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Abstract  
Even though the Public Private Partnership (PPP) program has been implemented in many 
countries, assessing the program success is limited. Thus, the purpose of this paper is to 
explore what PPP success is from the perspective of the critical players of PPP in Malaysia, i.e. 
the public and the private partners. This study is a qualitative research design where data was 
gathered through open-ended questionnaires, interviews, and emails. Data has been 
analysed using the constant comparative method. Respondents have been selected by 
purposive sampling from both the private and public sectors. The findings of this study 
recognised that both the public and the private sector are agreeable to what successful PPP 
is. Also, the results propose that PPP success be viewed from two different perspectives, i.e. 
process measurement and outcome measurement.  
Keywords: Malaysia PPP, Outcome Success, Process Success, Public-Private Partnership, 
Successful PPP. 
 
Introduction  
Even though many types of research have been carried out on PPPs, there is generally no 
acceptable definition of PPP (Warsen et al., 2018). Likewise, the broad definition or 
conceptualisation of PPP success is still unclear. Only recently; attempts to conceptualise and 
measure PPP success have been made.  The concept of PPP success is difficult to be agreed. 
In PPP settings, the public and the private sector may hold different perspectives of  PPP 
success due to their different objective of existence (Dowling et al., 2004; Yuan et al., 2012). 
While one partner is a social-oriented entity, the other partner is a profit-oriented 
organisation (Zou et al., 2014). This paper attempts to explore what PPP success is from the 
perspective of the key players of Malaysia PPP, i.e. the public and the private partners.   
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Background  
Generally, PPP can be referred to as the contractual involvement between the public and the 
private sectors in infrastructure development (Ahmad et al., 2018a; Ismail & Harris, 2014; 
Yuan et al., 2009). The level of involvement between the public and the private sectors may 
depend on many factors such as the degree of risk-sharing (Yuan et al., 2010) or region and 
type of projects implemented (Ahmad et al., 2018a; Carbonara et al., 2013). It also depends 
on the unique qualities of each adopting country (Ismail & Haris, 2014; Mohamad et al., 
2018b). At least in Malaysia, the PPP arrangement referred to a contractual working 
relationship between the public and the private sector in a project management setting.  
 
The history of Malaysia's PPP can be traced back to the 1980s, when the government 
introduced many initiatives to encourage the participation of the private sectors in the 
delivery of public facilities (Sapri et al., 2016).  It was done through the introduction of (The 
Malaysia Incorporated Policy 1981; Privatisation Policy, 1985; (The Privatisation Master Plan, 
1991). To strengthen the participation of private sectors,  PPP has been introduced formally 
under the Tenth Malaysia Plan, incorporating privatisation and Public Finance Initiative (PFI) 
(Ismail, 2013; Rashid et al., 2016). Accordingly, RM63 billion has been allocated for PPP 
projects under the Tenth Malaysia Plan (Government of Malaysia, 2009).   
 
PPP in Malaysia involves the transfer to the private sector the responsibility to finance and 
manage a package of capital investment and services, including the construction, 
management, maintenance, refurbishment and replacement of the public sector assets, 
which creates a standalone business (UKAS, 2009). There is a contract for the private party to 
deliver public facilities and services within the PPP relationship. They will have to raise their 
funds to finance the development and delivery of the facility for an agreed concession period. 
Payment from the government will be based on an agreed performance level, such as the 
quality and timeliness of the services. In some cases, the private partners will receive payment 
from users' charges levied directly on the end-users; or sometimes both from the government 
and the end-users. 
 
PPP is different from the traditional procurement method. In a 'build and deliver' mechanism,  
private companies will construct infrastructure or services specified by the government 
through tender or direct negotiations. Once the construction is completed, the asset will be 
transferred and operated by the government (Burger & Hawkesworth, 2011). On the other 
hand, the PPP arrangement was structured. It is agreed for the private sector to finance and 
manage a package of capital investment and services, including the construction, 
management, maintenance, refurbishment, and replacement of the public sector facilities. In 
return, the private sector will be compensated according to the levels, quality and timeliness 
of the service delivery specified in the concession agreement (Carbonara et al., 2013).   
 
As the conventional procurement activities will take only a few years to be completed, the 
relationship between the public and the private sector is based on a contractor-principal 
relationship. However, a PPP arrangement involves a much longer cooperative relationship 
between the public and the private sector as they are bounded by a longer duration of 
concession agreement (Burger & Hawkesworth, 2011; Yuan et al., 2008).   
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This long-term arrangement makes PPP more complicated to be measured successfully than 
the 'build and deliver' mechanism. Due to the nature of the longer-term contractual 
relationship, it is crucial to assess PPP success in terms of process and output performance. 
In other words, PPP success measurement should not solely involve dollar and cent but also 
the level of the working relationship; i.e. partnership relationship healthiness between the 
public and the private sector (Salve et al., 2018; Singaravelloo, 2010; Warsen et al., 2019).  
 
Also, even though a regular project in a conventional setting is characterised by 
multidisciplinary individuals from many departments (Meredith & Mantel, 2009), their 
ultimate organisational objective remains the same. In this regard, the PPP working 
environment is more complex. In a PPP setting, besides having different expertise, members 
also represent two different organisations, i.e. the public and the private sector, and thus 
have contrasting objectives. While the former is a social-oriented organisation, the latter is a 
profit-oriented focused organisation. Therefore, their different purpose of existence may 
affect their perception of PPP success.  

 
Literature Review  
Generally, past studies have broadly categorised the concept of PPP success in two ways, i.e. 
process and outcome.  
 
Process Success 
Process success could be defined simply as the achievement of a  structured, measured set of 
activities across time and place with a beginning and an end. It begins with identifying inputs 
and accomplishing a specific goal of outputs (Torraco, 2005). PPP process success can be 
conceptualised in two ways. Firstly, process success is related to the partnership working 
relationship, i.e. 'the extent to which the pattern of interactions is acceptable to the partners' 
(Ariño, 2003, p.75). For example, through the level of trust, commitment, coordination and 
communication between partners (Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Warsen et al., 2018, 2019).  
 
Yung et al (2005) have measured the level of attitude of the public and the private psychiatry 
towards shared care arrangement between the public and the private sector as a proxy to 
measure the success of their collaboration. In a recent PPP study, Warsen et al (2018) have 
included respondents perception of the partnership process as an indicator of PPP process 
success. They label respondents' perception of the partnership process as the 'quality of 
cooperation' and measure it through three dimensions: managing internal conflicts, presence 
of deadlocks, and course of cooperation.  
 
Past researchers have also acknowledged that partnership process success is as critical as 
outcome success. Understanding outcome success must begin by understanding how process 
factors interact (Ariño, 2003; Dowling et al., 2004). The measurement of partnership process 
success focuses on the level of working relationship between partners, i.e. the health of the 
partnership. Past studies have shown that members interaction plays a prominent role in 
determining partnership success (Mohr & Spekman, 1994). While working together, the 
interpersonal level interaction will determine whether the partner's team members trust and 
like each other. In return, it will determine how effective the partnership is at the 
organisational level (Prati et al., 2003). The reason is that a healthy interpersonal relationship 
between members of the different partners will act as an 'informal self-enforcing agreement' 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 1 , No. 12, 2021, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2021 
 

1813 
 

that facilitate the organisational level partnership to thrive  (Dyer and Singh, 1998a; 
Sambasivan et al., 2011; p.553).  

 
Secondly, PPP process success can be conceptualised based on the favourable working 
environment that influences partnership success (Dowling et al., 2004). Researchers 
examined various critical success factors that contribute to PPP success from these 
perspectives. For example, some researchers have measured respondents' perception of the 
importance of the available financial market, broader interagency activities; suitable 
institutional and legal structures, good governance, commitment and responsibility of 
partners, sound economic policy and the availability of the financial market towards PPP 
success (Cheung et al., 2012; Ismail, 2013; Muhammad & Johar, 2019). 
 
Outcome Success 
On the other hand, the outcome can be defined as the result or effect of an action, event or 
situation.  Weldon and Weingart (1993) defined outcome success as the degree of achieving 
a set of activities in accomplishing stated objectives. Past studies indicated that the concept 
of PPP outcome success had been measured in several ways: 

 
(i) PPP Key Performance Indicators  
Early studies in PPP performance have identified critical key performance indicators (KPIs) to 
measure PPP achievement. As PPP central activities are project management, many PPP key 
performance objective indicators are similar to those used to measure project management 
success (Cooke-Davies, 2002; Muller & Jugdev, 2012; Pinto & Slevin, 1988; Xiong et al., 2015; 
Yuan et al., 2009).  For example, indicators such as within budget, the project completed on 
time and acceptable quality of the infrastructure are common KPIs in measuring project and 
PPP management success (Mohamad et al., 2018a; Nixon et al., 2012).  
 
Also, to some extent, both the public and the private partners agree on similar KPIs in 
measuring PPP outcome success.  For example, both partners perceived quality, cost and time 
as necessary indicators in measuring PPP projects achievement  (Yuan et al., 2009). Likewise, 
Yuan et al (2010) have proposed fifteen PPP performance objectives attributes based on the 
perspectives of different stakeholders. The researchers found that different stakeholders 
prefer different performance indicators but generally agreed that cost, time, and quality are 
essential indicators in measuring PPP project success.   
 
Similarly, Mohamad et al (2018a) have identified respondents' perceptions of the critical 
performance indicators to assess Malaysia PPP performance. They found that 'operational 
cost'. 'construction cost', and 'construction period' are among the top key performance 
indicators preferred to indicate PPP achievement. Among others, Mohamad, Ismail, & Mohd 
Said (2018a) 's findings provide the basis that PPP project success must be considered an 
element in conceptualising Malaysia's PPP success. 
 
Interestingly, regardless of whether they represented the public or the private partners, 
primary performance objective indicators such as acceptable quality of the project, within 
budget, good quality of public service and on-time or earlier project completion have been 
preferred to indicate PPP performance both in Hong Kong  (Xiong et al., 2015) and in Malaysia 
(Mohamad, Ismail and Said, 2018).  These findings show that to some extent, as partners, the 
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public and private sectors have a shared vision and goals in undertaking PPP projects. In 
partnership, having common and shared goals is essential to indicate that both parties are on 

the same page to achieve shared objectives (Zhang, 2006 as cited by Xiong et al., 2015).  
 

(ii) PPP Project Success 
PPP project success has been defined as the 'delivery of the desired service quality to the 
beneficiaries at a scheduled time in budgeted cost that satisfies the major stakeholders, i.e. 
equity provider, Special Purpose Vehicle/Private Partner, government and beneficiaries' 
(Ahamd, Ibrahim, & Abu Bakar, 2018, p. 36). The definition was proposed based on the 
interviews quotations using Atlas ti 8.0. This definition is consistent with the general 
description of project success. For example, Wit (1988) has defined project success as 'the 
project is considered an overall success if the project meets the technical performance 
specification and/or mission to be performed, and if there is a high level of satisfaction 
concerning the project outcome among key people in the parent organisation, key people in 
the project team and key users or clientele of the project effort' (p.165).  His proposition was 
based on a structured literature review.  

 
Warsen et al (2018) used perceived project performance to proxy for PPP outcome. In their 
research, respondents were asked to rate their perception of the project's performance 
through five dimensions: integral of the solution, the solution's effectiveness, effectiveness in 
the future, support for the solution, and the relation between cost and benefits. Perceive 
project performance is adopted because it is challenging to select indicators that best 
represent the objectives of PPP success for both the public and the private sector. 
 
Stakeholders' Satisfaction  
Lastly, affective measurement such as stakeholders' and end-users satisfaction has also been 
proposed to measure PPP outcome success (Yuan et al., 2008). For example, Warsen et al 
(2019) defines PPP project success as 'projects with outstanding performance' (p.6). They 
measure project performance as a combination of 'traditional' performance measures such 
as on-time delivery, budget delivery and value for money and a softer operationalisation of 
perceived performance (satisfaction). From the research point of view, a successful 
partnership project will only exist if both partners benefited from it. Thus, to determine the 
final scores, the researcher use' satisfaction on the project performance' in which very low 
satisfaction scores will resulted in lowering of project scores and vice versa. When there is a 
significant difference between the 'traditional' performance measure and satisfaction level, 
qualitative data interviews were held to examine the reasons for the differences.  
 
Research Methodology 
This research is based on the premise that partnership success should be evaluated through 
the process and outcome measurements (Asthana et al., 2002; Dowling et al., 2004). While 
process measurement focuses on the working relationship and the health of the partnership, 
the outcome measurement focuses on whether the partnership benefits the individual 
partners, the collaboration itself, and the intended end-users.  
 
It is essential to distinguish the PPP success measurement as a process or an outcome because 
outcome performance is influenced by process performance (Ariño, 2003). In this regard, 
while the partnership process could be considered 'success', the intended partnership 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 1 , No. 12, 2021, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2021 
 

1815 
 

outcome may not be achieved (Greig & Poxton, 2001). However, suppose the measurement 
of success is focused solely on the outcome; in that case, the partnership process's gain and 
benefits will be underestimated (Ansari et al., 2001). The lack of partnership process 
measurement will hinder effective intervention and facilitation of change required to 
enhance partnership progress and success (Asthana et al., 2002). It is because, while 
interacting formally or informally, individual partners may start to trust each other. 
Partnerships share new business insights, knowledge, and information by trusting each other. 
It also builds and enhances personal working relationships for the future sustainability of 
collaboration at the organisational level (Cullen, Johnson and Sakano, 2000; Whipple and 
Frankel, 2000; Casey, 2008; Ahmed and Anantatmula, 2017). Thus, this study will be focusing 
on both kinds of success; process and outcome.  
 
This exploratory qualitative study uses the interpretative approach (Audet & D'Amboise, 
2001; Elliott & Timulak, 2005; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Data has been gathered through an 
in-depth interview technique with ten respondents that have been chosen based on the 
purposive sampling method. This method was selected because the study required 
respondents who have expertise and experience in PPP. Their perspective is critical to analyse 
in this research (Berenson, Levine, & Szabat, 2015; Creswell, 2013). The criteria of the 
respondents that have been selected for the study were: (1) participants involvement in at 
least three PPP projects and (2) have been in a PPP team for at least three years. Respondents 
conforming to these criteria are believed to have enough PPP experience and, therefore, 
could provide the information required by this study.  
 
The ten informants who participated in this study were from various organisations. Six of 
them were from the public sector, and the rest were participants from the private sector. The 
majority of the participants have been involved in more than ten PPP projects. In protecting 
their confidentiality, informants from the public sectors have been assigned as Public 1, Public 
2, Public 3, Public 4, Public 5 and Public 6. In contrast, informants from the private sectors will 
be known as Private 1, Private 2, Private 3 and Private 4.  
 
Phone calls were followed by emails asking whether participants were interested in 
responding to the study's questions. They are informed that their confidentiality is assured, 
and as their participation was voluntary, they could withdraw at any time. The interviews 
were held around 40 minutes, recorded and later transcribed verbatim. The open-interview 
protocol was structured according to the focus of the study. It started with asking general 
inquiries on respondents' perceptions of PPP success is; followed by questions to clarify 
respondents' earlier answers. The subsequent questions are broad enough to hinder any 
indirect attempt to elicit specific responses throughout the interview period (Merriam & 
Tisdell, 2016).  
 
Results and Discussion  
The data has been analysed through the constant comparative method analysis (Creswell, 
2013; Grove, 1988; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).  In ensuring the study's validity, verbatim 
transcribed interviews were sent back to respondents for their feedback and agreement on 
the themes created (Creswell, 2013). Where necessary, revision and deletion to the verbatim 
script have been done. Follow up interviews were conducted with respondents to triangulate 
responses, and their responses were also corroborated with findings from past researchers. 
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While analysing the data through the constant comparative method, respondents' answers 
to PPP success were grouped into 'process measurement' and 'outcome measurement' 
categorisation. 
 
Process Measurement   
The study found that three out of the ten respondents mentioned that PPP success should be 
looked at from the 'process measurement' perspective. The process measurement variables 
mentioned by respondents are similar to past studies' findings in partnership, PPP or project 
success. The mentioned process measurement variables are effective leadership, good 
cooperation, and a balanced relationship.   
 
For example, Private 4 proposed that PPP is a success when 'there are effective leadership 
and good relationship between the government and the private sector to achieve the 
common objectives.' Just like in a typical setting organisation, leadership has also been 
acknowledged as the success driver of partnership (Dowling et al., 2004), project (Ahmed & 
Anantatmula, 2017; Müller & Turner, 2010) and PPP (Singaravelloo, 2010). Besides 
performing their daily operation activities of managing projects, PPP leaders play an essential 
role in fostering a good relationship between both parties by demonstrating power sharing 
and negotiation readiness behaviour (Casey, 2008; Lop et al., 2016; Singaravelloo, 2010; Yuan 
et al., 2008). PPP leaders are expected to galvanise the cooperation of various individuals with 
diverse expertise from different organisations. They are also required to cultivate trust 
between their team members and their partners' team members. Trust is the fundamental 
element to facilitate human interaction, especially during the initial stages (Anantatmula, 
2010) and develop a partnership relationship (Cullen et al., 2000; Whipple and Frankel, 2000; 
Casey, 2008).  
 
Private 4 further explained that a good relationship means that the public and the private 
sector are governed based on trust, openness, and fairness. These three variables have been 
acknowledged as characteristics of a successful partnership in many past studies (Mohr & 
Spekman, 1994; Tuten & Urban, 2001). However, it is also found that the same variables are 
the basic foundations underpinning successful PPP in Malaysia (Singaravelloo, 2010) and 
Lebanon (Jamali, 2004). Lack of trust, openness and fairness will hinder effective partnership 
as individuals involved will limit their involvement in the relationship  (Casey, 2008). The lack 
of confidence had contributed to the hedging of risk behaviour among Malaysia's public and 
the private sector (Ahmad et al., 2017). Indirectly, the outcome of trust has contradicted the 
basic principle of PPP, i.e. risk should be allocated to the party best manage it.  
 
The importance of having a good relationship between partners was supported by Private 1. 
The respondents that a successful PPP happens when 'no one partner should feel above the 
other partner'. This view is based on the concept that a good partnership must demonstrate 
power sharing and negotiation readiness behaviour (Casey, 2008). Studies have shown that a 
power balanced partnership is more stable than an unbalanced relationship (Burgess & 
Huston, 1983 as cited in Anderson & Weitz, 1989). When partners perceive that their 
relationship is power balanced, they will work diligently to bring the partnership to success 
(Kingshott, 2006). However, an unbalanced power distribution will result in lower power 
partner's dissatisfaction, lack of cooperation and more significant conflicts (Dwyer et al., 
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1987). It might be due to the more vital partner manipulating the process or exploiting the 
partnership to their advantage (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Anderson & Narus, 1984). 
It is important to note that respondents' perceptions of PPP success concerning process 
measurement are directly or indirectly related to 'human process' or socio factors that 
contributed to it. Their responses centralised on words such as 'effective leadership', 'good 
cooperation' and a 'balanced relationship between partners' are all associated with humans 
and their roles in a PPP setting. Thus, the findings indicate that it is essential to identify the 
underlying socio mechanism that drives these partners to work together.  
 
Outcome Measurement  
Nine out of ten respondents in this study shared a similar notion of the concept of a successful 
PPP. They defined successful PPP as meeting the respective stakeholders' primary objectives 
(objective outcome measurement) when entering a PPP agreement. The primary goals are 
projects with value-for-money to the government, return on investment for the private 
sector, and the end-user receiving the intended benefits. To Public 4, a successful PPP 
happens when; 
'it meets the objectives set for in the agreement; value for money to the government, and at 
the same time, the private sector gets their profits. End-user must get the benefits. When a 
project is successful, it is a win-win situation'.  
 
Private 3 concur with Public 4 if it 'met all stakeholder; Government of Malaysia, 
concessionaire, end-users and the strategic intents when they agreed to enter into PPP 
contracts.' It is also successful 'when targets are met; when the objectives of the projects 
during its conceptualisation and accepted are met' (Private 1). 
 
These research findings are similar to Mohamad, Ismail and Said (2018) 's findings. In their 
research, it is found out that the five most important PPP's performance objectives 
(regardless of ranking) as perceived by the public and the private respondents are 'high-
quality of public service', 'provide convenient service for society', 'within or under budget, 
'satisfy the need for more public facilities' and 'on-time or earlier project completion'. Also, 
these research findings are consistent with the results of Xiong et al (2015) and Zou et al 
(2014). The researchers found that the private sector maximises profit while the government 
prefers budget-saving. At the same time, the general public's wants better facilities than those 
facilities developed through conventional procurement methods.   
 
In addition, Private 2 feels that PPP projects under his team can be considered successful 
because they have fully complied with the requirement of the concession agreement. To be 
regarded as a successful PPP, most respondents suggested the importance of achieving 
objectives spelt out in the concession agreement. In general, it stated that in return for the 
assets/infrastructures built or services provided by the government, the private sector is 
entitled to a percentage of agreed returns. Even though both the public and the private 
respondents relate successful PPP to the conforming of the concession agreement., their 
reasons for doing so might be different. The private sector realised that without conforming 
to the provision of the concession agreement, they would not receive any payments or 
payments in full (Mohamad et al., 2018b). Conformity to the concession agreement is critical 
to the public respondents because any contradictions must be managed effectively. It is 
because the public sector is accountable to the general public.  
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Lastly, it is interesting that none of the respondents mentioned any affective outcome 
measurement as an indicator of PPP success. These findings suggested that the achievement 
of the PPP performance objective is given more weightage than the affective measurement 
as they are more measurables and easily justified.  
 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, public and private respondents generally have a similar perspective on 
successful PPP in Malaysia. The similarities of their answers show that the issues of different 
partners have a different concept of success does not apply at least in Malaysia PPP context. 
Having a shared perspective on PPP success is vital because partnership success depends on 
the public and the private partners having common objectives.  
 
This similarity of common objectives understanding among the PPP players is a fundamental 
good start in ensuring successful implementation of PPP projects in Malaysia and sustaining 
the long journey together. It also indicated that Malaysia public-private partnership is on the 
same wavelength. This same wavelength situation will promote the level of commitment 
committed to the partnership, minimise conflict, develop trust and willingness for 
communication and execution among individuals involved in the partnership.  
 
The research findings also indicate that both the public and the private partners understand 
different objectives of existence and the importance of these objectives to their respective 
partners. Both partners do acknowledge each other individual goals in entering a PPP 
agreement. They are willing to ensure that while the public and the private partner objectives 
may contradict one another, neither objective should be sacrificed. This acknowledgement 
shows that respondents, as the key players of PPP, had established a mutual understanding 
of PPP spirit, i.e. a win-win situation for all parties.  
 
However, findings have also implied that none of the respondents relates it to a good working 
relationship in considering a successful PPP. The lack of emphasising a good quality of PPP 
working relationships signifies that it is vital for PPP key players to accentuate sound relational 
management principles. The awareness of the importance of a good working relationship 
between the public and the private sector must be asserted if private participation remains a 
vital role in Malaysia's future infrastructure development.  
 
Theoretical Contributions  
This study is based on the classical system theory of input-process-output. Even though 
system theory has been criticised for its inability to illustrate any knowledge domain in a most 
specific manner, it helps frame a conceptual situation relationship such as in a PPP setting 
(Carr-Chellman & Carr-Chellman, 2020; Ju, 2019; Swanson et al., 2020; Thomassen et al., 
2017). Understanding PPP process success will help appropriate intervention for the PPP 
outcome's success (Albert et al., 2017; Ariño, 2003; Dowling et al., 2004). For example, trust 
as process that contribute to PPP success. Furthermore, as the measurable PPP output may 
take a long time to materialise, it is not easy to objectively measure outcome success (Dowling 
et al., 2004). It is also difficult to attribute the partnership or PPP project success solely to the 
PPP project team due to the uncontrollable external forces. Thus, evaluating process success 
periodically might be a critical strategy to ensure that necessary organisational development 
intervention could be done to the problematical identified process variables. This 
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intervention will ensure the achievement of the PPP process success and its influence on PPP 
outcome success (Dowling et al., 2004; Wit, 1988). Therefore, this research enlightens system 
theory's significance in a complex, non-linear environment like a PPP.  
 
Research Limitation and Further Work 
Even though the results from the interviews were consistent with the existing literature, some 
limitations must be highlighted. First, due to time limitations, the research has to stop at ten 
respondents because no other respondents are willing to participate for the given period. 
Therefore, future studies may want to include more public and private respondents and focus 
on PPP success in terms of process measurement. We believe that the data collected, 
especially process measurement, has not reached saturation yet. Previous studies have found 
that many other process variables could influence PPP success.  
 
The second limitation of this study is that it involves only two stakeholders of PPP projects. 
Even though the public and the private sectors play an essential direct role in PPP 
implementation, the general public as the end-users and paymaster could be the future 
respondents. Their contributions will ensure that the conceptual definition of PPP success will 
be much more comprehensive. Also, as the study had used the interview technique to gather 
data, the relationship between the process and the outcome of PPP in Malaysia could not be 
scientifically proven. Thus, a quantitative study may be held to investigate this relationship in 
the future.  
 
Nevertheless, this research study provides insights into PPP knowledge and practical issues, 
at least in Malaysia. This study added to the literature on PPP implementation in Malaysia, 
especially in the PPP performance management area. Also, this study provides some helpful 
information to various PPP stakeholders, at least in the Malaysia PPP setting, on what 
successful PPP is from the perspective of the public and the private sector. Besides, in 
mentioning PPP success in terms of process measurement, all respondents have related 
successful process in terms of 'human process' and their roles in a PPP setting. These findings 
suggested that humans play an essential role in ensuring PPP success and thus called for 
future studies to deliberate further on this issue.  
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