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Abstract
The main goal of our paper is to present and analyze the set of data describing main aspects of the local public services delivery in Slovakia and the Czech Republic. This study uses a positive approach and is based mainly on the original survey data from own research.  Extra specific survey for the purposes of this paper was conducted in 2010 by authors. The analytical data will serve as the basis for evaluation of purposes of such situation and policy recommendations. The preparation of this paper was supported by research grant GACR P403/10/1892 (Outsourcing optimalization in public sector) and research grant VEGA: 1/0207/09 VEGA Contracting out services in public sector – Public private partnership.
1. Theoretical background of public service contracting
Literature directly relevant to contracting can be divided into four categories: the theory of contracting, conceptual models of the contracting process, measuring the performance of how public services are delivered, and the effect of contracting on the cost and quality of public services.

The theory of contracting addresses many aspects of the process and its outcomes, like the make or buy decision (Cooper 2003; Hirsch 1991; Chamberlin and Jackson 1987; Nemec 2002; Prager 1994), problems associated with agency relationships
 (Arrow 1985; More 1984; Pratt and Zeckhauser 1986) and the theory of transaction costs (Ferris and Graddy 1996; Prager 1994; Hirsch 1991). The literature on contracting models (Kettner and Lawrence 1990; T. Kolderie 1986) provides information that gives a conceptual basis for two ideal approaches to service contracting. The literature on measuring performance (Engelbeck 2004; P.D. Epstein 1984) is important because it provides general insight on how local governments evaluate characteristics of service delivery and how performance of particular services might be measured. The literature on effects of contracting on service delivery (Shettely 1998; Engelbeck 2004) deals with research that has investigated the determinants of contractor performance.

Contracting public services with private for-profit and non-profit firms is one of the most prevalent types of privatization, mainly at the local government level. Under this arrangement, the “government retains responsibility for provision of the service but hires private firms to produce the service” (Nemec 2002, p. 14). Contracting can also be explained as a binding agreement in which a public institution pays a private firm or non-profit organization to provide a specific level and quality of public service. Citizens as customers through their taxes or user fees pay the government, which in turn pays the contractor. 
According to Savas (1987, p. 88), since the provision function is retained by the government, contracting represents a conservative approach in terms of an increasing role for the private sector.

Contracting for services begins with the “organizational decision to make or buy a good or service” (Prager 1994, p. 176). As such, it is a fundamental decision faced by both public and private sector organizations. “To make or buy?” is a question faced by public organizations when considering how public services should be delivered to their citizens. Public organizations must decide whether to produce goods and services internally or to acquire them from external sources – contract out public service.

To contract out the public good (mostly public service) is the opposite of internalizing the production of a public good, which is very often used in the public sector of transitional countries. To put contracting out in perspective, it is necessary to consider pros and cons of internal and external forms of delivery. 

Concerning the positive potential of contracting, the relevant literature proposes that contracting may, but need not, improve individual choice, cost-effectiveness and the quality of delivery, equity and to some extend also expenditure control (Bailey 1999, pp. 278-80).

On the other hand, many authors provide important arguments describing weak points of contracting. According to Prager, the general rule of public sector organization is to “internalize operations to the point where the costs of further expansion are perceived to be greater than the costs of acquiring the components or services in the market” (Prager 1994, p. 84). The next key reason is the need for close control of the process used to produce the good or service. The next reasons for the internalizing of public service delivery in transitional countries are that both the competitive market on the one hand and effective methods of public management on the other hand are not well-developed.
Finally, when expanding internal operations will result in more efficient operations or when control is considered important, internalizing production may be a desirable decision. However, at some point, greater size may not yield efficiency gains, and thus, contracting out becomes more attractive.


An important element of contracting is the process involved in establishing and maintaining a legal contractual relationship with a private firm. According to Shetterly (1998, p. 23), this process occurs in three phases; pre-solicitation
, contractor selection and contract management. Two problems occur when the action and information of the private partner are not directly observable by the public partner: “moral hazard or the problem of hidden action and adverse selection or the problem of hidden information” (Arrow 1985, p. 37).

Moral hazard occurs because the behavior of the private partner is imperfectly controlled. When behavior is imperfectly controlled, it creates a situation where either shirking in performance of duties or inappropriate actions by the private partner adversely impacts the goals of the public partner.

In the adverse selection problem, the private firm has some information that is not shared with the public sector organization and uses the information to make decisions that affect the public organization. However, the public organization cannot check to see if the information is serving the public interest. For example, the public sector organization wants to hire the best private partner. But the private firm will know more about their qualifications than the public sector organization leading to the problem of information asymmetry rendering ex ante evaluation of the private offers impossible. Bailey (1999, pp. 290-292) indicates this problem associated with contracting public services via negative aspects of contracting.
According to More, “The principal must weave these interrelated components into a contractual framework that, in mitigating the informational asymmetries and structuring rewards, prompts the agent to behave as the principal himself would under whatever conditions might prevail" (More 1984, pp. 756-757).

Besides problems associated with agency relationships, the theory of contracting solves the problem of transaction costs. The transaction costs associated with contracting out and the relationship of these costs should be included in the complexity of the contracting relationship. When contracting for services, governments incur contracting costs which are implicitly or explicitly part of the make/buy decision. The transaction costs of contracting are of two types: “those associated with the contract formation stage and those associated with the contract performance stage” (Hirsch 1991, pp. 56-57).
From all above, it is apparent that contracting may, but need not, improve the performance of the public sector. The final outcome depends on local conditions, including the capacity of the implementing body to execute the contracting process. Our research, presented in following part of this paper, focused on the effect of contracting in term of cost efficiency and quality service delivery.
2. Does the contracting improve the effectiveness public service delivery?
The relevant literature (Bailey 1999, Savas, 1987; Siegel, 1999; Dilger, Moffett, a Struyk, 1997) and studies outcomes in Slovak conditions (Beblavý, 2006; Sičáková-Beblavá, 2006, 2008; Balážová, 2006; Majlingová, 2005; Meričková, 2004; 2005; 2007; 2008; Nemec, 2005; 2007; Pavel, 2006; Ochrana, 2008) proposes that contracting may improve effectiveness of public service delivery. On this theoretical and empirical background we state the hypothesis:

H: Contracting improves effectiveness of service delivery

Testing this hypothesis is mainly based on our empirical work. The information from most important “previous” surveys in the Czech Republic and in Slovakia is summarised in the Tables 1-2.
Table 1 Percentage of external forms (contracting-out) of delivery of selected local public services in municipalities

	Service
	2000 CZE
	2004 CZE
	2001 SK
	2005 SK
	2006 SK
	2008 SK
	2009 SK

	Waste
	71
	80
	49
	64
	69
	80
	80

	Cemeteries
	42
	26
	27
	12
	16
	13
	13

	Public green areas
	45
	24
	16
	18
	33
	14
	6

	Communications
	31
	38
	21
	41
	45
	38
	55

	Public lighting
	23
	60
	30
	35
	40
	39
	38


Source: Merickova et all, 2010, Transparency International Czechia, 2005.
Table 2  The economy of contracting-out local public services (internal delivery direct costs = 100 %)

	Service
	2004 CZE
	2001 SK
	2005 SK
	2006 SK
	2008 SK
	2009 SK

	Waste management
	137
	94
	94
	125
	184
	60

	Cemeteries
	95
	64
	13
	67
	146
	66

	Public green
	86
	82
	192
	150
	151
	133

	Maintenance of local communications
	142
	70
	109
	119
	114
	104

	Maintenance of local lighting
	118
	100
	138
	128
	156
	127


Source: Merickova et all, 2010, Transparency International Czechia, 2005.

For the purposes of this paper we include our recent and more complex data from own research realized in 2010. The research sample (data demonstrate the situation in the year 2010) includes representative sample of 139 Slovak municipalities from different size categories. We focused again on the following selected services:
- 
Maintenance of local communications;

- 
Maintenance of public lighting infrastructure;

- 
Management of cemeteries;

- 
Waste collection and waste disposal;

- 
Management of public parks and green areas.
Table 3 demonstrates the scale of contracting-out selected local public services in research sample. Percentages represent the scale of contracting-out among all used service delivery methods.
	Service
	sizes categories according number of inhabitants
	Average

	
	less than 999
	1000 - 4999
	5000 - 9999
	10000 - 19999
	20000 - 49999
	more than  50000
	

	Waste
	93,94
	79,00
	52,94
	45,45
	71,43
	100,00
	73,79

	Public lighting
	48,48
	55,00
	56,25
	27,27
	71,43
	83,33
	56,96

	Communications
	42,42
	68,00
	31,25
	18,18
	57,14
	66,67
	47,28

	Public green areas
	6,06
	4,00
	12,50
	36,36
	64,29
	83,33
	34,42

	Cemeteries
	0,00
	5,00
	25,00
	54,55
	7,69
	50,00
	23,71

	Average
	38,18
	42,20
	35,59
	36,36
	54,40
	76,67
	47,23


According to the collected data, external delivery of local public services is a frequent solution in Czechia and Slovakia. As indicated, the economic theory does not provide one optimum form of delivery of local public services that suits to all different conditions of municipalities. Because of this fact, the process of deciding which form to use in concrete place and for concrete service shall be based on systematic assessment of concrete environment and such decisions shall be based on transparent set of performance criteria and processes. However, this is not confirmed by data about methods of awarding the contracts presented in Table 4.
Table 4 The use of procurement methods in the selection of external suppliers (%)

	Procurement method used
	Number of inhabitants
	Average

	
	less than 999
	1000 - 4999
	5000 - 9999
	10000 - 19999
	20000 - 49999
	more than  50000
	

	Open procedure
	16,50
	7,66
	44,83
	60,00
	68,42
	60,87
	43,04

	Restricted procedure
	3,25
	3,12
	13,79
	0,00
	10,53
	0,00
	5,12

	Negotiated procedure
	3,50
	8,76
	6,90
	5,00
	2,63
	0,00
	4,47

	Price bid
	56,00
	48,30
	10,34
	10,00
	15,79
	0,00
	23,41

	Direct purchase
	20,75
	32,16
	20,69
	20,00
	2,63
	4,35
	16,76

	Municipality was not willing to provide information
	0,00
	0,00
	3,45
	5,00
	0,00
	34,78
	7,20


Several problems are visible from this table. Municipalities, mainly from largest size category, were not willing to provide information about the procurement method used, although they were to do this (law on free access to information). 
The situation of selecting an appropriate procurement method is also not optimal. Direct purchase is used relatively frequent. This situation is alarming; in many cases, municipalities do not respect the public procurement law. This means low transparency for external form of service delivery, which can result in higher risk of corruption and inefficiency of service provision. 
Compared to simple costs analysis (Table 2 and Table 6 for this sample), in this case we also use the method of best values of indicators for the evaluation of contracting efficiency in analyzed municipalities. Method of best values of indicators (MBVI) is one of the nonparametric multidimensional approaches to the evaluation of efficiency of Decision Making Units (in our case we consider the service delivery alternative as DMU) based on the algorithm of weight sum. According some authors (Fiala, Jablonský, Maňas, 1994; Lysá, 2002; Murtag, Heck, 1987; Vlček, 2004; Hinloopen, Nijkamp, Rietveld, 1982) method makes possible to express efficiency of evaluated DMUs (service delivery alternative) taking to consideration many indicators, which are measured in different units. Application of this method is very simply, and it gives very well interpretable results. 

Procedure of evaluation is simply (Žižka, T., 1988, s. 146-147). We consider m service delivery alternative Ai (i = 1 … m) and n indicators of evaluation Kj (j = 1 ... n). When we assign empirical values for each alternative and K, we obtain the evaluation matrix X. Because of different units of measure of each indicator, we have to normalize values xij of matrix X by following procedure: 
1. If the best value of indicator is maximum of its values (it is an maximization criterion), we will normalize each of its values by following formula:
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2. If the best value of indicator is minimum of its values (it is an minimization criterion), we will normalize each of its values by following formula:
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By mentioned procedure we get matrix of normalized values of indicators (A), which come under the interval (0, 1〉. Then we assign the weights vj for used indicators, for example by the following condition:
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Final evaluation of efficiency of each alternative we get by multiplication of matrix A by column vector of weights vj :

                 K1    K2   K3   K4  …  Kn   
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The most efficient service delivery alternative is the option with maximal score E. Efficiency of other options is given proportionally to AlternativeEmax.

We choose three indicators of evaluation as efficiency benchmark in our analysis of efficiency of local public services contracting:

1. The costs of service delivery per inhabitant.
2. The unit costs of service delivery (Table 5).

3.  The quality of service.
Table 5 Outcomes for selected local public services
	Service
	Calculation unit

	Waste
	1 t of waste

	Public lighting
	1 light point

	Communications
	1 km of communications

	Public green areas
	1 m2 of public green areas

	Cemeteries
	1 grave place



The results of costs analysis for this sample are presented in Table 6 comparing unit costs of internal delivery with contracted services.
Table 6 The efficiency of contracting (internal form = 100%)

	Service
	Number of inhabitants
	Average

	
	less than 999
	1000 - 4999
	5000 - 9999
	10000 - 19999
	20000 - 49999
	more than  50000
	

	
	Costs of service delivery per inhabitant


	

	Waste
	43,43
	54,42
	82,27
	113,89
	129,35
	266,61
	115,00

	Public lighting
	105,58
	162,22
	97,74
	60,92
	69,76
	156,12
	108,72

	Communications
	333,53
	35,23
	27,29
	25,96
	58,48
	25,70
	84,37

	Public green areas
	268,18
	79,57
	23,46
	108,26
	89,61
	124,91
	115,67

	Cemeteries
	(-)
	380,73
	105,59
	37,06
	143,23
	47,01
	142,72

	Average
	187,68
	142,43
	67,27
	69,22
	98,09
	124,07
	113,29

	
	Unit costs of service delivery 

	

	Waste
	31,19
	198,43
	63,14
	3,91
	204,27
	0,00
	83,49

	Public lighting
	92,81
	90,22
	49,30
	64,59
	103,94
	133,63
	89,08

	Communications
	228,60
	79,99
	42,56
	233,86
	45,96
	20,06
	108,51

	Public green areas
	186,08
	0,51
	0,01
	414,60
	143,03
	162,01
	151,04

	Cemeteries
	(-)
	10,94
	83,97
	413,45
	1,18
	110,80
	124,07

	Average
	134,67
	76,02
	47,80
	226,08
	99,68
	85,30
	111,24



Concerning local public service quality, we follow the research methodology of several studies realized in this area (Löffler 2002; Wisniewski 2001; Potůček 2005). The citizens’ satisfaction with local public services is the benchmark of local public services quality in these studies. Data on the quality service are provided by the users – citizens of different municipalities through the questionnaire (the sample was small, thus we accept that our summarized data are of very preliminary character).

Citizens have evaluated the service quality by expressing their satisfaction with the quality of the local public service on the following scale:

Absolutely satisfied


          100 % 

Satisfied



    

80 %




More satisfied than unsatisfied

    
60 %

Rate of satisfaction 

More unsatisfied than satisfied

    
40 %

Unsatisfied



   

20 %

Absolutely unsatisfied


   
  0 %



Table 7 presents the quality comparison of contracting-out and internal delivery arrangements of the analyzed local public services in the selected municipalities.

Table 7 The quality benchmark (%)

	Service
	Service delivery alternative
	sizes categories according number of inhabitants
	Average

	
	
	less than 999
	1000 - 4999
	5000 - 9999
	10000 - 19999
	20000 - 49999
	more than  50000
	

	Waste
	internal form
	66,00
	74,00
	67,00
	63,00
	72,00
	0,00
	57,00

	
	contracting
	68,55
	71,00
	59,00
	77,00
	66,00
	71,00
	68,76

	Public lighting
	internal form
	63,29
	65,65
	72,00
	56,00
	67,00
	70,00
	65,66

	
	contracting
	69,94
	71,80
	59,00
	68,00
	70,00
	76,00
	69,12

	Communications
	internal form
	64,84
	49,56
	50,00
	51,00
	50,00
	50,00
	52,57

	
	contracting
	49,74
	48,56
	54,00
	40,00
	47,00
	40,00
	46,55

	Public green areas
	internal form
	62,97
	63,37
	66,00
	79,00
	61,00
	90,00
	70,39

	
	contracting
	68,50
	52,00
	62,00
	53,00
	62,00
	57,00
	59,08

	Cemeteries
	internal form
	67,78
	71,41
	67,00
	75,00
	71,00
	75,00
	71,20

	
	contracting
	(-)
	62,66
	71,00
	61,00
	67,00
	65,00
	65,33


Now we apply the method of best values of indicators for the evaluation of contracting efficiency in analyzed municipalities. The assigned weights (vj ) for used indicators are provided by the Table 8. 
Table 8 Weights (vj ) for used indicators
	Indicator
	vj %

	the unit costs of service delivery on inhabitant
	30

	the unit costs of service delivery on service outcome
	30

	the quality of service
	40

	(
	100


Table 9 describes the results of the evaluation of contracting efficiency in analysed local public services in the selected municipalities by the method of best values of indicators using. Results express efficiency of evaluated service delivery alternative (internal form versus contracting) taking to consideration described and quantified indicators (the unit costs of service delivery on inhabitant and on service outcome, the quality of service). 
Table 9 The results of the multidimensional evaluation of contracting efficiency

	Service
	Service delivery alternative
	sizes categories according number of inhabitants
	Average

	
	
	less than 999
	1000 - 4999
	5000 - 9999
	10000 - 19999
	20000 - 49999
	more than  50000
	

	Waste
	internal form
	100,00
	96,73
	100,00
	100,00
	74,55
	(-)
	94,26

	
	contracting
	60,90
	100,00
	87,83
	66,33
	100,00
	(-)
	83,01

	Public lighting
	internal form
	100,00
	94,51
	100,00
	100,00
	100,00
	84,33
	96,47

	
	contracting
	95,56
	100,00
	90,68
	71,60
	90,24
	100,00
	91,35

	Communications
	internal form
	52,80
	100,00
	100,00
	95,40
	84,67
	99,03
	88,65

	
	contracting
	100,00
	75,15
	97,63
	100,00
	100,00
	100,00
	95,46

	Public green areas
	internal form
	69,55
	100,00
	100,00
	100,00
	94,48
	67,86
	88,65

	
	contracting
	100,00
	68,98
	48,62
	97,51
	100,00
	100,00
	85,85

	Cemeteries
	internal form
	(-)
	99,50
	100,00
	86,04
	100,00
	100,00
	97,11

	
	contracting
	(-)
	100,00
	94,37
	100,00
	79,34
	91,73
	93,09



The data collected by all previous researches and also more sophisticated data from our recent research indicate that our starting hypothesis:

H: Contracting improves effectiveness of service delivery.

is not confirmed in the Czech and Slovak reality. In the following short subchapter we try to discuss selected policy implications of such situation.

3. Policy implications
The use of contracting out in transitional countries may not deliver expected results because of standard limits, but especially “thanks to” specific “transitional” circumstances, which may limit possible positive impacts of any market type mechanisms used in the public sector. In the following text we discuss selected region specific features that clearly limit potential of contracting out and should be targeted by future public policies.
Competition

The early phases of transformation from command economy to market system were clearly characterized by the fact that even potentially competitive markets in transitive countries were not well developed, dominated by monopolistic or oligopolistic structures and behavior. Limited competition is still problem that has two dimensions:

a/ lack of offers from private suppliers

b/ non-competitive tendering

Data from out research (see Table 4) indicate that these dimensions are still actual. First fully confirmed fact - many municipalities award contracts on the base of different criteria than efficiency. Other questions might be: Can public bodies get enough competitive bids?, is the private sector ready to compete and co-operate with government today? We feel that the responses will not be just positive. Certainly, the situation improved.  However, the business environment in most CEE countries is still far from perfect. According to our (and other) opinion short term profit strategies prevail, fair long term business strategies are still rare. One example from our research may support such statements. 

The city Michalovce in Slovakia organized seven large scale procurements in 2009. The average weighted (for financial amounts) number of bids per one invitation was 1,1. We cannot prove that this is just the result from low level of competitiveness, wrongly formulated tender conditions may be also the purposes, but at least it is clear example that competition is not present. If the failure is caused by the city management, why (fair!) business does not complain?


Policy responses to this dimension are relatively simple:
a/ effective motivation for competitive procedures

b/ focus on ex-ante audit of decision to contract (if there is no supply for the service, internal delivery should not be changed).

Democracy
The expectations at the beginning of transformation were optimistic, but today we well know that democratic institutions and norms were not fully developed in CEE during the twenty years long period of transformation. The structures exist, but behavior is “semi-socialist”.


Lack of sense to individual responsibility, paternalism and fiscal illusion remain important features of citizen’s behavior. For example in Slovakia 67% of respondents believe that their problems need to be solved by the state (Buncak et all, 2009). In the Czech Republic the issue of co-payments in health care significantly influenced regional elections in 2009, social democrats used their introducing as main fighting tool against governing party – people still feel that “there is a free lunch”. 

In such conditions rent-seeking behavior of politicians and bureaucrats is fully effective (from the economic point of view), as the simplest way to maximize individual benefits, at least from a short-term viewpoint. 
On the other hand we need to stress that rent-seeking strategies will be realized independently of form of delivery.  The service may be outsourced to relatives or friends, but it can be also channeled internally (Beblavy and Sicakova, 2006). Our data about the costs of local public services clearly support this statement.


Policy responses to this dimension are really complicated – probably education might be the most effective one.
“Quality of the state of law”

The possible success of NPM is connected also with the “quality of the state of law”. State is switching from the role of provider to regulator function: such change is impossible (technically possible, but cannot deliver results) in conditions, where the regulation and guidelines do not exist and where the law is not respected.


As of today we can find too many evidence that respecting the law is not the rule for governmental officials and not required by citizen. In CEE a Minister can publicly say: “I know that the Law was not respected by our action. However, the fine is just transfer from one state pocket to another one, we must not care. And we have fire engines, as the most important” (simplified statement of the Slovak Minister of Interior, commenting the breach of public procurement law, 2005), and nobody cares, party preferences remain unchanged.

Administrative base is insufficient, too. Outsourcing is realized without the existence of explanations, recommendations and guidelines for users. Only recently countries started to switch to accrual accounting rules, but this is still not enough: full costs accounting might be found only in very small sample of public organizations (universities, hospitals). 

The effective use of contracting needs also to be supported by new control and audit approaches, focusing both on legality and results. However, current systems of public sector control/auditing in use in most if not all CEE countries are predominantly the old-fashioned administrative procedural type of control. New laws on financial control were passed by national parliaments under pressure from Brussels, but in reality effective mechanisms to control/audit real efficiency, economy and effectiveness and quality of public sector institutions and processes are still not in place (Pavel, 2009). 
Policy responses to this dimension have both long term and short term character. Establishing “respect to law” can be achieved only by the long term learning process, influencing behavior of all actors. On the other hand improved control, guidelines, full cost accounting can be implemented relatively very fast.
Territorial fragmentation

Several CEE countries “suffer” from extreme territorial administrative fragmentation. “Classic” example is our sample. Slovakia has only 5.5 million inhabitants, but almost 2900 municipalities, 68% with less than a thousand inhabitants and the Czech Republic with almost 10 million inhabitants, but close to 6000 municipalities, 80 % with under a thousand inhabitants. Small municipalities may struggle with large implementation and financial deficits. 


Policy responses to this dimension are very complicated and sensitive issue. Forced amalgamation is probably impossible. Soft mechanisms (financial and other incentives for voluntary cooperation) may but must not work.
Corruption 


It is difficult to measure corruption. The probably most frequently used Transparency International CPI indexes describe opinion about corruption and do not measure it directly. Many methodologies are sensitive to the level of awareness – when respondents become more aware about the problem, results worsen. In any case the risk of corruption in CEE is relatively high. We provide one set of data for our sample as the example (Table 10).

Table 10 Indicators of corruption

	Country
	Year
	Observations
	A
	J
	K
	L
	M

	Czech Republic
	2002
	182
	35.93
	26.58
	1.21
	14.29
	..

	Czech Republic
	2005
	208
	29.73
	36.82
	1.98
	25.49
	..

	Czech Republic
	2009
	250
	8.73
	30.31
	1.49
	25.12
	35.15

	Slovakia
	2002
	110
	64.44
	56.18
	3.35
	32.04
	

	Slovakia
	2005
	143
	35.87
	38.20
	2.02
	13.64
	..

	Slovakia
	2009
	275
	11.63
	23.06
	2.31
	33.11
	20.67


Source: http://www.enterprisesurveys.org/
 A - % of Firms Expected to Pay Informal Payment to Public Officials (to Get Things Done)

J - % of Firms Expected to Give Gifts to Secure a Government Contract

K - Value of Gift Expected to Secure Government Contract (% of Contract)

L - % of Firms Identifying Corruption as a Major Constraint

M - % of Firms Believing the Court System is Fair, Impartial and Uncorrupted


High risk of corruption is the source of increased risk connected with implementation of outsourcing. And it is not so simple to implement any effective policy solutions to combat corruption, especially if corruption is widely respected by most citizens as the “part of the game” (several papers indicate that this might be reality in CEE region).
Education and training


NPM needs public managers and not only public bureaucrats. Our recent findings (Nemec, Spacek and Suwaj, 2009) from the research in Poland, Czech Republic and Slovakia are very interesting from this point of view. We found that public management programmes are rare in Poland and do not exist in other two countries. In this stage we were only able to check some selected administrative reasons for this situation. At least for Czech and Slovak conditions it is apparent that neither rules for civil service education and training, nor accreditation rules motivate for establishing public management programme.


Our research also indicates that main purposes for lack of public management education are connected with the state imperfections – and thus can be affected by policy changes. National accreditation systems and national public service entry and training requirements are best examples of areas to change.
Conclusions

Our article first tried to confront the theory of contracting with the real situation of contracting-out local public services in Slovakia. The focus of our analysis was the assessment of efficiency impacts of contracting local public services in Czech and Slovak conditions. The findings of our research study are relevant for selected local services. Unfortunately, the findings indicate that the potential positive impacts of contracting on the delivery of public services identified by the theory of contracting cannot be fully proved for our sample. 
The final part of our paper indicates selected factors influencing such negative situation and possible policy implications. Some aspects cannot be solved in short term perspective, other, like increased competition and transparency, the implementation of regular testing of all existing arrangements of public service delivery; the implementation of accrual accounting in the public sector, improved control and effective training of public servants in the area of modern public management methods can be implemented very fast.
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weight 


of indicator





final evaluation





indicator





alternative








� i.e. agreements between governments and the private sector.


� The pre-solicitation phase begins when public officials first consider contracting for a particular service. These discussions focus on the probability of adequate market competition, the characteristics of the service in question, the potential political and social obstacles to contracting, and the fiscal or budget circumstances of the jurisdiction.


� The unit costs are the simplest benchmark of efficiency in service delivery. However, we are aware about important limits. Low reliability of data provided by municipalities is main constraint – full costs accounting does not exists on municipal level (depreciations, overheads are not included when providing costs for internal delivery). 
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