q) the public-private p eraiphs wa lol ration between two or
more entities (ONEi

(i)  each part%mpal';' ,1;}.-' 49\
N

O

(iii)  the @ﬂen@g-ter@able and mutually complementary

N
tm o :' C’SJ
O
(iv. ent',ii contribu aterial and/or non-material resources to the

Y-v

\: partnership, and \(:}z

) there is sharing of risks and responsibilities among all entities in the

0 partnership (Akintoye et.al., 2003).

.
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Cumming (2007) connotes that the model of PPP allows government to focus
on other important sectors of the economy to boost infrastructural growth¢ and

development as the PPP model basically allows both parties (public 25%%) to

collaborate, contribute and complement each other’s skills, with differing involvement

and responsibilities, to deliver a project with increased efficien%givering public

goods and services. Y.

Khanoom (2010) stated that PPP has been by different_scholars in
8
various ways. As there are multiple definitions of PRR,found in litera e' Hqg_c;g'and
-\

Greve (2007) opined that there is a requirement to revigw on t fferent meQnings and

NV
\tlsstill relevant for study.

definitions of PPP and assess accordingly whetherithe co
Teisman and Klijin (2002) stated that P‘b)s d indi
ongoing debate on how to define PPE%%ari er
| ?ﬂ o )
PPP is seen as a mecha overnance ahd'm ment (Hodge and Greve;
2007), a financial arrange \hod[ I, 2‘@ a procurement management
H.Y:ﬁpr sS

tool (Patil; 2016), a d (:; l
in @%game opinion that PPP is a form of

‘p@re (Paoletto; 2000) as well as a
language game (S‘w@ Har(‘i \I'Q). Loo at these various definitions in all its
manifestations, ﬂO\st tera

b

¢
procureme %lhe IHowi @eristics (Allan, 1999; Grout, 1997; Valila,
NN
2005). : ’Dj' Q\
Y-v

A S’
wl the involvement of the private sector in providing public infrastructure

or services for the general public interest;

Q (i) the long-term nature of collaboration/cooperation;
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(iii)  the allocation of risks between public and private partners;

(iv)  the use of private funds (at least in part), and in some situat'EM;use
of project finance mechanisms; and. > s

(v) packages which may consists of different project %ases such as

designing, construction, operational and mainte??

Although the following definition slightly vasi m thew, PPP in

Malaysia is known as a smart partnership instrum(wen public andypr vafe.be;@’ﬁies

ithin@ agreed

ter Gg\n) be used to

with the aim to develop or deliver public infrastrueture or s?v' es

period (UKAS, 2017). Farquharson et al (2011) €laime

describe a wide variety of arrangements iw pu 'an

together. Thus, PPP can also be cl ssmas tner,

government party and private e%’ r cﬁ ering’p bliq‘ssets or services, with

“« Q-
substantial risk taken by the private‘entity withi ipulﬁ%&period.
(3 S
Most scholars that the de it'on@i PPP addresses in many way
4 ¢ &
according to the neg@s,of the p[ \lme S (Fﬁuharson et al 2011; Yescombe, 2007).
Through the review ofyliter 're isé%gal meaning attached to the term PPP.
Thus, in Ta %lhe definiti o;PPC?Pe compiled according to institutional bodies
NN

ur‘@ elements:

whiK% ude that i L},‘T
\

ivatessectors in working

arr r@ment between the

Collaboration ane arrangement between government and private sector

entity at specified period of time;

Q (if)  Itisa government’s procurement instrument;
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(iii)

There is transfer and allocation of risks to the private sectors; and

(iv)  The construction, financing and operation of public infrtwc is

carried out by the private sector.

Table 2.1: Summary Institutional Definition of PPP\ Ii

=

.
Institutional and Definition Reconciled of
Year Definition
Asian Development A range of possible relatl \ﬂ:d
Bank (2005) among public and private entities instrum -
the context of mfrastr@nd gavern eng
other services. t AMJ
to’have asmart
Economic Research ~ PPP is a government iali nershi \/
Institute for ASEAN  procurement method for ‘deliver
and East Asia (2014) public goods N}rastrl%‘tur etwe publlc and
services % i sector at
period of
European A form oop rat be ee ﬁme to develop

Commission (2006)

International

ies and 0 m'

public a

operators then aims
const ovate or e?‘ate
mfras eort ISIO

rl vate

%{ angemeht th ‘;elqu
Monetary Fund se % structure
(IMF), 2004 a ssets an ces thatitraditionally
/\ rovided by.the go ment
UKAS (200 neinstr t art partnership
or both e tlt s, public and private
it th develop or deliver

sructure or services

it nt %reed of time.
{/

Meditm to long term arrangement
between both parties of public and
private whereby the responsibilities
of providing some services taken
over provided by the private sector.

oduct or services

fund?}by allocation  of

risks, cost and
resources in order
to achieve effective
allocation of risks

and realisation
value for money
(VEM).




2.2.2 The Concept of PPP

The concept of PPP is nothing new. It has been used widely by cou %3;(1
their developmental projects. PPP is analogous to many other principle%llc policy
that are vague or ambiguous and open to interpretation (Weaver antw\ing, 1991).
A multi-disciplinary definition that covers the scope of the of thwrship spectrum
is that PPP are collaborative ventures with involvement of icand pr"vate institution,
jointly developing products and services, sharing risks;, sandr sWarroll and

'Y

Steane, 2000; Linder, 1999). [ _\c,}

s b &
Precisely, partnership is a collaborat?'ﬁvolw ses Q}(}a possible
compromise in terms of “constructit bora?i\m”
dca

086(12{ 1999). The
collaboration concept has been empha@
2008; Weaver & Manning, 1991), w it el L@attribute between PPP
6 e,
le

in va@ls studies (Pessoa,
privatisation and a contract. IK teN} ass.eﬁé, hat PPP is an exceptional
collaboration between pri\?mmpa ies apd the@lic sector — offering unique

[
opportunities for the t\%es to work to tyekgl%'overnment-initiated projects.

NS | @
DeclerC(\ stated.thatdhe maindkey in a PPP is that the sharing of risks
%
t

towards the p% etwee ga'rtieg'l))ublic and private) respectively. The parties

O
involved &Tave capabi in aging such risks and uncertainties without
&l o
0

disrm e flow of the project. However, some argued that this definition is
\

r Me, while others take a more pragmatic view in explaining the concept of
;ab

S

oration between both institutionals as partnerships.
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The five elements of PPP model are depicted in Figure 2.1. Each element has its

advantages and disadvantages to achieve one or more objectives for pari{Rion,

especially those of the private sector. The special characteristics 30%19 the

partnership and the parties, including development of technology, legal and‘fegulatory

framework, and public and political stance, may also become determinants in

ascertaining the model and mechanism suitable for private articipation. For

example, management contracts are commonly used in p Wit|i existing assets
(such as in public utilities sectors), leasing an

sions ar ed i&.the

A
transportation sectors while turnkey and private o hip of assets rerﬁg(? in the

telecommunication and power sector. Y* \ N

L

Private Sector

R

Private
Ownership

Concession

Investment

Management
contracts

\

Public Sector

>

Public Sector Risks, Obligations & »  Private Sector
Duration

=

Source: ESCAP (2008)

Figure 2.1: Basic Features of PPP Model
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A clasification of PPP models can be seen in Table 2.2 below showing the
possible individual and combination options. For example, a lease or (pafrtial)
privatisation contract for existing facilities could incorporate provisions %ansion

through Build-Operate-Transfer (BOT) and in fact, many recent contraets are of

<

Table 2.2: Classification of PPP Models and Typical &aracteristics
|

combination type.

Broad category Main Ownership of | Responsibility | Assumption Duration
variants capital assets | of investment | of risk of
contract
{years)
Outsourcing | Public Public Public 1-3
Supply and
management Maintenance | Public Public/Private | Private/Public | 3-5
contract management
Operational Public Public Public 3-5
manageiment
Turnkey Public Public Private/Public | 1-3
Affermage Public Public Private/Public | 3-20
Affermage/Lease
Lease Public Public Private/Public | 3-20
Franchise Public/Private | Private/Public | Private/Public | 3-7
Concessions
BOT Public/Public | Private/Public | Private/Public | 15-30
BOO/DBFO | Private Private Private Indefinite
Private
ownership of PFI Private/Public | Private Private/Public | 10-30
assets (PFI type)
Divestiture Private Private Private Indefinite
* Build-Lease-Transfer (BLT) is a variant.
b x. Build-Operare-Transfer {(BOT) has many other variants such as Build-Transfer-Operare (BTO). Build-

Own-Operate-Transfer (BOOT) and Build-Rehabilitate-Operate-Transfer (BROT).
The Private Finance Initiative (PFI) model has many other names. In some cascs assct ownership may
be transferred to, or retained by the public sector.

v \ \f (}\/

C\ ¢ :' C—) Source: Quium (2011)
Fr@er definitions, Pﬁf’be summarised as means of collaboration and
coope Wtween pu

praject risks and responsibiliti%‘between partners according to the collaboration model.

P

ic aﬁd Q/R(’Ate entities, which clearly defines the allocation of

%ased on the identified elements, two main types of public-private collaboration

O be identified — namely public-private cooperation and public-private partnership

(see Figure 2.2).
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PUBLIC- PRIVATE

COOPERATION PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP

License . Build &Transfer;
Concession Build, Lease & Transfer;
Build, Operate & Transfer
Build, Own & Operate
Build, Own, Operate & Transfer
Design, Build, Finance & Operate
l
\i rce: @'rcq (1999)
Figure 2.2: Structure I|c- T\')at Ilab
Each of these models bunds n e conce We ector transfers to the
private sector a number of rls espo ibiliti relzzé@"to the project. Both the
copperative and partnershl mo incl mal @(ract between the partners to
ture. T le di réns&l)es in the content and structure of

signify their commitm%

the agreement.

\" <</

|
ol

Decler, 9) F]PPLr)(Lhree types that can be specified by the level
of partlclp the stakehg@lders. (-Uasw PPP” is the first type which both parties
coIIab handle arffcula@rmect and outsource other non-core activities. The

\ ¢ is a “controlled I’P(@ where financing partner/s are formally on board as

%the project team and are participated in the decision-making process, giving them

O\easure of control in project risk management. The third type of PPP is known as an

‘integrated PPP’ that involves all the stakeholders during the project’s life cycle.
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2.2.3 The Origin of PPP

Bezancon (2004) stated that the history of public-private partner hX:e
traced back two thousand years ago to the Roman Empire. The first pa&hlp was a
postal-station network developed to support the massive expansio e highway
system in territories under Roman rule. Kumaraswamy and MNOOZ) connoted

that, 582 years ago in 1438, a Frenchman named Luis de'Bern Wai granted by the

French government a river concession to impose fe I goo sperted on the
L ]

Rhine. Grimsey and Lewis, (2007) claimed that the@d PPP [conce si’n_@g.ned

around 1664, for a jointly constructed turnpike_(an avenue £o toll ad)\b/EWeen the

British government and the private sector, In 1%92,

t\DPP @;ed a water
distribution project with participati\&)e Perri

the <Fm Paris, France.

(Kumaraswamy and Morris, 2002)c his was (?D r}éancaster Turnpike, a
o : -
pioneering long-distance ston ravél roa hic c‘\R/as constructed by the

&
Philadelphia and Lancaster TUM Ci om 1@'1795; the Erie Canal, which

was completed in 182%ce Tran ﬁedt&@road which was completed in

2 s

: 7
(Smith, ).
1869 (Smith, 2009 \ | \ Q)

A S
On the My, kipto al., ); Chan et al., (2011); Alitheia (2010); Li
c? '
et al., (2005) an

%’ Tieman (2003) féﬂfted that PPP was originated in the United
Kingd w). The;{ i the Wéslzon that PPP in the UK began in 1992, when the
r%/

N
Bri ernment and a m nt bank collaborated to form a partnership called,

inance Initiative (PFI) to develop a mining project.

Q Zheng et al., (2008) stated that PPP term was employed since the second half of

the 20th century. However, PPP started being implemented and rigorously researched
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only in the mid-1980s (Bernardino et al., 2010). In its introductory phase, PPP policies
were mainly employed in the UK and the USA, by the Thatcher a %Zn

adminstrations who positioned PPP as the key strategy for economic def%nt and

urbanisation (Weaver & Manning, 1991).

Squires (1991) stated that PPP is an alignment with neo-Wstic ideology of
the supremacy of the private sector and market forces in fi temvelopment which
the movement towards liberalisation and privatisati be see%%Os and
1990s in both developed and developing countries. PRR.underwent con Iiiiat‘ie’&'the
first decade of the 21st century, with both showin gnatign nd pani?_k in new

\oned @‘developing

and _ifitiating the new

markets, especially in Asia. The World BanRZOl

countries have embarked on priv@gr
econ

improvised version of PPP. Emergi i e émp ene@ the private sector in
re hek R
the development of infrastructure intenance, hicrl:L_ e more successful than
o
many industrialised economieN le th ies adé%'é Asia, Latin America and

N
Africa are being prorreed ie initiat uejcr] @ntenance activities to private

companies and firms $ ’ 7

N N\’ O
A N2 >
Grimsey*and Lewis not@hat most of the countries have recognised
C—)

¢
that significant economi deg%rfﬂ;n@stbeaccompanied by financial support from
< w? >

the gov ent, Thish ‘Dhigr{i_ xpenditure and increased debts, forcing states to

IooiAa better solution {Q}{:hieve their development agendas. Thus, many

go\H‘|ents are now exploring methods to minimise their fiscal burdens while still

dz tivising private intitutionals to engage in PPP. In light of this, researchers
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worldwide have tried to study the implementation and operations of this highly-

contentious policy (Chan et al., 2010; Cheung et al., 2012).

2.2.4 Practices of PPP Worldwide . s j
Global challenges and rapid economic progress have %g demand for

various types of developments. These developmental needs Yl#potentlally create
uneasiness in countries where investments needed to meget derr'ands cannot be

ocarq-(.be a
hz!neéd,‘ﬁpubllc

b i
icies \brldge their

independently funded by the government (Adetola et al., 2011); Her
favourable option to facilitate governments to demands| for
facilities and services. Governments can adopt Tlode d

huge infrastructure gaps (Kumaraswamy %ﬁﬂg, 2001) ell th@t ht out PPP can

maximise efficiency and innovation ON ent<pris row@equwed capital to
finance government programmes ect M oV ents to allocate public

funds for other core economi C|al pregrammes (Ad&la etal., 2011).

Startin et al., 09) ztated tJt U s]PP ogramme, through its Private
o‘

“

Finance Initiative’s (PFI) initiati sta n 1992, is currently contribute for

|

mV@Znts most of which are infrastructure

O

s0 ha%'mg quite substantial PPP programmes that

roughly 14% of ountr

projects. Aus@ud refan

e @tries’ public investments. World Bank’s report

generat % cant value r
20101 that the Western Cijfb;pean countries have also come on board, although
S

thel are of PPP projects in total public investment is quite small. These include
ntries with long history of concessions for expressway developments such as France,
Iy and Spain, and others such as Finland, Germany, Greece, the Netherlands and

Portugal. A number of Central and Eastern European countries including the Czech
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Republic, Hungary, and Poland have also embarked on PPP, reflecting the conundrum

between the need for infrastructure investment against weak fiscal posi%¥;ﬁD

programmes, predominantly for road projects, are also seen in Canada ani\]% orld

Bank, 2010).

Meanwhile, in South America, PPP has been employedWcourage private
sector participation in public investment programmes in 'Immbia and Mexico
(OECD, 2012). Chile’s well-established PPP progra olves the dev pment of
roads, airports, prisons, and irrigation. Colombia, h has unsucce Ily a&)p?ared

use of PPP since the early 1990s recently Iaunch w PPP, ‘.p ar mesw@-develop

roads. In Mexico, PPP was also used, with Ilttle cess, ce ro §€ﬁ the 1980s.

...

It looked again into PPP the mid-199(\ ful with several projects
in the energy sector, with plans to emulate the t e %lon of other services.
Other countries like Brazil, are‘n@ gn lﬁlcant I S o duce PPP programmes

(World Bank, 2012). A‘O

! N
In Asia, there% morP %t'l; 39' use-PPP. There are well-established
&

ive in ent programme in China, a rapidly

programmes in %rea ap e
expanding pro m i c(%) programmes in varying degrees of

implementati n sucgess«th ud;lggt_ﬁsia countries (Tang et al, 2010). In Africa,
South A@ s emida n and‘%. urrently developing PPP programmes in various
sec ote d’Ivoire and Sé‘ygal have also seen success in PPP programmes
parti rIy in the utilities sector such as energy and water (Akintoye and Beck, 2009).

ahtyaogullari (2013) observed differences in PPP policies in developing and developed

ountries, specifying in five (5) key factors: (i) how the policy interfaces with the
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country’s political agenda, (ii) the main purpose of the government to implement PPP

policy, (iii) the distribution of sectoral development; (iv.) the PPP model emp oyeq and

(v) the regulatory framework. : (q
2.2.5 Practices of PPP in Malaysia Yv

The evolution of PPP kicked off in Malaysia Wherrivatisation and
du

c*on of these two

th its Mmi nd
J*

(2) policies was an effort by the then government to reduc
financial burdens, as well as encourage private élvolve en t!-e-ggantry’s

Malaysia Incorporated policies were introduced in 1983. T

4 b §
development (Navaratnam, 2003). Y' \ Y}#
M ia Incorporated

Nambiar (2011) stated that @Natisatl
on t

programmes were formulated basec e%ﬂt I;ihglminimal impact on
government funds, risks to be born elyrby th qlvat@or, and the government
as a regulator. Abdullah et aIN rivat'miﬁ(’)n programme launched in

N
1983 to 2005 saw eﬁnsig progra unljnjti@n sectors such as healthcare
ctrici ater

(hospital), utilities (ele A d )f@éommunications, and infrastructure
(expressways, poA@irllnes |d aigports). @%e programmes adopted various models
\ b I O
and forms of % ation. ) c')
O

% sia’s'privatis ion@amme, apart from the sale of government assets

otheh&s such as leasing, c@},lagement buyout, build-operate-transfer (BOT) and

bu\?erate (BO) were also being implemented (Malaysia, 1991). Arising from the
00 ess of the privatisation policies, in March 2006, the Malaysian government

announced the implementation of projects under a new programme called PFI under the
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Ninth Malaysia Plan. PFI was aimed to promote greater involvement of the private
sector to provide public goods and services, and set out a few key principles wi th
to the procedures of procuring and implementing public sector infrastr LG)rojects
(Hamsa, 2014). The three main features of PFI are; there will be impac%vernment
budget, risks are relocated and shared by all parties, and involvem% e public sector

is through the enforcement of pre-agreed service Key Vﬁg’nance Indicators

l

\d

L ]
According to Ghazali et al (2017), the terms, PFI and/PPP e' us@er-

(Nambiar;2011).

changeably around the world, although there are vartations beyv n them. IWalaysia,
the PFI and privatisation policies are a sub-set under the aof P hus, since

its introduction in 2006, PFI has b er% and el“of thedpew procurement
procedures, as a mechanism of PPPﬁFI p mﬁ? :{kbuild-operate-transfer
(BOT) and build-operate (BO) mo d has introduced @artnership models such
o
as the build-lease-manage-tra BLM i d-Ieasﬁ%‘ansfer (BLT) and design-
ie] .ﬁ‘j a
build-finance-operate F&models UKAS, 20
’ &
In respont&n&increa‘l\?&d and to.strengthen PPP programmes to support
economic devew ,aP i .(3PUQ}!<QaIso known as Unit Kerjasama Awam
¢
Swasta (U s establishe o{ prril 2009. Initially, UKAS reported direct to
NN
the Prir% ter’sD nt a%ﬂ;&:ts as a central agency in planning, coordinating
&& o’

and ating PPP program@j in Malaysia. However, after the Malaysian 14th

Gx Election (GE14) in May 2018, under the new Pakatan Harapan’s (PH)

e:
@ rnment, UKAS reallocated as a department in the Ministry of Finance (MoF).



The implementation of PPP commonly denotes the private sector taking the
responsibility to finance and manage a public sector project. This include hevae
package, starting from capital investment to the whole range of projec wement
activities and services including the construction, management,%ntenance,
refurbishment and replacement of public sector assets. These can in€lude buildings,
infrastructure, equipment, facilities and services. In these pro e private party is
contractually obligated to deliver public infrastructure-base S’Ym

ices o{er a long period

(UKAS, 2017).

L ] \T
! _{?
The private sector will take the responsibility, of rai? wn undsw@- ully or
Y

partially finance the project and to deliver the stices
S d’(ectly from the public

(Suhaiza, 2015). In return, it receives @ﬁ)n f
include, in some projects, payments for the aci'@&;s?w &
users (Hamsa, 2014). Ownership ? assets Is less of a @cern in Malaysian PPP
9 Q—
arrangements — many modelsN asse rans.fgf’éd back to the public sector
N

e a@re not transferred to the public

after a certain period ot’me. evertheless, s
sector at the end of Q ss'onq& : Th';@fe usually facilities or projects that
e

mwn agrsg'deliverables

publictsector, which may

have little value nd of the p 'ddue@eirtechnological obsolescence.

N
\ P ' L)(J
PPP.i mcigaasin y gai g"pr minence among policy makers as a sustainable
NN
model fdr infrastructdr ejopm‘(\_ez_‘f%\in Malaysia (Zakaria and Suffian, 2009). PPP is

seeAn efficient mechanj&o\/ to expand the potential of public infrastructure

prowisions as well as achieve cost-effectiveness (Nambiar, 2011).

0 The Malaysian parliamentary budget session for 2015 saw a total of RM50.5

billion allocated for Development Expenditure (DE), of which, the highest share
42



RM29.3 hillion was for the economic sector. From this economic sector allocation,
54.9% was allocated to the implementation of seven infrastructure proje&%d a

further four projects for the construction of expressways totalling RMli.%@n. As

of end 2018, the MoF reported that the total financial commitment on PPP €onsidered

as part of the government’s liabilities came to approximately Rl\%izillion or 9.3%
of Gross Domestic Products (GDP). Y.

UKAS (2017) claimed that since PPP began#i 83 unt%OlG, 824
@
projects have successfully been implemented. All t projects saw the 'govegﬁaent

saving RM207.15billion in total capital expen and‘.R 9. biIquQ~|n total
NV

operating expenditure. The total proceeds %@ sale Nnvern@%quities and

assets also stood at RM®6.48billion. T@ ers th the%gificant influence
and role of PPP in the national bud%m its tarT ’g[ towards Malaysia’s

economic growth and development. & 4 Q‘:}
N &

S
2.3 Involvement Behavieur fDe’isio lal«$~€'rPPP Toll Expressways

s '
This sectionw)k n ? M reeg_}(pics and the discussion focused on

toll expressway M tol essway iCéMalaysia, and the decision makers in the
: \ » ! sy
private sector ement in PRP. ¢

O
&

hroughout the world, both developed and developing countries have
acéumulated a wealth of institutional, regulatory, and financial capabilities in the

onstruction and operations of toll road systems (OECD, 2012). A similar trend is
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observed among many developing Asian countries where Government has introduced

toll road systems to cater the increase of traffic volume and vehicle ownership. It Ralso

a means to expand the coverage of road networks in their countries and if \%ported

that, toll road system is regarded as the most cost and time efficient mannerto achieve

the objectives to cater to growing traffic demand as a result of pos%znomic growth

(World Bank, 2018). Y.

Research discovered that the PPP on toll expre as inanificantly
within the last two decades in five countries whichjare China, [Indo sii, Kél’)ag)-/.sia,
Philippines and Thailand (OECD, 2012). This tr commensur WitI\%h\e rapid
\eﬁsed t V%::lds as the

intoye and Beck, 2009).

They have initiated private concessigns as their rrT ?&Qo finance the design,
building and operations of toll @rldﬁank 2018 @
o

This emerging trend% dierent 0 eagay’s approach where toll road
developments were m inated By th ‘atllofa)ublic sector highway authorities
s &
(Abdullah etal., ZIC)S owevelr,
players involvew dcu

¢

economic growth in these countries. These countries

[<V)

preferred method to finance their road e% Xp

t deca s seen the increased of private sector

ajor@%f ongoing and planned toll roads in all of

NN
}heir oﬁ‘c?unique institutional and regulatory frameworks

these countriges |r1a)lves pri?t se'(:to@ﬁrticipation (Osei-Kyan and Chan 2015). As
Yv

each of% untriés
A )’

to their prevailing soc{erb economic, and political environment, their private
se?\d public sector partnership models and format differ accordingly (Aerts et al.
)

. Hence, a deeper analysis on their success and challenges will produce valuable

essons and takeaways for policy-makers in other countries who wishes to embark on a
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similar expansion plan for their road networks (Suhaiza, 2013). The data and inputs

collected can be used to formulate apropriate institutional and regulatory f@%rks

which can benefit respective country’s needs and considerations : %

Lockwood et al. (2005) provided an overview of PPP in tolv&expressway
development and summarised the PPP two broad categories. Firsﬁ\tw DBFO model,
which was adopted by the UK highway agency under t P%gchanism to award
concessions for PPP road projects. Klijn and Teisman ) provi (! an_overview of
the DBFO approach while Eaton and Akbiyikli, (2 provided det e(; aﬁé;&g of
selected DBFO road projects constructed as a pa the Pfl. Grimsey a%% Lewis,
(2004) asserted that a major innovation introdth-yt \/

service procurement policy, and not c@ capi
acto

al (2018) added that the significant igap th

\odel is théjﬁs seen as a

aSset progurement. Fahim et
rq&h is where the service

N

outcomes and performance standar clearly spe ied.@dition, user charges are

“
not collected by the concess%ﬁi S,.an ent j&ﬁa a mix of shadow tolls,
No] ¥

availability, and perforgrance’indicators. [ 0
:'a , ' &
The secon &%ory islt \ﬂd-ow@érate (BOO) / build-operate-transfer

(BOT) / build-k%fe oper ) m@g adopted in the USA (Lockwood et al
¢ PG
2005). Undek,these sch e?t p{iv@party undertakes to finance, build, own, and

NN
operate%f; |Iity,é |pas Q%‘B\;:t toll revenues during the concession period
(Anu& ot

t al. 2017). The prj@ge sector is responsible to raise the financing for the

pr hile ownership remains with the government throughout the concession period

an and Zakaria, 2012). This model gives the concessionaire the right to collect tolls

rom road users to service their debt incurred by the project as well as to earn a return
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on equity (Nambiar, 2011). While these three models are similar in their approach, the

major difference among them (BOO/BOT/BTO) — are mainly in terms of th@f

the government’s financial responsibility (Grimsey and Lewis; 2004) : cq

PPP projects are viewed as attractive and viable policy OTM funding

infrastructure development in developing countries (United Natiw 2; Irwin et al.,

1997). However, there are several challenges which ha beg identified during its

implementation among developing countries comp eveWuntries —

L ]
challenges which mainly stem from the uniqu vironmental ff'erer}g)gvfor
. =\

infrastructure investment between the economies ler an§ L'essard, 20%‘, Pessoa,

2006). \)Y."\ Nt {\T

Grimsey and Lewis (2004) in e that among rs, ‘@main obstacles to

implement PPP in a developing cour%e the abs\*o;a_cgi?pr @gislations, managing

0
higher risks for project financi er accoun g“fo@eassets created, soliciting
public acceptance of PP cts,la e asﬁted competency of public
administration interm% and capaci t‘plsu'c&sfully negotiate and manage the

/

projects. &\ O g
2.3.2 PPP xxpr sswa }lala;é?

Q)¢

0

‘ - - - - -
In 1966, Malaysia became the first country in the region to implement toll roads.

\V ¥ T AY

The country defined a highway (or expressway) as “a high-speed route with a minimum

i
of four lanes, made up of two lanes in each direction, with either limited or partial

\accessibility” (Navaratnam, 2003). Expressway construction is a part of the most



conservative segment in the Malaysian construction industry that conforming to the

standard (Zakaria and Suffian, 2009). \?

A
The Malaysian Public Works Department Guide on Geometric Design of Roads
8/86 Order, in 1985, defined expressways as “high-speed highways built under the JKR

R6 rural highway standard, as dual-carriageways of at least four lanes (two lanes per

"'-l:
carriageway) with full access control, grade-separated interchanges and high-design
™'
speed limit of 120 km/h, and allowing the maximum speed limit of 110 km/h (Malaysian
L ]
Highway Authority, 2009). \VC
| S

In 2016, Malaysia currently has over 1 |Ior% of Feﬁ'ral Road

T
network — managed or maintained by the fWG‘K*s thraugh p«&sation. Here,
: 3
anies

the government appoints concession ¢ sibl@r the maintenance

of Federal Roads according to ignated zo\fle,s.$
.y 0 & .
connectivity through a good rN structure n rk {%‘prerequlslte to a nation’s

development (Malaysian H?f Ath ri 017)n this regard, other than the
construction of new ro% alay'§i nr d‘,a}utha'ties have become more aware of
N &
the need to mainwuloke‘]p isting romé-\/\lith the large road network at about
roa

18,904km (fede\ ) an 1,42 R%’(state roads), Malaysia currently spends
¢ PG
about RM illion annuall fo': road maintenance (UKAS, 2017). This amount

i @ely recognised that

N

;m
would w r if réa r'acost‘%r d vehicle operating costs are factored in. Since

200 aintenance of fed \foads has been privatised and they are divided into

@ zones — namely the northern, southern and central/eastern zones (Ghazali et al,
@ ).
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The Malaysian expressway network has significantly developed from upgraded

R -
“bullock-cart tracks” of the 1960s. The privatisation initiative in the 1980s had

N
increased the construction of toll expressways (Navaratnam, 2003). The govgrnment
had shifted its policies related to ownership of infrastructure and industries from the
state to private companies in 1983. Since then, there has been gre?‘er~ government
reliance on PPP toll road projects to achieve the governments’ expressway expansion

N,

Malaysia’s reliance on PPP toll road projects for expressway infrastructure over

goals (Nambiar, 2011).

| o/ 1 0
the last thirty years received a boost in the decade, largely due to the government’s
N ‘D'I \/\

privatisation policy (Jomo, 2004). As demand fgr better and faster travel on roads

PN ]

increased, the private sector responded by increasing investments in toll expressway
N7 i
projects. After the introduction of the privatisation policy, the ngeral Roads (Private
R W N RN
Management) Act of 1984 was enacted by the Parliament (Abdullah et al. 2016). This
i ~ TY55

Act gave the Government permission to grant private companies the right to a) collect
ik L

Yow ")
tolls on federal roads, and b) to give the responsibility of upgrading and maintenance of

e MY £

sections of completed roads to private companies over a concession period (Zakaria and

| N Iy &
Sufian, 2009). & &
N §> O

The common arrangements for PPP toll expressway projects in Malaysia are the

N= | ]) | | |
BOT or DBFO models where the private sector finances the construction, operation,
\V L.
and maintenance of a road and uses the toll revenues to recoup costs over a concession
> ~
A
period (UKAS, 2017). Here, the private sector holds project’s responsibilities —
\designing, constructing, financing, operating, and maintaining the road — compared to

more traditional arrangements. From these policies, millions of Malaysian road users
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benefit from the 30 expressways with a total length of 1,821 km. These expressways

R -
can be categorised as world-class expressways, and are among the best road network in
A4
' g

Asia after China, Japan and South Korea (Malaysian Highway Authority, 2017}.

i.  The majority of Malaysia’s expressways are toll roads, which are well-

maintained and have made travelling around the Acountry easier. There

\"J
are two main types of toll systems — closed and open — where users pay
™'
either using cash or electronic tolling systems such as Touch n Go card,
-3 —
Smart Tag and RFID tags. Malaysian Highway Authority (MHA)

categorised toll expressway in Malaysia into three types, namely:
D \
‘\\ s..‘r
ii.  Inter-Urban Expressway, namely roads that go through various states,
LY T <&
link major cities and urban to rural areas, and thus forms the national

Expressway network. The access to mter urban expressways are fully-

NV
controlled, where entrance and exits can only be through interchanges at

VY N A

strategic locations. Examples of inter-urban expressways are the North-
s X I 3 S
South Expressway and the East Coast Expressway.
V L ] <</
A\ \
iii. Intra- -Urban Expressway refers to roads that run within the city limits.
Ay NS Y
The first |ntra urban expressway in Malaysia is the Ampang-Kuala
~\%¢.

Lumpur EIevated nghway (AKLEH).

Urban Expressway is roads that provide connectivity and contributes to
e

%\ the growth of vibrant townships. Examples include the Damansara-
0 Puchong Expressway (LDP), Shah Alam Expressway, and the Kerinchi-

Damansara-Penchala Link (SPRINT).
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There are 30 toll expressways currently operating in Malaysia, with 22 of them
being intra-urban highways. The Malaysian Highway Authority (MHA) re rtgthat

as of 2019, 30 toll expressways are in operation, and another six are undi%uction

as shown in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3: List of Toll Expressway/Highway in I\W
h-
Operational Expressway

1. North-South Expressway (NSE) 9 Aug 1994 823km PLUS
E1/E2
2. Second Link Expressway (MSSC) 2 Feb 1998 47km PLUS
E3
3. North-South Expressway Central 16 Oct 1997 63km PLUS
Link (NSECL/Elite) E6
4. Butterworth-Kulim Expressway 15Nov 1996  17.8km PLUS
(BKE) E15
5. Seremban-Port Dickson Highway 1 Jan 1970 22.8kn PLUS
E29
6. Penang Bridge E36 14 Sep 1985  17.5km PLUS
7. Sultan Abdul Halim Muadzam 3Jan 2004 24km PLUS
Shah Bridge (Penang Second
Bridge) E28
8. East Coast Expressway Phase 2 E8 22 Nov 2011  184km PLUS
9. Shah Alam Expressway (KESAS) 12Jan 1998  34.5km  KESAS Sdn Bhd
E5
10.  Stormwater Management and 14 May 2007 5km Syarikat
Road Tunnel (SMART) E38 Mengurus Air
Banjir &
Terowong Sdn
Bhd
11.  SPRINT Expressway (Kerinchi 28 Aug 2001 26km  Sistem
Link, Damansara Link and Penyuraian
Penchala Link) E23 Trafik KL-Barat
Sdn Bhd

\ 12.  Damansara-Puchong Expressway 25 Jan 1999 40km Lingkaran Trans

(LDP) E11 Kota Sdn Bhd
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Operational Expressway

13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

2t

24.

25.

26.

/2,

Kuala Lumpur-Karak Highway E8

East Coast Expressway Phase 1 E8

KL-Seremban Highway E37

Duta-Ulu Kelang Expressway
(DUKE) Phase 2 E33

Kajang-Seremban Highway
(LEKAS) E21

Sungai Besi Expressway
(BESRAYA) E9

New Pantai Expressway (NPE)
E10

Ampang-Kuala Lumpur Elevated
Highway (AKLEH) E12
Kemuning-Shah Alam Highway
(LKSA) E13

Guthrie Corridor Expressway E3

Kajang Dispersal Link
Expressway (SILK) E18

South Klang Valley Expressway
(SKVE) E26

Cheras-Kajang Expressway
(CKE/Grand Saga) E7

New North Klang Straits Bypass
(NNKSB) E30

Senai-Desaru Expressway (SDE)
E22

30 Sep 1999
1 Aug 2004
1 Aug 1995
30 Apr 2009

31 Dec 2008

14 Jan 1999

2 Apr 2004

17 May 2001

18 May 2010

15 Aug 2009

16 Feb 2004

29 Jun 2010

15 Jan 1999

8 Jan 2005

17 Sep 2009
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60km
174km
10.5km

18km

44 .3km

28.9km

19.6km

7.9km

14.7km

25km

37km

51.7km

11.5km

17.5km

77km

Anih Berhad
Anih Berhad
Anih Berhad

Konsortium
Lebuhraya
Utara-Timur
(KL) Sdn Bhd

Lebuhraya
Kajang
Seremban Sdn
Bhd

Besraya Sdn Bhd

New Pantai
Expressway Sdn
Bhd

Projek Lintasan
Kota Sdn Bhd

Projek Lintasan
Shah Alam Sdn
Bhd

Prolintas
Expressway Sdn
Bhd

Sistem
Lingkaran-
Lebuhraya
Kajang

SKVE Holdings
Sdn Bhd

Grand Saga Sdn
Bhd

Grand Sepadu
Sdn Bhd

Senai Desaru
Expressway
Berhad



28.  Kuala Lumpur-Putrajaya 15 Jan 2008 26km Maju Express

Expressway (MEX) E20 Sdn Bhd
29.  Butterworth Outer Ring Road 7 Dec 2005 18.9km  Lingkaran Luar
(BORR) E17 Butterworth Sdn
Bhd
30.  Kuala Lumpur-Kuala Selangor 23 Jun 2011 33km KL-Kuala
Expressway (KLS/LATAR) E25 Selangor

Expressway Bhd

1. Setiawangsa-Pantai 17 Nov 2020 32km  Lebuhraya Duke
Expressway (SPE) Fasa 3 Sdn. Bhd
2. Sungai Besi-Ulu Klang 28 Aug 2020 31.8km  Projek Lintasan
Expressway (SUKE) Sungai Besi-Ulu
Klang Sdn. Bhd.
3. Damansara-Shah Alam 3 Aug 2020 20.1km  Projek Lintasan
Elevated Expressway (DASH) Damansara-Shah
Alam Sdn Bhd
4. Putrajaya-KLIA Expressway 4 Oct 2019 19km  MEX Il Sdn Bhd
(MEX 1)

5. East Klang Valley Expressway 9 Sep 2019 36.16km EKVE Sdn Bhd

6. West Coast Expressway 24 Aug 2019 233km  WCE Holdings
(WCE) Bhd

Qv,) I y ’ \(;zurce: Malaysian Highway Authority (2019)
MII pa;:ny% exw{e\ssways takes two (2) forms. First is where
co@n of new road is firﬁd by charging the road users a certain rate based on
%\ance of travel (UKAS, 2017). In this case, the upfront cost of construction is

intly financed through a loan from a financial institution and the Government for
advance payment for land acquisition. As part of the loan repayment strategy, road users
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are charged for use of the road. This approach is seen effective in accelerating road

construction and facilitates adding on the existing road network (UKAKQOQS.
However, this has proven attractive and viable only for selected routss%in any

proposed investment, the economic viability of the project should be carefully assessed
in terms of user distribution, traffic growth, and its impact on the neighbeuring network.
Incorrect or inaccurate forecasts of economic returns maysjeepardise both the

investment and construction of the expressway (Aerts et al. ). '

@
2.3.3 Decision- Makers in the Private Sectors towafels PPP \VC
| S
’ X

The World Bank’s 2030 Agenda for S bleBeV\el ment @ﬁforces the

role of PPP and the necessity for havin Me appropriate, effzr<
Sust@ble Development

A

) ort that modernisation

e and suitable

infrastructure to support the achieveme theid\entif'
\f

Goals (SDGs). It was suggested 1 erd @?O
. . . : o q 4 .
with smart infrastructure WI'[K eglectw%eﬁy-el cy and environmentally-
friendly are the main criteri ieve/SD pec@ in the developing economies.
(,J S
. 1 : . :
The decmon&ker nt \pf& sectoé/ﬁ(ough investment decision portfolio

has a fundament to pl

bring about z&}m e'e

develop %!pec'l '
WO
atl

transplﬁI , energy and Wate‘_l)jaas been claimed that PPP is a proven method of
\

e Ming more decision makers and stakeholders from the private sector to actively

su ortln@global agenda — their involvement can
funds and the efficiency of the project

ain  sectors including telecommunication,

Ived in infrastructure projects (Pessoa; 2006). The involvement can take many
S

anisational forms and arrangements. The World Bank (2012) classifications stated

that there are in general six typical forms of the involvement:
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i Short-term service contract: Contracts on a short-term basis usually

apply in cases where the public sector intends to engage prlvﬁiltles
to undertake particular tasks — such as maintenance serwj%

ii. Management contract: Contracts in which the private is engaged
to manage a facility, including its day-to-day rowaintenance and
receives payment from the government. hiswpe of contract can

improve managerial efficiency.

' N4

iii. Lease contract: Contracts in whi g governmen as‘es ts to

private company, who take aﬁo espoqglllty of

maintaining and operating e:i’ '1
iv. Greenfield project: New pro hl? priva sector takes on the
commercial risk o éQct chc nv@ﬁ)undlng, development
7]
and managemN e proj en it take many forms but the
NS
most COE Wwe *enfl Ipr is the Build-Operate-Transfer

(BOT) mod \-' &
l (J
V. nce ions: \ﬁQ here the government grants a private

th excl VJ n@t to an asset of over a contract period —

NS

cludj'h to te, manage and undertake investment. In certain

A cases, a fee is @bsed on the private company to obtain this right.
%\ However, the government still retains the ownership of the asset, which
Q at the end of the contract, the asset will revert free of charge. This type

of arrangement results in better investment returns, and higher
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operational efficiency, while at the same time requires high commitment

and regulatory capacity from the respective government agen&?

vi. Divestiture: An arrangement where the equity stake of R assets
bought by private entity by mode of sale of asset, pu ering mass
privatisation programme. The divestitures can bew partial — where

the government transfers full or part of itiR from a state-owned

company to the private sector partie optionimay _@Ff may not
include the private sector managing aintaining th ajlllt)b}
Most empirical literature on PPP looks eter n{a |nves{§~nt levels
and number of projects. Typically, the Ilter looks aP‘\he m roece&w conditions
and legal and institutional environm eI ents in t ostntry as potential
determinants (Banerjee et al., 006, ilio, 2011 —\}I 2006; Kirkpatrick
et al.,2006; Moszoro et al., 20 1 an K'/IOI’EI ,2 WOdaj 2013).

On the contrarygtherefis |m|te lite U{e bIe on the factors influencing
the decision makers in the a/ate ecto HE Ivement in PPP. Albalate, Bel and
Geddes (2015) p@tt Ithls pic h ot been systematically explored in the

N
literature. \ c.)b
%? e
% mplefo itlesﬁ needs for more private sector involvement in

infr. ure projects, hence (B)VIS vital to examine and identify the factors that

\

\e, motivate, and drive the decision makers in the private sectors to participate

0 P, particularly in toll expressway.
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2.4 Behavioural Intention

This section presents the definition and concepts of behavioural iEMind
sector

discusses on the behavioural intention of the decision-maker in the priv,

2.4.1 Definition and Concept of Behavioural Intention i

Q)

Ajzen (2012) defined intention as an individual su%ctive probability of

performing a certain behaviour. It reflects the willingn artic IWto engage
@

towards particular action that reflects as actual behaviour. Hsing 0?2),¢%§i~ned

behavior as the performance of an action at a certaintime in arceftai conte)g-and with
\ N

a certain purpose. V 0\ ?T

&

The behavioural intention can N e motivational fadtors that influence an

individual or organisation in pe I%g anﬁh\y&h @\ This entails effort,
@
willingness and planning tow. %rm' g the aﬂict@behaviour (Ajzen; 1991).
X

Armitage and Conner (200 that'the hestipredi of behaviour is intention and

behavioural intention r% e cognitiv ‘dlc of the readiness of an individual

to perform a specif, aviou
&N’ 2 &

Thus, @ur intenti "s'se be the precursor immediately which lead
to the a(@wim}r, eapingthat.an individual or organisation will react or decide
depg the outc mes’of\bfgﬁavioural intention. They added the relationship

St e intention and the &al behaviour are influenced by three conditions:

Q) Behavioural intention must be specific in order to predict a specific

Q behaviour;
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(i) the intention must consistent and stable throughout the time given or

measured until the time of actual to perform that behaviour; a\q

(iii)  the individual or organisation has volitional control wh toperform

the behaviour or not Yv
However, there is also an argument that an intention iY\;( intention and it
t

won’t always end up as an action. This means that the imp |0n'of this intention

is usually not confirmed depending on others such as it emotional,

N
motivational and financial (Reyhanloo et al; 2018@ _{‘)
‘?’

2.4.2 Behavioural Intention of the Decision- M ers in

(? &
Decision-makers are people WN ompany hav@e power to make

strategic decisions like acquisition ,quwsmn, oE i];‘e %\

maker is an employee, usuall who ma k@hallenging decisions that

daet al., (2018) affirmed that

impact how the company op?as T :
employees who are str(%l ion-makers o?% to effectively problem solving

and use critical thi Mkllls ll'h

on the outcomeWe t bene pe C ny
'

D vaakerjare r@/mcause their main goals are typically to keep
the COS%

o)
=
8

y weigh possible options and decide

unctionin eff|C|e and make decisions that help it continue growing.

D on-makers determine I\ér company decisions and work to keep it efficiently

0‘@9 so that other employees can focus primarily on their day-to-day projects (Nutt;
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The decision maker’s title is going to vary from company to company. The
responsibility and importance associated with the position or designation Wy
among companies and often depends on the hierarchical structure of th @alker
et al., 2019). For example, in some companies, executives post ma;%ne of the

decision makers who are directly involve in the process of decisionfmaking in that

io, it is usual and

cisiohs may be either
simple or complex, with a high or low impact. Thus,“@ecis nﬁ’d,inﬁome

N
companies derived from the post executive Iev@nairma 0 es'dehL f that
4
NT
T

organisation. Delmon (2015) stated that in the business s

mandatory that executives make numerous decisions and t

company.

Hunter (2017) connotes that t r&yen ol fde(%sion-makers in the

private sector: (i) identify the decisign on t i$ p iim)ther members of the

leadership team to analyze and ; (i) gather: mfo@on both internally and
o

externally about the issue OM ct m i) Ilsﬁﬁ(j and determine what the

N
alternatives could be; (i) angse and Lrth § the outcome; (v) decide which
. :m ’ . )

option would be th through by taking action and

implementing th@ or transfegmatio d (vii) ensure the decision is the most

N
effective. %\ ¢ ‘-' C')(J
L *
% this st avigzﬁ:‘%; intention refers to the intention of the decision

ma&ue private sector to p@*(’:ipate and willingness to get involve throughout the

pr?\of PPP arrangement. Measuring behavioral intention is mainly conducted using
QC indicators as the intention to participate again, a positive word of mouth and the
illingness to recommend (Jung et al, 2016; Suhartanto, 2019; Asadi et al., 2019). The
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immediate antecedent of behaviour in the Theory Planned of Behaviour (TPB) is the

intention to perform the behavior in question; the stronger the intention, the r%%eiy

it is that the behaviour will follow (Ajzen; 2012) : cq

2.5 Independent Variables of the Study Yv

This section illustrates the independent variables of the @H{i mainly derives
b

from Ajzen’s TPB model (attitude, subjective norms and pe eh,vioural control)

and capture from the reviewing and identification of CSFs%g, PP .\d .

N4
2.5.1 Attitude on PPP 2 \r
NV

In the classical TPB model, attit@rds B’é‘havio ris rmined by the
&
beliefs and confidence about the respeM aviour. n (2(@ added that belief
refers to the probability that the p r% beh:myil @ a desired outcome. It
C.)

¢
is overall judgment and ass of actions.J THis @ns that attitude towards

X

behaviour can be reflectedv evaluation o beh‘gour together with its expected
rtant

) ) ) |
outcome. Attitude is a%

coppon B,ln Qan perception and influences of
behavioural inten:QsdividuPls

when attitude i med base
sﬂ& ; p C—)
to perform Qse aiviti depends 0r1\@9 perceived attitude of a person (Ajzen, 2012).

AR
revigus studies have hlgﬁfi'ghted that involvement and participation in PPP
A <

p:w could provide the pri}ate sector with a variety of technical and economic

0 ha\é‘v(ention to perform a particular action

&

e)out@es of evaluation. Therefore, the intention

s. Among the benefits from an economic perspective include, higher profits for

Q private sector as claimed by Osei-Kyei (2016); Ng, et. al., (2012); Akintoye et.al,

(2003); access to the new markets including infrastructure and public service (Nisar
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T.M., 2013; Geddes et al., 2017; Liu, et.al. 2017); and increase of market share (Kanji;

2002). From the strategic development and sustainable business p({%ive,

participation in PPP projects could enhance the private sector’s enterprisi %pmem

and strategic transformation (Chan et.al. 2012; Li, et.al, 2017), and establish the

X

In the theoretical model of this research, the late V&RF]G “attitude on PPP

company’s reputation and social image (Liang, 2016).

(ATT)” has been designed by measuring the decision perceWe benefits

L
that the company could gain from the involvement participation i PPP E_w_’&rcts.

g

This study has identified seven observable variab hich gda ted Arom Qaang et al
Y

(2018) to measure the latent variableattitu@; i \ﬂtﬂbilityﬁﬁccessibility
to the infrastructure and public servic r‘%s, (i)™ d the(market share; (iv)
benefit for business strategic devel@v) hsi& tzmbility; (vi) worthy to
advocate; and (vii) established reputation ang social image. C—}

q« Q-
&
2.5.2 Subjective Norm Y_\_ I¥$

9 Y
Ajzen (2012@ th jeetive n is the “perceived social pressure to
A

either engage or 0 en i respgetive behaviour”. The typical method of

measuring su@y notm fs skin %Bpondents (or significant relevant parties) to

identify wﬁof}h r agre e@‘approval of a particular behaviour.
L

e, the s1gn1ﬁcant\cralevant parties” refer to the industry associations,

&

co\ﬂtors, local society, financial sector and the other private companies who have

d experience in PPP projects. Mol & Birkinshaw (2004), Porter (1975) and Smith et

al., (2005) stated that a company’s behaviour and decisions are directly affected by its
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competitors. Thus, the decision makers’attitude in their organisation on PPP could also

be affected by the attitude of their competitors towards PPP. \q
On the same note, industry associations who have the responsim@evelop
codes and norms that regulate the conduct of the private sector, coul significant

role to influence the decision makers’ intention into PPP projewan, et. al 2009;

Dulaimi, 2010; Long et. al, 2017; Osei-Kyei, 2016; Wang, 1&Meanwhile, financial

institutions as a “significant relevant party” providing for PWS can also
®
affect the decision makers’ attitude towards involvement in PPP projects. ' L}

Yuan (2010) claimed that the intention ecisj{ sto w‘{?cipate in
T

PPP projects could also be greatly influe Wmher?ﬂ experiencesgth PPP projects.

o3

For infrastructure projects, engageN pport an oopon of the local

community are pivotal in ensurin ject’s SuC\fEi $ i @entation (Andersson,

the community can also be

among the “significant rele i ioned ir‘lgis research.
N
Accordingly, five ervabl\ idbleS &pted from Zhang et al (2018) are
proposed to mea@ate tlvari e “suwgtive norm” in this study. There are: (i)

B
competitors’ %\to rds P ;’di) de of industry associations towards PPP;
(ii1) local %ﬂity’s attitude/'to s PPP; (iv) financial sectors’attitude towards
' 4

PPP; %ﬂttitude of herfex%ﬂ'énced private sector companies towards PPP.
3

.\erceived Behavioural Control

Q Perceived behavioural control derived from Bandura’s self-efficacy theory,

refers to the perceptions on the ability to perform a given behaviour including being
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able to show sustained and consistent behaviour over a long period, in the face of

obstacles. However in the context of organisation, this translates into technol i& and

knowledge competencies, financial strength, technical capabilites and S\‘@Ilty of
resources to behave in a certain manner (Ajzen, 2012).
For participation in PPP projects, it is critical for private chs to have high

technical capability, solid financial strength and strong b ow% capacity (Akintoye

et.al, 2003; Ng et. al., 2012; Osei-Kyei, 2016). It is advantage forg€ompanies

L
who participate in PPP projects to have a goo@nship nd n i)rk'a)g?v'vith
-

government of the day (Chan, et.al. 2012; Liu, et.al™2017; Nﬁ, . als, ZOlzkz-Petersen,
Y

2011). They also added that private compariewx prio Nequat éXperiences in
PPP projects would have a higher IeVeo\G" ence ‘1 der%&heir participation

in new PPP projects. c : T AW
E 0

&
Overall, in this study, s ervable varfables c"‘l adapted from Zhang et

X
al (2018) were proposed to T\ theflatent variable*perceived behavioural control”
in this study. They aréa(i)*financial stren J',{Z):thical capability; (iii) adequate

experience; (iv) ing cfpa' (V) networking and relationship with
government agehgies; (Vi) ca nagi %PP; and (vii) information superiority.
254 Cr@uccess actors S@E‘j

NG

Y-v
is section presents tb@)’ CSFs’ concepts; (ii) CSFs on PPP and (iii) explain

the\e CSFs that have been identified and selected for this study based on the

0 prehensive systematic literature review.
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a) Concept of Critical Success Factors (CSFs)

Critical Success Factors (CSFs) or also known as Key Success Faﬁ@l;
n

are defined as “areas, processes or activities that organisations must fw order
to accomplish the desired goals” (Gilani; 2017). In strategic manag field, KSFs
are associated to the CSFs concept. It is a source of credibility thatinfluence the way a

company’s value is perceived by market and is somethin hag company can invest

into (Ellegard & Grunert: 1993). i'\d
L 2

The term of CSF and KSF are interchang d in the Ij tl‘re_.\ﬁaeries
(2002) and Hardcastle (2005) stated that CSFs vosai ckart@% opined

that CSFs are those few key areas of activ E |ch fﬂYoura le resa@re absolutely
necessary for a particular manager to rN Is. @ form the essence

and cornerstone of a brilliant stra nd has |Ii &éither a positively or

Ca)
negatively influence a project @\ e (Rar 1‘ét a}é}ﬁl'j)

Esteves (2004) ﬁ s that O,er t (30) years the CSFs has been

referred to and applled by ver efs, %e evolution of using CSFs can be

traced back in 19 e adi cLssw n* s s factors in management was initiated
(

(Daniel, 196!@& Anthen ?', emphasised on the requirement to tailor

CSFs Into spect — (' a Company’s strategic objectives; and (ii) its managers.
Qs <
hey n accoun b111 ty t,o\%?ermme and the need to report CSFs’ performance,

co t| e on both partlcular}b and industry based on managerial perceptions, and
‘% with management planning and control systems. Rockart (1979), combined both

Qmel s and Anthony’s perspectives, and viewed that the organisations may have

different CSFs even within the same industry.
63



b) Critical Success Factors (CSFs) on PPP

Over the past decades, numerous studies have been done by severa MX;S
on CSFs towards PPP projects and also the key focused area for studies 0 t;;;related
to the success factors and challenges in PPP. This is supported by?tiew of PPP
research trend from 1998 to 2008 (Ke et al., 2009) and Osei Wd Chan (2015)

asserted that within the duration of 1990 to 2013, there w 72iublished publications

on the CSFs for PPP projects. i\d
L 2

N4
Tang et al., (2010) acknowledge and poin at a majorarea l)fﬁ@est to
researchers is PPP project success. Jones et al., rac% sin 'm%.structure

T
delivery should include an efficient p agency partne and-@)urable legal
9@ re @ — governmental

@ic and private sector

framework. While Stonehouse et al., identified

support and involvement, shared r&)ibility h}%t
0

parties, and public and private ommitme ﬂon@%) determined CSFs in

PPP project using BOT modYg\WatoI ch as the @cal feasibility of the project;
le

macro-ec gﬂﬂé&vironment; and favourable legal

&

framework. & @ é—’

N
Qiao e\i (2001) list ‘,gtatﬂ.e()'fnacro-economic environment; technical

innovatiorQ-:hnolo ical fra fer'\%éilabilityoffinancial market; political stability
’ <
nd soGia

port; goo gO\‘/'em{ﬁ'@; and the project’s technical feasibility as CSFs.
<

strong private consorti

a
Jew etal.(2002), includedt\ndnsparency, competition in procurement, strong private
ium, and exceptional innovation in consortiums’ finance as CSFs in

infrastructure projects.
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Zhang (2005) claimed that there are 47 CSFs on PPP and subsequently he

grouped into five main categories namely: \Q
Q) the viability of economic; . s j

(i) adherence on risks allocation;

(iii))  bankable and availability on financing; Y.

(iv)  the strength of private consortium; and .\d
@
N4
o .S
(V) favourable economic conditions. T
4
\m N
In relevant to that, Cuttaree (2008) stated that many~failures ﬁ in Europe
and Central Asia are associated with @nt ori ate asibility studies,

including ambiguous public funding: He also a ? @Qhe common reasons
, S
for PPP failures are: (i) pog% fralﬁewor? nd rcement; (ii) weak of

institutional; (iii) the projection of,cos enu@nreahstlc; (iv) poor financial

and economic analys% iled to’ imp mbn(ty petitive and transparency on
4 2

procurement; (vi) inapprop ate| i ation(fgﬁ{d (vii) public protest and resistance

(willingness anté@ityt n@t been ﬁsessed and studied).
!
( ’ ? (,)
In @' , Aziz (
and ¢ w intervie ofidergthe CSFs on PPP in Malaysia. Aziz (2010)

an(K@uhaiza (2013) adopted a questionnaire survey
N

id 5 CSFs of PPP hdtcls',?lg projects while Suhaiza (2013) identified top five

PPP implementation in Malaysia. Overall, the literature on CSFs of PPP can

0 ivided into two types: (i) studies that generally assess CSFs of PPP projects; and

(i) studies that evaluate CSFs of a specific PPP project.
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c) Identification and Selection of CSFs’Cluster

As opined by Ampa and Quraisy (2018), a need analysis is aEMZ for
recognising priorities. It is a method to identify the differences bew desired

condition and an existing condition. The desired condition is often r as an ‘ideal

condition’, while the existing condition is often called as ‘real COW’.

This study presents comprehensive systematic lite ;vie\'/ to identify the

most important success factors of PPP. The systematic li rer vMonducted

A
via a search in the Web of Science and Scopus en@ﬁing the ke r‘s (_)ti’ublic

Private Partnership” and “PPP”, with specific n sucé rs a&allenges
of PPP in publications ranging from year E to 018."\ é

A total of 20 papers were imd b
| (—03( NS _
countries. Almost 80% of the stu | edﬂa P S m@;neral, a few specifically
“« Q-
h i hezﬂbﬁre and port development.
e

N
@ticles.

looking at infrastructure proj as h

Table 2.4 summarises tE CWentio’ed inithes
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Table 2.4: Summary CSFs in 20 Selected Articles

Infrastructure

Ameyaw and Chan (2016), PPP on
Water Supply

Babantunde (2012), PPP on
Infrastructure Delivery

No. Author & Subject Studied CSFs
1.  Abdullah et al. (2016), PPP in Fourteen challenges were identified:

Healthcare Services a. PPP risk management; b. High on projects'Cesting; ¢. Frequent having additional cost; d. Large
project size; e. complexity of projects; gDifficulty ipgfinalising agreement; g. contract and
management weak; h. Fulfilment of divegsified design specification; i. design change; j. limitation
on innovation of design; k. inflexibility;™. preparation @f>contract takes too much time; m.
inflexible of contract; n. unclear responsibility.

2. Aertsetal. (2014), PPP on Port Multi-perspective list of CSFs:

a. Concrete and precise concession agreement; b. Clear definition of responsibilities; c. Project’s
technical feasibility; d. Commitment of partners; e. Appropriate allocation risk and shared; f.
Strength of private consortium; g. Realistic cost and benefit evaluation; h. Attractive financing
package; i. Open communication; j. Proper stakeholder management; k. Stable economic situation;
1. Sound economic policy; m. Political support; n. Special guarantee by the government; o. Shared
authority both sectors; p. Competitive procurement process; . Stable political situation;
r. Available financial market; s. Reasonable debt/equity ratio; t. Community support; u.
Knowledge transfer.

The five CSFs_ identifiedwere;

a. Partners’ commitment &giesponsibility; b. Consortium in strength position; c. Social support; d.
political stable;.e. has adesignated PPP unit in public sectors

The CSFs identified were:

a. Competitive in procurement; b. Thorough assessment on the cost versus benefits: c. Providential
legal framework; d. Propitious risk shared and allocation; e. Government guarantee; f. Having
political support; g. macroeconomic conditions are stable; h. Reliable economic policy; i.
Availability on Financing
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No. Author & Subject Studied CSFs
5. Babatunda et al. (2016), on The six CSFs identified were:

Stakeholder Perception a. concession agreement reliable and fair; b. Show good commitment with technical expertise; c.
Positive economic condition; d. Good government support with adequate legal system; e. Project
is bankable and commitment by stakeholder; and f. having good political support with reliable
private partners.

6. Hadzi¢, Jugovi¢ and Peri¢ (2015),  The criteria systematised into five main groups:
on Mane_lgement_Partnershlp a. economic-financial criteria; b. organisational criteria; c. technical-technological criteria; d.
Models in Croatian seaports social criteria; e. criteria of harmonisation with the EU policies

7. Hwang et al. (2013), on The CSFs listed were:

Contractors’ Perspective a. Well-organised governmient ageneies; . Appropriate risk allocation and sharing; c. Private
consortium is strong; d. Transparentin procurenient; e. Assesibility on contract documentation f.
Adequate and favourabledegal framework; gishared authority and risks between both sectors.

8.  Jin (2012), on Partner’s Partner’s organisational components:
Commitment towards PPP a. Attitude toward risks; b. Ability to manage a risk; c. Bearing a risk through reward
9. Liuetal., (2016), on tendering The CSFs gatheretr from thejtwo countries were:

process in China and Australia

a. Adequate™and reliableproject/pipelines; b. Thorough and critical analysis on procurement
process; c:=Committed @n<preducing quality output specifications; d. Appropriate and adequate
PPP guitiglines and procedures; e. Knowledgeable and experience of public agency to handle PPP;
f. Infegtity and ptrausparency in tendering process; g. Public officials’ commitment; h.
responsiveness and clarity’on governance structures; i. In-depth on market analysis; j. tendering
precedures interactive and informative; k. regularly discussing and dialogue among key players; 1.
Precess of tendering transparent and encouraging; m. having pre and post evaluation for each
phase; n. Availability and efficiency of probity process.
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No.

Author & Subject Studied

CSFs

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Mota and Moreira (2015), on Non-
financial Determinants of PPP

Osei-Kyei and Chan (2015), on
reviews of related studies

Osei-Kyei and Chan (2017),
success criteria for PPP projects

Osei-Kyei et al. (2017), PPP on
Infrastructure

Panayides et al. (2015), PPP on
Ports

Gave a different set under CSFs;:

a. Macroeconomic conditions — represented by freedom market access, competitiveness,
unemployment rate and stable in currency; b. Legal system — adequate, quality and effective; c.
Political stability; d. Adequate PPP experience

The CSFs listed were:

a. Allocation of risks shared in appropriate;manner; b. 'Strength of private consortium; c. Political
support; d. Local community suppoft; e. Procurement process transparent and integrity; f.
Adequate legal framework; g. Favouraple macroegenomic indication; h. Procurement competitive
and encouraging; i. Good commitment from.alt parties; j. Understand and clear on roles and
responsibility by all parties; k. Finan€ial strength of the private sector; I. High and innovation on
technology; m. Adequate feasibility studies; n{©pen communication; o. Thorough project
planning assessment; p. Provide Goverament Guarantee; q. Trust.

List of success criteria for PPP projects:

a. Committed on schedule and project timing; b. Mitigate disputes and litigations issues; c. Proper
risk management; d. Avoiding political issues and public protest; e. Less project life cycle cost; f.
Effective innovation, knowledge and technology transfer;g. Workable within the budget plan; h.
Specification of the output meet the requirement; i. Development of local economic; j. Good
internal rate return and profitability;k. service operation is reliable and quality; I. Meet the key
performance indexes requirement and satisfying the user needs; m. Environmental friendly; n.
Long term relationship and partnership; 0. Reduced bureaucracy and administration cost.

Five CSFs groupings were identified:

a. Excellent service delivery and adequate of legal structures; b. mechanism of payment user-
friendly and consistency in monitoring project; c. contract management effective; d. appropriate
stakeholder management; e. Environmental health and safety control

Determinants of Ports’ success:

a. Regulatory quality; b. Market openness; c. Ease to start a business; d. Enforcing contracts
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No.

Author & Subject Studied

CSFs

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Sarvari et al. (2014) on risk-
ranking of Malaysian PPP projects

Sinisammal et al. (2016), on PPP
in Healthcare and Social Services

Suhaiza (2013), on PPP
Implementation

Trangkanont et al. (2014), PPP on
Low-cost Housing

Ullah et al. (2017), on Concession
Periods of PPP

Warsen et al. (2018) on the factors
that really make PPP work

The risk factors of PPP are clustered into ten groupsynamely: (i) political; (ii) construction; (iii)
legal (iv) economic; (v)operation; (vi) market; (i) project selection; (viii) project finance; (ix)
relationship; and (x) nature factor.

Three categories of CSFs and their components were identified:

a. Nature of partnership (with dialogic cooperation, control and exercise of power); b. business
environment (business objectives, outcome and incongruity); c. tension builders (bureaucracy and
uncertainty)

The CSF clusters were:

a. Good governance; b. Responsibility & Commitment both entities/sectors; ¢. Adequate of legal
framework; d. Economic policy sustainable; and e. Availability of finance

Ten CSFs were identified:

a. Tense on Policy; b. Ineffective change management of publics’ partners; c. Poor performance
of contractors; d. Poor tender documentation; e. Public partner’s undermined organisational culture
and staff behaviour; f. Financial constraint; g. Political risks; h. Crisis in economics; i. Policy risks
and law; j. Lack of finance availability

Eighteen CSFs were identified:

a. Severity of risks involved; b. Tool price; c. Government effectiveness; d. Service price; e. Sale
price; f. Strategic quality management; g. Operation revenue in year; h. Number of vehicles; i. Net
present value; j. Investment attraction; k. Political stability; I. Income in year; m. Strength
consortium; n. Revenue stream; 0. Adequacy in funding; p. Securitisation of asset; g. Equity
allocation; r. Return on investment

The main CSFs in PPP were: a. Trust; and b. Network management strategy
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Q) Stage I - Thematic Analysis

From scrutinising the 20 articles as shown in Table 2.4, a total of critical

success factors (CSFs) were identified and thematic analyses were then csw done
r

on them. The results of the tabulation and thematic analysis conducte%ixe the CSFs

into 77 themes. This is shown in Table 2.5. From there, these % themes were

further analysed to shortlist a smaller number that coul beWr processed for a

higher degree of significance. The latter to be done in l. '\d
@
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Table 2.5: List of 77 Themes of CSFs Mapped to the Selecte(YO'Articles

(O
No. Themes/Factors 1123456789 [1]1|12 13|14 |15|16 |17 |18 |19 |20 | Frequency
1 | Bureaucracy X - 1
2 | Uncertainty X X 2
3 | Appropriate risk allocation and sharing X | X X X | X I\ X | X 7
4 | Government support X X X~ X X | X 6
5 | Strategic quality management X N» | 1
6 | Investment attraction X MNP, 1
7 | Political stability X X X X | ¥l w| X X X 8
8 | Strength consortium X X 7? | & | X X X 6
9 | Facilities management X _ 2. Ve 1
10 | Difficulties in reaching agreement X NI & 1
11 | Complexity X AN % > 1
12 | Proficient service delivery X — M ' K3 1
13 | Adequate legal structures X %& )&\ X :\‘) X | X X 7
14 | Simplified payment mechanism and X 0) N P & x 2
consistent project monitoring, o ¥ 5
Environmental health & safety control X e N & 1
Policy pressure o 17J0) (S 1
Public partners’ ineffective change ( \*3. 1
management A e &,
Financial availability X NGO X W X X | X 7
General attitude to a risk é\v" \; X Gg, 1
Perceived one’s own ability to manage a 3 1
isk S O |84 5
Perceived reward for bearing a risk e AR IVAFS X 2
Competitive procurement process N T & x| X X X | X X 7
Thorough and realistic assessment of the | sl -{—?’ X 2
cost and benefits, &
Favourable framework X 1
Stable macroeconomic conditions N X X X 3
Sound economic policy X | X X X X X | X 7




No. Themes/Factors 1123 |4/|5|6 7|89 1112|1314 15|16 |17 |18 | 19 | 20 | Frequency

27 | Good governance X X 1

28 Commlltment and responsibility of public X C‘) Y x| x| x 6
and private sector A 1

29 | Well-organized public agency X b 1

30 | Clarification of contract documents X 1

31 | Shared authority between public and X ‘y 3
private sector I

32 | Concrete and precise concession %\» I 1
agreement \‘ d

33 | Clear definition of responsibilities XX s o 2

34 | Project feasibility study X ? | & [ X X 4

35 | Open communication X \'a X 2

36 | Proper stakeholder management X Y NTF Y 2

37 | Reasonable debt/equity ration AN« SN 1

38 | Community support Y N & X X 3

39 | Knowledge transfer i X M X 2

40 | Regulatory quality CA \\T VY X 1

41 | Enforcing contracts o W S5 |X 1

42 | Quality of project brief focusing on output N &) 2
specification \\ & T] \\“\‘ X

43 | Availability of PPP guidelines and C') ( \*5?‘ X 1
standardised documentation i < 2 (},

44 | Involvement of public officials and ) 2
leadership A\\ S ' > \42% X X

45 | Clarity and responsiveness of N, e 0 O X X 2
governance structures c’) I - d a.

46 | Depth of market sounding ,Q’ NIWAK: X 1

47 | Interactive tendering procedures N "VT¢ [ X 1

48 | Constant dialogue with key market ..:x .{-,\’ X 1
players Py

49 | Balance between streamlining tender X 1
processes and maintaining competition
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No. Themes/Factors 1 14 | 15 17 | 18 | 19 | 20 | Frequency
50 | Availability of ex-post evaluation and 1
auditing
51 | Adequacy and efficiency of probity 2
process
52 | Reliable concession arrangement with X 2
due diligence
53 | Technology innovation X 3
54 | Detailed project planning 2
55 | Trust X 2
56. | Adherence on time completion R o X 1
57. | Effective risk management 2 X 1
58. | Reduced public and political protests X 1
59. | Reduced project life cycle cost X 1
60. | Adherence to budget X 1
61. | Meeting output specifications X 1
62. | Local economic development 1 X 1
63. | Profitability CA X 1
64. | Reliable and quality service operation ’ o X 1
65. | Satisfying the need for public N X 1
facility/service gl bt
66. | Environmental performance I s X 1
67. | Long-term relationship and partner ") « & X 1
68. | Reduced public administrative cost N TR X 1
69. | Reduced litigations and disputes MR X 1
70. | Network management strategy L e Y O X 1
71. | Market risk 1IN d,” X 1
72. | Construction risk XN YVAEKS X X 5
73. | Project selection ne L X 1
74. | Relationship risk factor FEAN X 1
75. | Natural risk factor ) X 1
76. | Social criteria X 3
77. X 1

~
Harmonisation with the EU policies 6\




(i) Stage Il - Grouping into Clusters

At this stage, as many of the themes were quite similar, in terms of meaning and/or

functions, or synergistic nature, the 77 CSFs themes were combined and cansolidated to

nine (9) CSFs clusters of as shown in Table 2.6.

Table 2.6 : Clusters of CSFs (consolidated from 77 themes)

No. Clusters of CSFs

The 77 CSFs

1.  Economic & Financial
Peri¢ & Jugovi¢ (2015);
Babatunda et al., (2016)

2. Governmental Influence
Babatunda et al. (2016);
Osei-Kyei and Chan (2017)

3. Legal'Framework
Suhaiza (2013);
Osei-Kyei and Chan, (2016)

IS

© © N o g & W Db e

Financial availabiity

Stable macrogegnomic condition
Sound econ@mic policy

Depth of timarket souhding

Loeal economig.development
Profitability

Competitive procurement process
Reduced public and political protests
Political stability

Reduced public administrative cost
Government support

Bureaucracy

Policy pressure

Good governance

Proficient service delivery

. Well-organised public agency
. Involvement of public officials and leadership

Regulatory quality

Reduced litigations and disputes

Adequate legal structures

Enforcing contracts’

Clarification of contract documents
Concrete and precise concession agreement
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No. Clusters of CSFs The 77 CSFs

7. Difficulties in reaching agreement Yv
8. Adequate legal structures \
9. Awvailability of PPP guidelines s%rdised
10. Reliable concession arrangementsywith due
diligence v~
4.  Organisational Strength of consortium
Peri¢ & Jugovi¢ (2015);
Warsen et. al. (2018)

Strategic quality management
Proper stakeholder management
Network management strategy
Facilities management
Proficient service delivery

N o g kB D BE

Clarity and responsiveness of governance
structures

5. Project Viability 1T w'and
Osei-Kyei and Chan (2015); %%W
Mota and Moreira (2015); 2 Reducedproj
Fahim et al. (2017) G')"eetin

d quiﬁ'{/ service operation

1@/ studies

I‘gti m&ct planning

{ nkat{é‘ﬁroject with adequate stakeholder
/&\ Q invob@ment

: F:ﬁ%ﬁfable framework
¢ ,-fo. Yrvestment attraction
) i&éomplexity

2. Simplified payment mechanism, consistent

)

b4
T project monitoring

%

13. Reasonable debt/equity ratio

é\ 14. Quality of project brief focusing on output

specification
15. Project selection
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No.

Clusters of CSFs

The 77 CSFs

9.

Risk

Sarvari et, al. (2014);
Jin et al (2012);
Surangkana et al (2014).

Social & Environment
Sarvari et, al. (2014);
Peri¢ & Jugovi¢ (2015)

Trust
Warsen et al. (2018);
Osei-Kyei and Chan (2015)

Technology & Innovation
Peri¢ & Jugovi¢ (2015)

© © N o g & w Db =

=
o

o o~ w D e

=

w

General attitude to risk

Perceived ability to manage a risk
Perceived reward for bearing a risk
Appropriate risk allocation and risk-sharing
Adherence on time of completion
Uncertainty

Construction risks

Market risks

Effective risk management

. Relationship risk

Environmental performance

Harmonisation with the EU policies

Social criteria

Community support

Environmental health & safety controls
Satisfying the need for public facility/service

Open and constant communication
Long-term relationship and partnership

Shared authority between public and private
sector

Clear definition of responsibilities
Constant dialogue with market players

Balance between streamlining tender
processes and maintaining competition

Availability post evaluation & auditing

8. Adequacy, efficiency of probity process

10.

1.
2.

Interactive tendering procedures
Commitment and responsibility of public and
private sector

Technology innovation

Knowledge transfer
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(i)  Stage Il - Selection of CSFs

The consolidated nine (9) clusters of CSFs are used as the items in lﬁigvey

questionnaire. This consolidation exercise was required for the purpose ONQ@“Q the

number of items, and to allow the determination of the most significaqt factors or those

with higher significance. The respondents were chosen from professionals/practitioners

and academicians who are experts on the field of PPP and pr 'ecw!gement from both

to vali alle the ,degree of

importance of all these nine clusters of CSFs by giving,scores‘for their r s.‘A\Q’kert
Scale was used to rate the degree of criticality fo%ctor. e er' %&le used
4

indicates 1 = extremely unimportant to 5 = extremely imp Bm\

The data or factors that were sele@ based 0 hie@‘mean score value

of more than 3.95. The questionnaire was ad \srer\ew to) 30-selected respondents,

the private and public sectors. Respondents were requ

74

N
consisting of twelve (12) academici welvé (12) tltl@/professionals from the
i~ S ) &
0

private sector, and six (6) practitione nal@om the public sector. All

respondents selected ha%kively iv‘volv in @-%projects. The questionnaire was
g 2

technically reliable as@re 0 e Cro%{é;éh’s Alpha value.

ity @ures of the CSF Score

4,
=

Cronbach’s Alpha (o) Median Score N of Items

<Q 0701 © \/Y: 3.95 9
S

N
N

QE Reliability test measures whether the scale used would generate the same reading
h time it is used on the same type of subject and in the same condition. Salkind, (2007)

said that the reliability is a test to measure the consistency of the results, where a test
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conducted repeatedly should produce the same result for each test. Piaw (2006) opined
that correlation values ranging from 0.70 to 0.95 indicate satisfactory reliability.

& Bougie, (2016) reiterated that a reliability test result of Cronbach’s Alpha: X\e of
less than 0.61 is deemed weak, 0.61 to 0.79 is acceptable, and a value OFA'Q high and
accepted. Based from survey that was administered to 30 selected respWs, the mean

score value of all the factors were computed and shown in Table 2.8\,

Table 2.8: The Results of the Mean e '\d

No Item Total Score Total Mean Score
1.  Risks Jf jid ) , q’ 3'?_\1

2. Governmental Influence 128 4.27

3. Economic & Financial - ‘O “\\' ‘\WE}?

4. Project Viability 133 4.43

5. Social & Environment \v) 109 y ﬁ 3.63

6. Legal Framework 111 3.70

7. Organisational \h ‘ ‘;Lmb‘ ) ’{Q ' 3.47

8. Trust 128 4.27

9. Technology Ny 0 ‘&*Q 3.33

) N
N | S
Table 2.8 abov@ ha a@ resﬁ‘I@quth a mean score of more than the
|

median score of 3 e 1dentified bovedaverage. They can thus be selected to be

N
further reseam@ to stutly ‘e!ovﬁ-g‘Téir positive contribution on the success of

O
the PPP. T x&ﬁ the CM Siv iew of literatures of this study, three (3) CSFs
b

of PPP e been identified and selected are:
S o

(i) governmental influence;

Q (ii)  project viability; and

(iii)  trust
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Furthermore, the selection of these three (3) CSFs is very significant as they

are closely related to the concept of PPP itself which: Y-
Q) government roles as main regulator and chief initiator in x%bowo,

Alfen (2015) and Osei-Kyei and Chan (2016); ‘

(i) in any project proposal especially involved huge al expenditure,
feasibility study on the projects should be oughly (ione to asess the

viability of the proposed projects oking ianonomic,

[ ]
financial, profitability, technical and perspectives O,ei_—@uirand

Chan (2015); Mota and Moreirqﬁzo : Ullalet al. OlQ‘,@nd
\ T

peration, commitment

(iii)  trust as the main elemetw level| of

0
among partners in any c ation and

(2018); Osei-Kyei c@wan “b\) \'\
< 0 0O
2.5.5 Governmental Infl N ¥ N\
5. uen \A
Governmental u ceise\ﬁ i th/th PP projects development and to

O

lure the investm@rivati entities in h@by competitive markets. Private sector

&

R N .
participation ventures does ot a‘san government authorities are able to take a
'
back sea@ﬁPP S a?m tp rship arrangement, both public and private
4 arelessenti | especially in the development of infrastructure

supp ‘@ooperati
AN >

p@\. This is particular tr‘(}&?n the pre-construction phases of a project (Li et al.,

Q The mechanism of government support in the form of guarantee is also crucial

for establishing confidence of the private companies to engage in the PPP project.
80
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Adequate and accepatable legal framework applicable to PPP is essential in
establishing the parameters and “rules of the game” for private sector getting w
field and involve confidently. There is higher chance for success in PPP p@here
a thorough feasibility study on project viability has been undefﬂkg by both
government and private entities (Babatunde, 2012). In addition, a SW in political
situation of the country positively correlates and impacts o% ccess as PPP is

considered a public policy tool (Li et al., 2005). Normall k'of political support or

too many political interferences may delay approwal es ecwvernment

| o N
expenditure for a public project (Jacobson and 2008).; Th gﬁv&ﬁ%!ental
i EI‘% succ@((OECD,

2008). Q\T
N

&
Aerts, (2014) claimed that PFM requ@ me_lQicilitate to fill any

viability gap i.e. financial assist e: fa prgj%,wpic caa%b% in the form of capital
o
%ibsidi bridge @ferences in term of costs.

N

These government pro isiw be ’acto na culated into the government’s
Cg 'S
gan

estimates for budgetin isclos osbxWhile there is no general template or

recommendatiom evel l)f actiye pub&%upport for PPP projects, a project that

NG

requires a hi N ofjgoyerniment fi@%@ial support may not be viable. Hence, the
project s ere Ior?ot er.géeérement models, or be deferred.

influence is a very important factor for PP

contributions, facilitation fu

4

!ﬂ context of toll g%n;gsway projects in Malaysia, the government can

the private sector into two key areas — land matters and financial assistance

kuan and Suffian, 2009). UKAS generally accepts that it is the responsibility of the
0

vernment (both the federal and state) to acquire and provide the land rights for the

.

toll expressway projects to the private sector party. However, the associated costs for
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the land acquisition (which can include, for example, compensation to squatters)
normally to be borne by the concessionaire. In the case of compensatiw

concessionaire’s willingness to pay the agreed amount will ease the acquisiti cess

(Nambiar, 2011). *

Those lands that require for the construction of ex@s typically

acquired by a state authority on behalf of the federal governm ore designated as

Federal Reserve Land, upon which, the governme tsWthe @?onaire an

rovision of
e

uire ts, the

exclusive license to use and occupy it (UKAS, 2017). regard

financial assistance, depending on the pr s financi

4
government may provide loans at lower than W

for any shortage in revenues agreed und@svce i
compensation for the North-South mway@

government loan and guarantee, ;g’na caah{é?,

9 Q—
2.5.6 Project Viability N
4 I (S
Investment in infrastructure {rojeets g?lat;@n important role in the sustainable

@,

and efficiency @velq@rogre the country. In the modern era, PPP

Ny

provides thgm sector an ;‘)'dor to contribute to nation-building in the

ompensate
merE{ r example, the

oji ok the form of a

develop ure projects. Nevertheless, investment in

necessary/ infra
| 4
infra projects argéy dépends on several key factors — for example, the

N
f% study on the prosjge? viability can assist the private sector in making

%ons on various aspects of the project such as financing, designing, construction,

Qperation and maintenance (Coelho et al., 2013; Zhao et al., 2010); Wu et al., 2016;

Ye & Tiong, 2003; and Zhang, X., 2006).

&2

82



Coelho et al.(2013) states that the willingness of private sector to partner with

—

the public sector in PPP also depending on the project’s economic and ﬁ?ﬂ
analysis, which looks at the projects’ viability and benefits in both the ne and
throughout the project life cycle. In deciding on whether to undertaké'Mvestment
or not, many aspects need to be considered. While PPP provi(R?n invaluable
opportunity for private entity to actively contribute and @Jn public sector

programmes or projects, the economic and business ideratigns need to be

addressed (Ye and Tiong;2003). .\d
L 2
N4

From various methods of capital budgeti ied, some studies havéselected

4
to investigate the Internal Rate of Return (IRRWO TR&Q hat di@nt rate, for
which the NPV value is zero. This can ined etting the e% Present Value

(NPV) method as zero, and determinm trial and thi\\@e of discount rate.

An IRR calculated at more than t :arpet 'Rtéf he @&Ject Is considered viable
n

o
for execution (Bin, 2018). Ir&' to that, Z ng,ﬁ 006) added that financial
analysis is done to identify obab’lity
goals and desired ben%om j

%

al. (2006) added hﬁbactivlties could en@e the financing model of PPP projects

. 4 N .
include prov, mupp rt,to velnngggx/agenmes, competent in the procurement

4

process t ate requests for r&dsals, conduct proper feasibility assessments,
A
and 3Walue for one'y aanormulate basic PPP action plans.

N
S
\Nevertheless, in determining whether a project should be given the go ahead,

y considerations come into play. Taking cases of PPP projects in other Asian

ountries, Ricote (2014) explained on the scenario of the infrastructure projects in the

Philippines such as expressway are subjected to the economic feasibility studies. The
83
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[
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analysis is conducted on the “total project” basis, where the total project costs are
imputed into the analysis to look into the overall of economic viability of the ]
The overall assessment is then made on whether these capital costs@ the
projected benefits to be derived from the project, from which a decisioﬂNde on the

implementation of the project, or otherwise. Generally, private sectors are profit

oriented, thus a key factor encouraging private sector to Md operate PPP
%5)

projects more efficiently is the return on investment (Li e

However, Ye and Tiong, (2003) argued that wit
viability and maintaining the attraction for the
projects efficiently, it is important that the?tesI

mechanism should continue to safeguaqgi‘ter t of conszfn‘sk\m. Bin (2018)

highlighted that in PPP, particularly MXpr sswa3/ viab of project is also

dependent on the negotiation for: ;flnath% I% ergl)ne t contribution and the

: “« Q= .
toll fees for the project. Thes\ actors‘influe eb&ﬁt{he financial scenario of the

private companies in chw reve’ue g tsg‘é} the toll collections, and the
‘ E [

economic viability of the project. Fut ré, it,becomes even more of a concern as

O

user/consumer d h\nd usle of t facilizys'}directly affected by the chosen toll fee

N
level. c\ 8 :l C—)(J
ééJ
.\. g
\ the previous studi(g?he concept of trust is stated and illustrated in many

% For the purpose of this study, the concept of trust is taken from the perspective

QY the expectation as an actor:

2.5.7 ru ?

L
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a.  Reliable to accommodate the responsibilitis and obligations (Zaheer et

al., 1998); \Y-

b.  Actand react in a predictable manner (Anderson & Wei ,q@a); and

c. Fairly in every circumstances and situation during the

opportunism is present (Anderson & Narusm, Bromiley &
Cummings, 1995). z '

According to Lane and Bachmann (2000) there is mmon a ent Qa,t to

N
trust is “to expect that the other will refrain fro rtunistic beh ou!, e&te? if the

4
opportunity arises”. Trust can thus be seen as a on that.canibe deerg;gf perceived

as taking a risk as the other party is vulne Mppor‘ﬁni ichehavieur. Nooteboom,

nd pe@)tion that the other
A\

into consideration that

(2002) reiterated that this kind of risk is in the beli

party can be trusted. He added t nder. st

[} )

trust is intricately related to ri ich m%wiﬁu‘t‘thé&ment of risks, trust simply

not applicable. N
AWV &5
Trust is to {de op equf:éje'onstant interaction. It needs open
communicationMentio I
e

taking adva% f the ot part};S) vulnerabilities (Nooteboom, 2002). The

@,

possib@ﬁksjg Iw esehtin any contractual relationship or partnership;
st

4
crucial for the sr‘ug&: execution and functioning of partnerships. “It is

&

ly any parties will engage in risk-taking behaviour without trust because it can

thus,

abused by opportunistic behaviour” (Grotenbreg et al. 2014; Klijn, Edelenbos, &
S

eijn 2010; Nooteboom 2002).
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Many previous studies have highlighted on the significance of trust in alliances

and collaborative governance (Grotenbreg et al. 2014; Klijn, Edelenbos, & j

2010). It is also a significant element in partnerships, as it promotes COO@I and

creates greater understanding and stability by virtue of manaing or redﬂkoerceived

risks in transactions and cooperative relations (Nooteboom 2002;?0'2000). The

presence of trust in partnerships also allow fewer complex Ms, reducing the
&

need for complex and detailed contracts and allow room ivit, (Grotenbreg et

al. 2014). .\d‘
Yv

N
(,)
Garsse and Verhoest (2007) connoted th@ﬁeren types of L%%Nn PPP.
4

The first type of trust is based on the COWJaI N nts, V\Q}l’e partners
“safeguard” each other’s performance @ﬁg 1 ‘:)lac echanisms that reward

delivery of right outputs and punish dm of W? ts&@ as delays, or low-
0

quality outputs). Trust in this co Q'iapl'%s%f %nce trust (Sako, 2000),
‘%

4
where partners are required \ sitive“n,the ex;&éé?lons of the other partner’s

ability to deliver. The secWe oi,trust erss@n\gly to the notion of goodwill
[

(Nooteboom, 2002; Sako, 2000). T i Jfge;)dwill refers to the intentions of the

he
parties to behavm xpec‘ed manner as;stipulated in the agreements made.

&,

O

\ @ ' C—’d

In th%, trust is ba§edon &e entification of the needs and intentions of

each p% %d Wye %v d, @cts goodwill trust at its highest level. This type
ddre

o

of Q sses relational pre’%lems within the context of the other partner’s general
\
Ea This strong-form trust (Barney and Hansen, 1994) is able to result in reduced

saction costs, even in the face of significant vulnerabilities. The third type of trust

Q one that exists within the network. This form of trust goes beyond the bilateral
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relationship of goodwill trust, and is actually a by-product of the social control (Sako,

2000), resulting from the forming of a clan culture. Yv

According to Garsse and Verhoest, (2007) trust plays a pivotal r e;n a)ntract
relationship combining the elements of formal contractual agreements with the
presence of less formal social mechanisms. In addition to that, Trusell (2015) reiterated

that trust moderates relationships and manages org nisw issues such as

disengagement and intentions to quit. '
Y.

Hence, through a systematic literature revie ercise, the re v'nt_igints
of CSFs for PPP have been identified namely governmental ififluence, prc{)é?t'viability
and trust. Finally, all these three (3) selected CSFs haﬁe\ntegr and as such
this study consists of five (5) inde@variable ely @‘& (i) attitude; (ii)

subjective norms; (iii) perceived behavioural ¢ \ol\( gov ental influence; and
_ N

(v) project viability with tru%-nodﬁator abl sational issues such as
&
disengagement and intention%uit. Aj ,\A
X" | 7S
4 ¢ &
2.6 Hypothesewe ril ‘t\ ()

Hypo

¢
by furthergnyestigation andsbasicallyiitis a statement that describing the relationship
betw w or er wrab@ariables (Mourougan and Sethuraman; 2017).

: : N . : :
H is require to be strus&?ed before the data-gathering and interpretation phase

esearch. Creswell (2002) added the hypothesis should be a formal statement to

dustrate the expected relationship between an independent and dependent variable.



Normally in quantitative methods, the questions and hypotheses have been
used to compose and focus on the objective of the study. Either hypothesis or rwm

questions used to compare variables, to relate and describe them. It @ured

separately by independent and dependent variables. A

2.6.1 The Relationship between Attitude, Subjective m, ,and Perceived

Behavioural Control with Behavioural Intention of th ision Makers
Several studies have provided adequate e ce on,t I relation
O
between attitude, subjective norm and perceived be ural control th'bergx-ural

g

intention of the decision makers in the prlvate seetor. In the’ coptexts Grdecmlon

\that @I‘y driven by
nef'Scontribute to the

&
6

Tao et al (2017) stat t subjective n m’ Il red to as the behavioural

makers’ attitude in the private sector, Boyne ( 2)

profit oriented and self-interest, aS\

decision-making process.

mvest

5‘

perception of a decision- rtan peers’ or groups’ actions which

l
include the imitation% y former pri n tors that has influenced others’

future behaviour. erce|ve\ﬁa viou ntrol is a perception that reflects the

resources ani: W SO an €

&
pl bet@our (Venkatesh et al 2008).

(J")

secter; Han et al. (2010) revealed that similar factors

eI n toupls
s . . .
of at d subjectlve normst‘j@ﬁ' perceived behavioural control positively affected

: ers intention to stay at a green hotel. While in environmental related area, Lam

su (2006) suggests that factors such as attitudes, subjective norm, and perceived

0 havioural control belief are vital factors affecting people’s intentions to conserve

their total daily water usage. Similarly, Howell et al. (2015) reveals that attitudes,
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perceived behavioral control and subjective norm influence respondent’s behavioural

intention towards the anti-introduction of aquatic invasive species. YV

Although numerous previous studies have widely discusse tﬁg)ositive

correlation between attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavigural control with

behavioural intentions, a study by White and Yu (2005) reveak,otherwise where the
correlation between social norms and behavioural intentions Wded as minor. On
ehavioural control
had no influence on intention to return to work among Soctal Securit aﬂizd?cn’ ’S
S
(SOCSO) insured employees. Additionally, a s y Zhang et al”i(20 E@evealed

L 4

the other hand, Yean et. al., (2015) findings indicate th elved

that subjective norm has a negative causal effectftowar )Bb{ ural intention of the
private sectors in PPP participation. Th@ on aev' of Igg{ture, this study
is designed to test the following hypotheses: O

\ 9
&
H1:  The decision m%«titu& has siti (ﬁect on their behavioural

intention towar

& .
voI'/ PP@ expressway projects.

S
H2: Subjec%ms ha\‘c %JJWQ/ ct on the behavioural intention of

rsin the pr.i&&é sector towards invovement in PPP

4

O
@Ferc \Y bdya Ol@control has a positive effect on the behavioural

intention of tl&j;cision makers in the private sector towards

A e
;\ involvement in PPP toll expressway projects.
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2.6.2 The Relationship between Governmental Influences with Behavioural

Intention of the Decision Makers. Y.

Zhang et al. (2018) indicates that the government is both t e(@runner
together with private sector and also chief regulator of the PPP framework. These dual
roles put it in a position to influence and motivate the privat% articipates in

PPP. Literature also shows similar understanding on the sigwml of government’s
role as follow: to fulfil the obligation in the PPP@(Z a‘g et al. 2016);
responsible in creating fair and competitive market in PPP(Effah et a Te Yq@t al.
2018; Zhang, 2018); enact relevant Iegislati%policie
Hardcastle 2005; Liu et.al. 2016); aIIocationW THQ{Q ely (I\@t‘ral. 2010;
Osei-Kyei et al. 2005); and providing %&'avail ilifysto pr'\ﬁ'ls:companies to

facilitate their involvement in PPP pro% 0; OQKyei et al. 2005).

Chan et al.
N R
Wu et al. (2016) stated that go talﬂ ision in ced the contractor to
o
‘%men ~Dingjet al i@ added that governmental
regulations and corres on?!Uper siontga si@antly affect the behaviour of
[

contractors. Normally fluenci ig‘o{%n direct which means anything that

N @)
forbidden by tr@vnmerlt, it “must b&%omply by the private companies as

mentioned inpt ulatory r me@.u et al., 2015). Based on the aforesaid
4

assertions{ 1this hypothesisedithat: .QJ
x4. Governmental agt]?u.ence has a positive effect on the behavioural
\

\ intention of the decision makers in the private sectors towards
Qé involvement in PPP toll expressway projects.
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2.6.3 The Relationship between Project Viability with Behavioural Intention of the

Decision-Makers. Y'

Project viability exist due to the nature of the private sect % profit
orientation. Hao et al (2008) states that primary objective of private companies is
reducing project costs and maximising profits. Wu et al (20 intEduced project

constraint as a sub-set of project viability which directly influ e participation of

ru&‘inf)ao'ects, there
, machines,
QF

et%r ecting

the private companies in the project. They added that in theico

is in providing an

%ws improvements in

constructing PPP projects by c% g the res Jbili \all project stakeholders.
ea

Zhang (2006) stressed that te@easibill
any j

imaginative technical solution f

He added on the basis of tecm iDidi con{ﬁé{ability, maintainability is a
necessary factor be cansidered in the lpera or[al@ of PPP projects. Additionally,
‘ol ¢
in

Zhang et al (2018%h hi h&K g @Ssibility on financing requirement
greatly help an&ease @etenc@d capability of the private sector to
\ o l (J
perform in P%) ect P (j’)
% NN
%It is v{a the d#i\on makers to assess on the funding availability

a liabilities before \fpate in mega- project. In other studies, Semple and

é(zols) commented that project viability had significant relationships with

0 rastructural financing through PPP. Hence, the hypothesis on project viability is
stated as follow:
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H5:  Project viability has a positive effect on the behavioural intention of the
decision makers in the private sector towards involvement in F’YMI

expressway projects. ('}

2.6.4 The Relationship between Behavioural Intention of the Decision Makers and

Y
Bhatt (2011) stated that behavioural intention ma‘ion of state of
readiness or willingness to act or perform a giv@ ehaviourd It can be
considered as an immediate antecedent of thetx%our. However, Pr{r\@&?ter,
Lengfelder and Gollwitzer, (2001) states that the coneept of pntenti has\a)‘@"rstinction
between goal intentions and implementati@n;j\ %
In the previous studies, bew intentionghas pI@%ital roles in the

\%suc: »ﬁ“‘et ea,gz’z\olB) on participation

Actual Behaviour (Involvement).

- |

/i
2

relationships towards actual be

Palestinian territ;)QQ@g et a| (2 n bebé{ur in relation to the choice of tourism
jid et al.
¢

destination; a Nﬂ& pn ecr’g@)reneurial intention.
L) b 4

O
%ﬂdy, five observablewariables adapted from Zhang et.al (2008) will be
‘u’s
meass r

behavioural inten@{s of the decision makers towards invovement in

oll expressway. They are: (i) having intention to participate in PPP projects; (ii)

idding; (iv) higher interest in PPP projects compared to conventional projects; and

ol Ing to increase the proportion of PPP; (iii) being ready to participate in PPP
[

92



(v) willing to recommend partner companies to participate in PPP projects. Thus, the

hypothesis on behavioural intentions stated as follow: Y-
H6:  The behavioural intention of the decision makers in thejr;VaE) sector

has a positive effect on their involvement behav%.in PPP toll

expressway projects. \,

2.6.5 Trust as the Moderator in the Relationship betweéen, B vio'IraI Intention of

the Decision Makers and Actual Behaviour (I ment). \\d

@ \Y-
Leonidou and Talias (2008) emphasized y researc alludkg")on the

e

role and significant of trust in social exchange?m is a&w nt re%g‘.ozr:ship and

interpersonal construct. Gilson (2003) cwn un

government legitimacy agencies andM

A
society interest, the trust compo w im@b I@g that relationships.
é 0
o
dt ‘eXpect

b
ey
N
Molm et. al., (2000)& a,&é'/s that an exchange partner

\
will behave benignly,Case&n the attributi nlof @ve dispositions and intentions
to the partner ina siu&if) fu cs:é and‘;'é}&/’. Basically, the actors that involved
in social exchanM vaIu@«ind operation relationship in a behavioural

B
context and@}ey;crd ‘th gr{-teﬁng'{nequities but rather focus on long-term

cono development,

rust

e

O

benefits 02)’ us e @h PPP contexts, the social exchange is based on
endu g%’(g-term relations as.opposed to one-shot transactions in a market context
)

GBQK& Cooper, 2003) and unlike economic transactions which are conditioned by
ele

gal framework, the persistence of social exchanges is dependent on trust between
Oe partners.



According to Berry (1995) trust is an important element for successful relation
which has multilevel view between individuals, groups and organisations (RTJ
et al., 1998). Moorman et al. (1993) explained trust in the contexts of ma@}amh
relationships which predicted by interpersonal factors. They defi st as an
intention of behavioural willingness. While Crosby et al. (1990) ¢laimed that any
future sales opportunity is dependent on relationship quality cMst. In that case,
the component of experience influences by over mc jon, trust and
commitments. Garbarino and Johnson, (1999) also stated,that t s.t‘aqqdmmitment

X
wski (201 tzfte‘c@at the
hig{ f t@ between

die c boratjé\;zr:)cess which
enhances mutual realibility on the pa%{;involvem ntiI@%ompletion of the

project. Ke et al. (2015) claimedﬁ%there |s\psN i
cooperation in the constructio%\s. Innaddit' nuto ti& ousaf (2018) identified

the role of trust as a moderator in‘the 11 onship be@- a project manager’s servant

have an impact on future intentions. Smith and

projects will become more effective once

participants. Wu et al (2017) view that trustfacili

udi 'tpl MO et al., (2017) found that in the
4
\BT:H; rust@oned as moderator only for a lower

environmentally significant bei
trust group mw, 0 rust gﬁ)ﬁb member. The reason is because trust
already e G@ (67

NN
irrelev% e role 'pderatc&\for environmentally significant behaviour.

leadership and team Building? Other

—

among higher trust group members and

\ ust is a new emerb'(';?g variable in the context of management and few
‘éined its moderating effect (Tlaiss and Elamin, 2015; Van et al., 2014; Wang et

0., 2014). Through in-depth exercise on the literature review particularly on the role

of trust, this study takes the theoretical conclusion is that trust is an obligatory concept
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in the study of PPP. As such, innovating from previous literature and research, this

study investigates trust as a moderator variable to investigate its intensifyin

between behavioural intention and actual behaviour. Therefore, th(%hwing

hypothesis is stated:

H7:  Trust has a moderating effect on the relationshipbetwgen behavioural

intention and involvement behaviour in PRP tWessway projects.

2.7 Application of Theories \d
X

N
Previous studies indicate that variety of ies such as re ch—ba{Ea view

4
theory, transaction cost theory, and social echtheo S av@én actively

applied to elucidate the validity of partrEWonce :

about influencing engagement in partn phenome whic@ecifically in PPP,

A
thus, it is appropriate to explore &@ry thab\gegpl i
6 ",

dim the social behaviours

e focus, of the study is

. . . ) i
in economic undertakings, 4S as the,exchange @ISKS, knowledge, costs,
information and resources en partiesgand st hen the relationships among

[ Q
partners. Furthermor%e contex of I}P,Q? parties weigh on the potential

rewards and ris@\pial r*lati\hips fo& purpose to maximize benefits and

N

minimize cosis. o :' co(_}
D, @,
r , th'P udyis to identify the influencing factors of decision makers’
4
beha‘\N;ur

hat derived from cial interaction in the contexts of PPP and provide

N
W:hological account of how these factors determine actual behaviour

volvement). Several theories have been applied to this study and analyses the basic
O

rrelations between the factors in determine the intention and willingness of decision

makers in the private sectors to be involve or participate in PPP projects.
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Thus, Social Exchange Theory (SET) developed by George Homans in 1958
and Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) are applied as the underpinning theo?lvr

this study which are much related on the phenomena of involvemect)}ocial

behavioural and relationship particularly in PPP. *

2.7.1 Social Exchange Theory (SET) \,z

Social exchange theory (SET) is one of the major iZ of social interaction

in the social sciences field and is one of the most im nt c nw‘odels for

| . | | g
understanding organizational behaviour (Redmond,™2015). fIt a Ithg\ﬁry that
interpreting society as a series of interactions \v e bﬁ mates Of rewards

T
and punishments. According to this view,\w eracsiYns main@etermined by

rs (ﬂ/aluate it using a

the rewards or punishments as expectea,to receive from

cost-benefit analysis model regard&jonscioum
a # Z QC}

The core concept ofﬁR es soctal b i s a result of a process of

interactive exchanges.ﬁ\cm to

ropa alo
the most influential para msfo\ st&rast-'}@g organisational behaviour in the

phenomena of sg@tio s|1ip. SET sug@that there is certain amount or level of
N
giving and ta&Nh lationshi

themthatQﬁmnew theror hot
_ 4
associat

—-=¢

itchell (2005), SET is among

&
(@ s
o

P anddtisthe valuing of the benefits and costs within

ha

"%

ciding of involvement on that particular social

4

Ay
{4

\
\Leonidou and Talias (2008) stated that the existence of actions in the social

Q tionships are motivated from the gains that they are expected to get or/and, in fact
g

etting from others. It means, SET posits that based on subjective cost-benefit analysis
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and comparison of alternatives, the existence of intention to choose create and
maintain the relationship derived from the maximization of the benefits. It al?m
called as ‘economic’ theories of relationships that describe relationships e%es of

exchanges aiming at balancing rewards and costs. *

Basically, in SET the outcome of positively or @; about the

relationships are based on the combination of three factaors: -benefit analysis;

(if) comparison level; and (iii) comparison level of a (R d‘nond' 2015). In

the cost-benefit analysis, the calculation of relationghip worthwhile b tl‘actiqg its
w2
costs from benefits or rewards (Worth = Benefit sts). Costs refer to r{%iaements
4

nisatio@‘ud benefits

in a relationship that have negative value to an Eiv'ldu

or rewards refer to the elements that hav@;é value

accggg\wce, validation,
and companionship. Thibaut and Kelley (2008) sugg

Qparison level (CL)
as a standard of expectation in e u:atiag the%?" ip.
(¢} “ QL
e & ..
co ment of the relationship by

%onship (comparison level for

Similarly, in evaluatinNe s]

®,

considering the altefnativesy outsid

Ry

to Rusbult and Buunk (1993), from the

combination o\é‘actor?u ate (Qj\krall formulas as follows:
!

alternative, CLalt)s, Thus, af

¢ ? C—)

(i efits— costs Wo@y(Expectation level)
%lk ’ bz <>
.\.!ii

Benefits — costs(;;gmparison level = satisfaction level.
N

\?(iii) Satisfaction level — alternatives + investments = commitment level

Q Donaldson and O’Toole, (2007) viewed SET as an inter-organisational

governance in the context of a social structure where organisations are interdependent
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and rely on reciprocation. They added in SET, trust and equity are the major concern.
In social exchange paradigm, the successful of partnerships closely related to t?‘!s
of trust, goodwill, commitment, reciprocity and benevolence. In fact, this vi has
been established by Mohr and Spekman (1994) that trust is the head:b&[ strategic
partnership and Luo (2002) claimed that building trust is one of th%omponents
within SET. Hence, trust is the most important variable of the SET-*Wlorgan and Hunt
(1994) stated that the relationship of cooperation will b X.by'having of trust.
Additionally, once the trust exists, the commitme rel io.?mkdt‘inuity of
cooperation would likely to increase as the partners e more valuge. Ma@‘z;t al
(2012) added that the relationship of cooperati uld_ inér nd a{sjﬁned that

S

derived from the level of trust and com en Acco‘din 0 Statféd (2008), SET

more flexible in applying to shariwamy com to@nomic exchange

theories due to it varies in its elem nd t%%f ;Q d benefits cannot be
5. 0
reduced to a single quantitativnéxge r&e. q 4:0
R R

In this study, Ewmploy;d t plgng}e moderating effect of trust.
‘ 3 I

Previous studies indicated that one of irﬂawariables of SET is trust (Liang, Liu

e 3
and Wu, 2008) a}% e to xamiu@% organisational level in explaining the
mediating efEMrus (Tlais r}leIQ__ngi.n', 2015). In addition, the use of trust in the

context ement has re 'v.eﬁeﬁs attention (Wang et al., 2014). Thus, in this
4
th

study: wpected th ‘Qa'n explain the moderating effect of trust.
N
N\ S

$Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)

0 Nonetheless, from SET by Homans brought the researcher to explore the

continuation and expansion of the theory which is from the Theory of Reasoned Action
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(TRA) by Azjen and Fishbein (1980) that is much related with the variables involved;
followed by the improvement and extension of the original TRA through incon?!s
of self-efficacy theory by Bandura (1977), resulted a new theory known e%my of
Planned Behaviour (TPB) by Azjen (1985). Martin Fishbein develoﬁkRA in the
late 1960s as its origins in the field of social psychology, but in 1980s the TRA has

been expanded and revised by him and Ajzen. \,

X
It is essentially a theory that explores a p@en '0,1 or motivation
towards certain behaviour. This intention is explaiged as a pla Mod\wat a
person will act in a particular way in a particula ion. éiz;?!s!lb‘gfal%m
stated that TRA is an attempt to explain Wati \S'Iiup\ etweer%fitude and
behaviour. To them, the intention to ac%wwtai \‘Day ede&ﬁal behaviour.
This intention is known as behavio%tentlwv? it & med a belief and

evaluation on the behaviour accedin ao sp%r des&Q‘outcome. Behavioural
o
ory

intention is the key elementi\h e it is intenti %at determines the attitude
. N
towards behaviour and_sub norms %
% 'S
'S 2
Trafimow (@a M de isdefermined by behavioural beliefs (that

is the percepti Me li
N O

!
good or bad %‘xseq nces would kﬁi@bjective norms are determined by the belief

N\
that a rs%z)ul(}d what thaé‘l'hink they should be doing, and how much they
e f

\Y

are_ motivated to comply Witlt:tjhga social perceptions. Ajzen and Fishbein, (1980)
\

tedythat a person’s behaviour is determined by the intention to perform that
aviour; and intention is a result of the person’s attitude toward that particular

thaviour.
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This theory has been widely researched and many studies have tested the theory
across various disciplines, including studying technology innovation a
consuming genetically engineering foods and dieting (Odoyo et.al. 2016@an et
al. 1999). Trafimow (2009) observed that, in TRA, pivotal to lour is the
behavioural intention which means “what one intends to do orw do”. This
intention is determined by attitude namely “one’s evaluatioyof'. behaviour” and

subjective norms referring to one’s evaluation of what ot think a' important with

regards to what one should do. .\d
[ ]
N4

t.)
TRA involves three main constructs; (i) t@ural inteptio (ii)'a{zr&sde, and
4

(ii1) subjective norms. To start with, TRA can bgsed't M aliset@ehavioural
pattern among the decision makers i(t\é\“riv e se wiﬁ&{gard to their

involvement and participation in Pm expressw,

whether this decision makers’ avialr is %1 @ural intentions which
o
explain intention as a functio& attiw%j}e Slﬁﬁve norms surrounding the
s

performance of the actEaI WOUL @ : gé} the fundamental construct of

rojKOTRA can explain

>

the TRA. F 4

Attitude ]
\—l— Intention Behaviour
J Subjective
Beliel™s & Norms
Motivation
to comply L A
<

0\ Source: Ajzen and Fishbein (1980)

Figure 2.3: Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)
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2.7.3 Theory of Self-Efficacy (TSE)

Originally, the theory of self-efficacy (TSE) derived from soci ive

theory (SCT) and has been proposed by Bandura in 1977. Accordin! to Bandura
(1995) SCT is a belief in one’s abilities to perform, organise and ¢ a course of
action. It is what an individual or organisation believes on the"akility to accomplish

thile Lunenburg,

steem towards4notivation

under a given set of circumstances (Snyder and Lope

(2011) suggested that TSE is a task-specific version o
and behaviour which are strongly influences on thefaction taken. Va nii S‘he@i'dge

P,

(2002) stated that in self-efficacy theory the en ment P tivities oqéy happen

NV
\rm.hose theyzdo not.

Basically, it says that a personwaour reflectSytheir i@ﬁ beliefs, and thus
explains that self-efficacy functio self-fuﬁg%r h@\? (Gecas, 2004). Self-
N
f

efficacy plays a role in influenei rson’s ability to Ie@eir motivation and their

while they have high self-efficacy and less likelyito en

performance, as he or she mall ‘@nd undertake those task that
they believe on their%?;\w‘r_g‘, 293). In TSE, the performance and
motivation also @art d\elt:} by h%ngective people believe they can be
(Bandura, 198% din 'd, 20@’ Bandura (1995) outlined four elements
of inform@jud ng‘ e‘%f.f'\eg?:

<>

4

rforman ou{:on{é;{'(performance accomplishments) — both positives

and negatives onp\rformance experiences reflect on the confidence level

§ of individuals to perform similarly associated task;
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ii.  vicarious experiences — observed and learning through other people’s

performances; Yv

iii.  verbal persuasion - the persuasion derived through verbal mement

or discouragement pertaining performance and ability;

iv.  physiological feedback (emotional arousal) - sensawxperiences and

how they perceive this emotional arousa

All these elements allow the person to develop a belief onjthe abitity te pe(ztorm

r‘ N

in accomplishing the specific tasks. Williams illiams (2010)%€on ot-&('that by
4 r

having high level of self-efficacy, the approacw'bf dﬁiﬁ:u\l S aﬁ‘@allenges to

master rather than as threats to be av@@gure 34 S %E&ramework as

outlined by Bandura (1995). \

Performance
accomplishments
Self-efficacy

Verbal Persuasion
Physiological and
Emotional States

S Sources: Bandura (1995)
Figure 2.4: Bandura’s Self-Eficacy Elements
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Those with high self-efficacy has high confidence in performing an action. It
Is a very important element in encouraging a person to believe in their ability to ?!ve
certain objectives or expected results (Rahmi et al., 2014). In general, 1t on ]
belief on their own ability to manage and navigate the various life sﬂﬂkws In this
research, the concept of self-efficacy is explained in the context of décision makers’
beliefs in their ability to perform certain acts, perceived to be %_ to manage and

control the risks and challenges related to the project
2.7.4 Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB ‘
y (TPB) N4
! _{‘3
In 1985, Icek Ajzen proposed theory d ehy PB).t rough his
article "From intentions to actions: A thew lam‘m‘d be V10u€(¥~B originates

from the TRA, and further discusse dalls of the rml@g‘ that influence a

person’s decision to perform a pa r act or %u ék%n’ 1991). In addition
to the attitudes and subjective %ﬁat d(‘a\rlved omT ",)TPB adds the concept of
perceived behavioural co xch r fro§ndura’s self-efficacy theory.
In TPB, a behaviour % from"(le i E‘t'on& perform a particular behaviour,

and this mtentlon ped b)l \al actor (uhlch also known as predictors. Here,

three main pre O

Q& itude y |our (i.e., the extent based on a favourable or
blér

unfavo evalﬁaﬁon to undertake the behaviour);
E\(ii) subjective norm (|.e., the perception on the particular behaviour, which
Q can be affected by the perceptions of other people seen as relevant); and
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(ili)  perceived behavioural control (i.e., perception on one’s own ability to

successfully perform a particular behaviour) Yv

Ajzen (2012) introduced TPB derived from these three factSs:'— )ttitude

towards the behaviour, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural. control — together
shape the individual's behavioural intentions and consequently afifect actual behaviour.
The TPB framework illustrated in Figure 2.5, shows  the mance of actual
behaviour as directly affected by the behavioural intenti hile be a'/iour intention

is directly affected by attitude, subjective norms and,perceived beh ConsQo-I.
A

Attitude
\ Behavioural |, Actual

Subjective Intention Behaviour
Norms

Perceived
Behavioural
Control

Source: Ajzen (2012)

Ir@;f rel positive attitude, will receive more support
from :ew tiﬁg inhigher perceived control of the respective behaviour.

ase, the possibilﬂ}cpthat the individual behavioural intention has a

Ir\
éponding influence on its actual behaviour (Ajzen; 2020). However, in the human

Ohaviour studies, TPB has been criticized for ignoring emotional determinants of

behaviour (Conner & Armitage, 1998; Gibbons et al. 1998). Ajzen’s (1991) theory
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excludes emotional variables such as threat, fear, anxiety, and mood and assumes all
behaviour are rational even though humans do not always act based on I
thinking. Thus, from the critisim of not take into consideration of emouo@nents
and focus solely on rationalisation of thinking, the TPB has b lored in

conducting research related to both, organisational behavioural uman decision

process (Zhang, Y; 2018). \,

Despite the fact that TPB was originally de@! Wﬁ human
behaviour, many studies have used it to conduct h on organisat bEh

, researc
N _ _ _ | u\;?
Aibinu and Al-Lawati (2010) applied TPB as a etical fra e in identifying
s

the key factors determined the willingness of ¢ tructi participate

a satlons;to
i ncw{(ﬁ‘o\ces in family

firms. Xian et al. (2018) employed T%tudyt\ |orl‘2 ter-organisational

relational behaviours in megapr Ec:fs: )nd %O 6) ?B} ed TPB framework to
d

optingscontract p@g s.
Studies have @t TPB has b enlap@% successfully in many research

in e-bidding. Koropp et al. (2014) used(TP ex mi e

predict the intentions of ow

_— d
fields in the contexwr mi B‘naL ch as lopment of green hotel choice (Han
et al. 2010) edrge, 20@ and bidding behaviour of contractors’
companies i proj ts‘(T gﬁoaépln addition, Yang et al (2020) applied TPB
N
to exa |nf cegan reghve importance among critical factors for the
» b

s

mtﬁ and behaviour of g'h)e./ private sector towards participation in Chinese
are market through PP P; Sultana (2017) used TPB in the study of the influence
nvironmental, social and governance on the investment decisions in Bangladesh;
QPB also has been applied to look the factors influence of local communities towards
the environmental impacts of mining in China (Yang X., 2018). Also, Bajada (2018)
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applied TPB model and the capability, opportunity, motivation and behaviour

(COMB) model in looking the dynamics between behaviour and policy irwous

reform, using Malta as a case study. (‘}

Zheng X., et al (2018) applied TPB to examine the_antecedents and
consequences of relational behaviour of participating organizatiens in,megaprojects in
China; Rahayu (2015) adopted TPB model for the em iriWy of influencing
factors of Small Medium Enterprises (SMEs) implementing\E-com e‘ce in Indonesia;
and in developing an understanding of the Green, Building B)’ngp‘t{w its
implementation process in Ghana, both the inn diffusion theory and'}heory of

4
planned behaviour have been applied (AnzagirW). W n, Zhe@ét al (2018)
applied TPB as a framework to evaluate%\“ing ess 0

vate<c<a ital to invest in

normal PPP projects and analyse the%tlon@v he _{Qte sector and PPP
s
performance. o c}
9 Q
&

Several researchers Mad i tlon@the classical TPB model in
I Wu

order to suit their respecti eCsearch t dl.@iG) modified the TPB model to
' s
of| \m-q rs i

nabl&%aL governmental supervision, economic

@

investigate the behaviou n(_construction waste management by

¥
d

including thre éﬁ@ona

et \ e

viability, amﬁ?ctc strai
d§\a moderating variable called demographic
>4

c@stics in the TPB md@ to study the relationship between tourists’ intentions

eir behaviour towards final choice of destination. Majid (2018) studied the

Upact of entrepreneurial motivation and knowledge towards entrepreneurial

intention, and added religious belief (Islamic faith) as moderating variable.

106



This research aims to investigate the factors influencing on the behavioural of
the decision makers in the private sector to get involve in PPP toll expressway p?m.
Thus, it falls within the radius of the TPB model and the TPB fram@hich

integrate with trust as an element of SET have been adopted and ad@&o address

the research problem of this study ?
2.8 Theoretical Framework Y'

The framework has been drawn to stud the s c?al\twvviour and
®
relationship towards identifying the influencin ctors Uswn_\q@mrs’

behavioural that derived from the social interaqi':on he contexts PPF@aprovide
a psychological account of how thw ors e\me %&v behaviour

(involvement). CS'Q

\3 9

This is aligned with stud ssu ial @nge Theory (SET) and
@

Theory Planned Behaviour ( The efement ih the o(&al success factors (CSFs)

X

that have been identified?ii:r act as dditional variable in the theoretical
e

framework. In additi& to exgla%]_j ynegi‘r} nsify effect of trust in the social

NS @)

behaviour conteﬁ&ula@tners%

O

Thusii study t he'orefi@l framework is an integration of Critical

Succes %5 (C; b)}c' I @ange Theory (SET) and Theory of Planned
DA o
r¢rp

Beha&u B) towards the i Wement behavioural in PPP. Figure 2.6 below show

: . N . S
:\gmtegratlon of CSFs, SET and TPB towards the involvement behavioural in PPP.,

S
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 a Social Exchange
Critical Theory (SET) Involvement in
Success PPP
Factors (Actyal

\ Theory Planned SRR

Behaviour
(TPB)
Figure 2.6: Theoretical Fra workE .\d‘ X

2.9  Conceptual Framework ‘; J \)‘T
\ T

Taking a holistic approach, the Wal frame of thissstudy has been

designed through the underpinning tm f SET andglPB, V\@h aims to identify

the influencing factors that coul r m@ﬁ tie |®ﬂ makers in the private
(.)
in P

sector to participate or get | Wpress projects. In line with the
objective of the study, ba atti beh r theory, the TPB model is
applied as the theorewdel ar}d rovides @aln structure for the conceptual
framework of th st |nn tlon of{b&s study - the additional of contextual
constructs (| vern enta c&)@ project viability) and a moderator (i.e
trust) Wh@v roduce |nt fhl-s framework. The conceptual framework aims
to ex d investi the e of all variables towards behavioural intention of
t ion makers in the\cﬁﬂvate sectors which finally performing the actual

lour (see Figure 2.7). The study also evaluates the moderating effect of trust to
derstand the behavioural intention of the decision makers towards their involvement

(actual behaviour) in PPP toll expressway projects in Malaysia.
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Attitude
Hl
H2
Subjective Norm
BEHAVIOURAL
H3 INTENTION OF INVOLVEMENT
Perceived =y  THE DECISION (Actual Behaviour)
Behavioural MAKERS
Control
H4
\
Governmental | V‘
Influence ‘

ijectvlabulty‘ %c) 0>\v 1 §

A
. 1 O
&ﬁer ‘gi b;s}o p@sive literature review and explored, explained
as Wﬂ highlighted the defir@ concept and origins of PPP. In addition, PPP
\

Mes in worldwide and in Malaysia particularly, had also been reviewed. An in-

.

th review discussed the involvement in PPP toll expressway and the conceptual

ehaviour intention of the decision maker in the private sector.

109




Subsequently, continue to explain the independent variables of the study that

derived from Ajzen’s TPB model and identified elements of CSFs in PPP b?ﬂ'\

S

This study consists of five (5) independent variables with trust as a moderator

systematic literature review exercise.

variable. The five (5) independent variables are: (i) attitude; (ii)% ve norms; (iii)
perceived behavioural control; (iv) governmental influence; a project viability.

Finally. this chapter illustrates a general overview

Self-Efficacy Theory (as an element expansi TRA) a appﬁ%ation of

(4@?1 theories
namely the Social Exchange Theory (SET), Theory of Reasoned Acti (TRAQrthe
@ S

theoretical structured model under the Theormn B‘B{h iour (@é) — as the
basis of the study’s conceptual framewo@N w\
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