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JleMOHCTPALIMOHHBII BAPHAHT U MeTOAUYECKHE PeKOMEHIalNU
1o HanpapJeHno «l'ocyrapcTBeHHOEe  MyYHHMIIMNIAJIbLHOE YIIPABJIECHHE»

IIpopuis:
«["ocynapcTBeHHOE M MYHHIIMTIAJIbHOE YIIPABJIEHUE) KO/ - 160

Bpems BbinoHeHus1 3a1aHust — 240 MUH., I3bIK — PYCCKUI M aHTJIMICKUH.

Paznen A. BoiGepuTe cpeau NpeaiosKeHHBIX 0TBETOB OUH HJIM HECKOJIbKO MPaBHJIbHBIX (-
bIX) BapHAHTa(-0B) M 3alITPHXYiTe COOTBeTCTBYWOIMH emy(MM) oBaj(-bl) B OJaHKe
OTBETOB HA NepeceYeHNH HOMepa BOIPOca H HOMepa 0TBeTa(-0B).

Al. OT™MeTBhTE BCE BepHbIE YTBEP:KIeHUs, OTHOcAMecs: K KeliHcuanckoii
MaKPOIKOHOMHUYECKOH MO/IeJIN:

agrwpdE

7.
8.
9.

Mozenb onuceIBaeT NOBEACHNE YKOHOMUKH B KPaTKOCPOYHOM IIEPHUOJE;

JleficTByeT IpUHIMI HEUTPAIIBHOCTH JCHET;

Ha Bcex ppIHKax CyliecTBYeT HECOBEPILIEHHAs KOHKYPEHIINS,

Ha Bcex ppIHKax CyLIECTBYIOT «OKECTKHE) (HE TMOKHUE) LIEHBI,

[IponienTHass craBKa (QOpMHpYeTCsl Ha pBIHKE 3a€MHBIX CpPEACTB B pe3yJbTare
COOTHOILIEHUS] UTHBECTULIUN U COEPEKEHU;

CymiecTByeT HEOOXOJUMOCTh I'OCYIAapCTBEHHOI'O BMEIATENBCTBA U I'OCYIAPCTBEHHOI'O
peryaupoBaHus YKOHOMUKH;

PeanbHblil U 1€HEKHBIN CEKTOP HE B3aUMOCBSI3aHbI;

PaBHOBecCHE PBIHKOB YCTaHABIIMBACTCS HA YPOBHE IIOJIHOI'O UCIIOJIB30BAaHUS PECYPCOB;
BepHo Bce BBIIIENIEPEUNCICHHOE;

10. Her BepHOTO OTBETA.

A2. Coraacao kputepuio [Iapero, 0fHOBpeMEeHHO BBINOJIHAETCH CJIeAyoIIee:

1.

Vxynmenvne (cHukKeHHE >3(PPEKTUBHOCTH) MPOUCXOTUT, KOTJa 3HaYeHUs (YyHKIUN
MIOJIE3HOCTH OJHOTO WJIM HECKOJIbKHX WHAMBHJIOB IOHWKAIOTCA, a JUIsl OCTaJIbHBIX
WHJWBUIOB 3TH 3HAUEHUS MOBBIIIAIOTCS;

VYnydmenue (moBeleHne 3(p(HEeKTUBHOCTH) UMEET MECTO B T€X M TOJIBKO TeX CIIydasix,
KOT/Ia TIepeXo/] OT OJHON aJIJIOKAIIMU K JIPYroil BIIEYET 3a COOOW MO3UTUBHOE M3MEHEHUE
3HaYeHUs (PYHKIIUU TOJE3HOCTH XOTs Obl OTHOTO MHANBU/IA,

Vayumenue (noBsimenne 3¢pHEKTUBHOCTH) UMEET MECTO B T€X M TOJIBKO TeX CIIydasx,
KOTJ]a Iepexoj OT OJHOM aJUTOKaluy K JpYroil BieuyeT 3a co00il HeraTUBHOE M3MEHEHHE
3HaueHusl QYHKIUH MOJIE3HOCTH XOTs Obl OJHOTO UHAUBH/A;

VYnydmenue (nmoBeleHne 3(p(HEeKTUBHOCTH) UMEET MECTO B T€X U TOJBKO TeX CIydasXx,
KOria Iepexox OT OJHOW aJuIOKaluu K APYroW HE BBI3BIBAET HEraTMBHBIX W3MEHEHUH
3HaYeHUH PYHKUUH MOIE3HOCTH XOTsI Obl OTHOTO MHIMBUAA;

VYiyumenue (moBblieHrne 3p(GHEKTUBHOCTH) UMEET MECTO B T€X U TOJBKO TEX CIIydasx,
KOI'Zla Mepexo] OT OJHOW aJUIOKAlMHU K JIPYroll HE BBI3BIBAET HETATHMBHBIX MU3MEHEHHM
3HaYeHUH PYHKUINN MOJIE3HOCTH HU OJIHOTO U3 IPOYUX HUHIWBU]IOB;

VYxynmenue (cHWkeHHe 3(P(EKTUBHOCTH) IPOUCXOAUT, KOTAA 3HAYCHHUS (DYHKIUI
MOJIE3HOCTH OJIHOTO WJIM HECKOJbKHUX HWHAMBHUIOB MOHMKAIOTCSA, a JUISl OCTalbHBIX
WHIVBUIOB 3T 3HAUEHUS OCTAIOTCS HEU3MEHHBIMY;

Vxynumenue (cHuxeHne 3¢ (HEeKTUBHOCTH) MPOUCXOAUT, KOTJa HEBO3MOXKHO OJIHO3HAYHO
oTpeneNuTh (YHKINHU MOJE3HOCTH ISl BCEX MHIMBUJIOB;

Vayumenue (nosbliiieHne 3(pPEKTUBHOCTH) UMEET MECTO B T€X U TOJIKO T€X ClIydasx,
KOrJa y OJIHOTO MHJIMBHUZAA oOIlpeneneHa (QyHKIUS TMOJE3HOCTH, a Y OCTaJbHBIX
WHAUBUI0B ()YHKIIUH MOJIE3HOCTU OTCYTCTBYIOT;
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BepHo Bce BhIIIENIEpEUNCICHHOE;

10. Her BepHoOTO OTBETA.

A3. K MHCTpyMeHTAM MOHETAPHOW MOJUTHKH, JAIMMUM BO3MOKHOCTH LleHTpanbHOMY
banky Poccuiickoii ®@enepanun KOHTPOJIMPOBATH BEJIHYHHY AE€HEKHON MaCChl, OTHOCATCH:

CoNoOA~WNE

@DuHaHCOBbIE ONEpalMK Ha OTKPHITOM PBIHKE;

I'ocynapcTBeHHBIE 3aKYIIKH;

Hamoru;

TpaucdepTsr;

M3MeHeHne KIr04eBOM MPOLEHTHOM CTaBKH (CTaBKU pe()MHAHCUPOBAHUS);
M3MeHeHrne HOPMBI 00s13aTEeTIbHBIX PE3EPBOB;

Vcnonb30BaHue MEXAYHAPOJHBIX CTAHIApPTOB (PUHAHCOBOM OTUETHOCTH;
Jleno3urapHbie pacluCKH;

BepHo Bce BbllIenepeuncieHHoe;

10 Her BepHoro otsera.

A4. ®enepajibHble U PErHOHAJIbHbIE OPraHbl UCMOJHUTEIbHOI BJIACTH 00Pa3ylOT eIMHYI0
CHCTEMY MCIIOJIHUTEIbHOM BjaacTu B Poccuiickoit Menepanum:

ok wdE

8.

9.

ITo monmHomounsim Poccuiickoit denepaiuu;

ITo cTpykType opraHoB HCIIOJIHUTENBHOM BiIacTH Poccuiickon denepanny;

[To cTpykType opraHoB HCIIOJHUTEIHHOU BIacTH cyObekToB Poccuiickoii @enepanuy;
ITo nomHoMounsim Poccuiickon @enepanuu 1o npeaMeraM COBMECTHOIO BEICHHS;

[To nonmHomouusim Poccuiickoit denepanuu o npeaMeraM pasieIbHOTIO BEICHNUS;

[To monHomoumsim cyOwmekToB Poccuiickoii denepanu 1o mpeaMeTaM COBMECTHOTO
BEJICHU,

[To momnomouunsam cyobekToB Poccuiickoit denepanuu mo mpeaMmeraMm pas3iesibHOTO
BEJICHNUS,

[Io mnomHOoMoOuMsAM MyHMIMOAIATETOB Poccuiickorn denepanum 1o mnpeaMeram
COBMECTHOI'O BEJICHHS;

BepHo Bce BbIIENEPEUNCIIEHHOE;

10. Her BepHoOTO OTBETA.

AS. IIpu xakoM cooTHomieHMH X M Y B HHKeNIPHBEACHHOH MOJe/IH CYIIeCTBYeT JIMIIb
oaHO paBHoBecue o Haury?

Urpok 1
Crparerus A | Crparerus b
Urpok 2 | Ctpaterus A | X-Y/2, X-Y/2 | X-Y, X
Crtpareruss b | X, X-Y 0,0

X>Y;,

X<Y;

X=Y,

X=2Y;

X>2Y;

X=4Y;

X>4Y;

X>6Y;

BepHo Bce BbllIeNepeuncaeHHOE;
10. Her BepHOTO OTBETA.

CoNoORARWNE
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A6. BoiOepuTe BepHoe(-ble) yTBep:KIeHHe(-51), XapaKTepu3ywinue MnpeaejbHbie HOPMbI
3amemieHus1 (MRS), ecam npeamodyreHusi MHAMBHAA XAPAKTEPU3YIOTCH NpeaeJbHbIMH
Hopmamu 3amemenust MRS,, = 2 u MRS,, = 0, 8:

1. MRSy, =2;

2. MRSy, =0,5;

3. MRS, = 1,25;

4. MRS, =1,

5. MRSy, =0,8:

6. MRSy, = 0,4;

7. MRS, =0,5;

8. MRS, = 2,5;

9. [ns Berancnenust MRS, HemocTaTO9HO JaHHBIX;

10. JIns BEIYKMCIICHHS MRSZy HEIOCTAaTOYHO JAHHBIX.

A7. I'padpmyeckn IKOHOMHYECKHIT POCT MOKeT ObITH NMPeACTABJIEH B BU/Ie:

Peanpunit
BRII
TREND
Bpema
(roz )

Puc. 1. Poct peansnoro BBII

LREAS,  _RAS

1 Y2 Y

Puc. 2. CnBur 1oarocpoyHoit KpUBOH COBOKYITHOTO MpeanioxkeHust B Mmojenu AD-AS
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HuBecruunorHue
TOBapH

Motpeburems cxie
TOBApBI

Puc. 3. CaBur kpuBO# NPOU3BOICTBEHHBIX BO3MOKHOCTEM

Pucynka 1;

Pucynka 2;

Pucynka 3;

Pucynkos 1 u 2;

Pucynkos 1 u 3;

Pucynkos 2 u 3;

Hwu ogHuM U3 puCyHKOB;

Bcemu tpems pucynkamu;

. BepHo Bce BBIIIEIEPEYNCIIEHHOE;
10 Her BepHoro orsera.

CoNoaRrLDE

A8. UcnoJib3ysi HUKeNPUBEIEHHYI0 «KKOPOOKY J/IZKyopTa», HIJIIOCTPUPYIOINYI0 KOH(PJIUKT
HHTEepecoB padoTaloIUX B OJHOM NOMEIIeHHM KYPHW/JIbIIMKA M HEKYpsIllero 4ejoBeKa,

BbIOepuTe BepHOEe(-ble) yTBep KaeHue(-):

LleHa KypeHus A
I'(A)

Kpupas KOHTpPAaKTOB

1. Ecin mpaBo Ha 3ampelieHrue BPEIHOTO HCIMOJb30BaHUS MPUHAICHKHUT
KypsllleMy, a BeJIWYMHA TPAH3aKIHOHHBIX U3JIEPKEK HE MO3BOJSET
CTOpPOHAM BECTH B3aWMOBBITOJHBIN TOPT, paBHOBECHUE OYyJeT HAXOJIUTHCS B
TOYKE S;
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Ecnu npaBo Ha 3ampelieHre BpEIHOrO WCMOJIb30BAaHUA IMPUHAIJIEHKUT
KypsLIEMY, a BEIMYMHA TPAH3AKUMOHHBIX W3JAEPKEK HE IO3BOJISIET
CTOpOHAM BECTH B3aHMMOBBITOJIHBIA TOPT, paBHOBecHE OyJeT HAXOIUTHCSA B
TOUuke S';

Ecnu npaBo Ha 3ampenieHre BpEIHOrO HWCIOJIb30BAaHUS IPUHAIJICHKUT
HEKYpAIIEMY, a BEJIIMYWHA TPAH3AKIMOHHBIX W3AEPKEK HE IO3BOJISIET
CTOpOHAM BECTH B3aMMOBBITOJHBINA TOPT, paBHOBECHE OyIET HAXOIUTHCA B
Touke L;

Ecnu npaBo Ha 3ampelieHHe BpPEIHOTO HCMOJIb30BAHUS PUHAJICHKUT
HEKypsIlleMy, a BeJIMYMHA TPAH3aKIUOHHBIX W3JEPKEK HE TIMO3BOJISIET
CTOpOHAM BECTH B3aHMMOBBITOJHBINA TOPT, paBHOBeCHE OyIET HAXOIUTHCA B
TOuKe Y,

Ecnu npaBo Ha 3ampenieHre BpEIHOrO HWCIOJIb30BAaHUS IPUHAIJICHKUT
HEKYpAIlEMYy, a BEJIMYWHA TPAH3AKIMOHHBIX H3AEPKEK HE IO3BOJISIET
CTOpOHAM BECTH B3aMMOBBITOJIHBIN TOPT, paBHOBeCcHE OYIET HAXOIUTHCA B
Touke F;

Ecnu npaBo Ha 3ampelieHre BpEIHOrO HCMOJIb30BAHUS MPUHAJICHKUT
HEKYpAIlEMY, a BEJIIMYWHA TPAH3AKIMOHHBIX HW3AEPKEK HE IO3BOJISIET
CTOpOHAM BECTH B3aHMMOBBITOJIHBIA TOPT, paBHOBeCcHE OYIET HAXOJIUTHCA B
Touke F';

CnBur xpuBoi  Oespazimuuust [ (A) BhopaBo OyneT  o3HA4aTh
nepepacrpeieliecHue J0X0Ja MEXIy KYpAIIUM M HEKypSAIUM B TOJIb3Y
KYpAILETO;

CnBur xpuBoi Oespazimuuust [ (A) BmopaBo Oyner  o3HaA4aTh
nepepacrpeielieHue J0X0Ja MEXAy KYypAIIUM M HEKypSAIMM B TOJIb3Y
HEKYpAIIIETO;

BepHo Bce BhILIENIEPEUNCIIEHHOE;

10.Het BepHoOTo OTBETA.

A9. JIoJI)KHOCTH TOCYAAPCTBEHHOM TIPAXKIAHCKON CJOyKObl NMOAPA3AEIAITCS
Ha CJIeAyIoLIHe KATerOpuM:

CoNOOR~LDNE

PykoBoaurenu;

Hcnonnurenu;

[ToMoOUTHUKY (ACCUCTEHTHI);
[ToMoUTHUKY (COBETHUKHN);
OKCIIEPTHI;

CrienuaaucThl;

Benymue skcriepTsi;

Benymue crienuanucrsi,
OOecrieunBaroIye CICIUaINCThI;

10 Het BepHOro oTBera.
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Al0. Kakne ¢enepanbHble OpraHbl HCHOJHUTENbHOH BJIACTH SIBJSIIOTCS

AeCTBYIOLIUMM HA CErOAHSIIHNN 1eHb?

MuHHCTEPCTBO PErMOHAIIBHOTO pa3BuTHA Pocculickon denepanuu;

MunncrepctBo Poccuiickon denepanuy no arToMHOM SHEPTUM;

MuHHCTEPCTBO UMYIIIECTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHUN Poccuiickon denepanuu;

MunuctepctBo Poccutickoit @enepanuu o aenam CesepHoro Kaskasa,

OenepanbHas chayx0ba Poccun 1o  (PUHAHCOBOMY O3/I0POBJICHUIO U

OaHKPOTCTBY;

I'ocynapctBenHas denpaberepckas ciayxkoa Poccuiickoit denepanuu;

/. @enepalbHOE  AreHTCTBO IO  IIOCTAaBKaM  BOOPYXEHUS, BOEHHO,
CIICLIMAJIbHON TEXHUKHU U MATEPUAJIBHBIX CPEJICTB;

8. denepanbHOE areHTCTBO I10 JeJIaM HAIIMOHATBLHOCTEH;

9. Bce BrimenepeurciieHHbIe (eepaibHbIe OpraHbl UCIIOJHUTEIbHON BIACTH,

10.Bce BbImIenIEpeYnCIICHHBIE (efepaabHble OpraHbl UCIOJHUTEILHON BIACTH
yrpa3aHeHbl/ pachOpMHUPOBAHBI.

agrONME

o

Pazgesn B. AHaiu3 aHIJIOSI3bIYHOM CTATHH M OTBETHI HA BONPOCHI MO CTaThe (HA PYCCKOM
si3bIKeE)

IIpouuTaiiTe CTAaTBI0 W Pa3BepPHYTO OTBeTbTE Ha CJeAyHIIHe BONPOCHI (MoXkKadyiicra,
0TBe4YaiiTe COAEpP:KATEIbHO HA PYCCKOM si3bIKe, NPU OTBeTe HA BOMNPOC YKa3bIBaliTe ero
HOMep, HanpuMmep, «B7»). PexoMeHnyeMblii 00beM 0TBETOB HAa Bce BONPOCHI — 5-8 cTpanunu
A4, ne 6oJee 10 cTpanuir:

Bl. Kakue oOCHOBHBIE TOAXOABI K OKAa3aHUIO TOCYHAPCTBEHHBIX  YCIYT
oOcyxnarorcss B crtatee? B wem wux ommuua? [lo kakum KpuTepHsm
3} (HEKTUBHOCTH ITHX MOAXOA0B ABTOPHI CTAThU MPOBOAAT cpaBHeHHE? OOOCHYITE
Bam orser.

B2.B uem 3akmouaercs auxotoMusi «make or buy», Ha OCHOBHBIE Kakue
TEOPETUYECKHE KOHLEIMIUHU CChUJIAIOTCS aBTOPbl CTaTbU INMpHU BbIOOpe Haubosee
ONTUMAJIBHOIO  CHocoba  OKa3aHusd  rocynapcTBeHHbIX  yciyr?  Kpatko
OXapaKTepU3yiTe OCHOBHBIE TEOPUH U (PAKTOPBI, KOTOPBIE JOJIKHBI YUUTHIBATHCS
IpU BEIOOPE TOTO WJIM MHOTO CIIOCO0a OKa3aHUs rOCyAapCTBEHHON yCIyTH.

B3. Uro mnpencraBnsitor coOol paccMaTpuBaeMble aBTOpaMU TPaH3AKIMOHHBIC
W3JIEPKKH, KOHTpPAaKTauus W AayTCOPCHUHI IPUMEHHUTENBHO K  OKA3aHUIO
rocyAapcTBeHHbIX yciyr? JlaiiTe moapoOHYI0 XapaKTepUCTUKY 3TUM MOHSITHSM,
ONUIIUTE UX NPEUMYIIECTBA, HEAOCTATKU U OTPAaHUYEHUS IPUMEHEHNS.

B4. [lepeunciure U KpaTKO OXapaKTEPU3YHUTE SMIUPUUYECKHE HCCIIETOBAHUS I10
OKa3aHWI0 MYHULMNAIbHBIX TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX YCIYr, Ha KOTOPBIE OIMUPAIOTCS
aBTOpbl cTarhbu. Kakue nBa ompoca JiexkaT B OCHOBE HCCIIEIOBAaHUM aBTOPOB
cratbu? ONUIIMTE MapaMeTpsl 3TUX OMPOCOB. UTO HOBOTO paccMaTpUBAIOT aBTOPBI
CTaThH MO CPABHEHHUIO C MPEIBITYILIMMH SMINPUYECKUMH UCCIETOBAHUSIMHU?

B5. Kakne wu3 paccmaTpuBaeMbIX aBTOpaMH CTaThbU TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX YCIYT
UMEIOT HanboJiee BHICOKUI OOIIECTBEHHBIH UHTEpeC U oyeMy? ApryMeHTUpYyHTe
Bam orBer. HazoBuTe rocynapcTBeHHyI0 yCiyry, AIMEIOIYIO, 110 JaHHBIM aBTOPOB
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CTaTbU, CaMblil BBICOKMII YpOBEHb MHTEpPECA CO CTOPOHBI OOILECTBA B CEIbCKUX
panoHax.

B6. Kakyro perpecCMOHHYI0 MOJENb HCIOIB3YIOT U ONMCBIBAIOT aBTOPHI CTaThbU B
Tabnune 3 cBoero uccienoBanusi? KpaTko omummuTe, 4TO MPEACTABIAET COOOM
JlaHHasl PerpecCUOHHasi Mojeb. YTO MOKa3bIBaeT MPEAEIbHbBIN (Map>KUHAIBHBIN)
3¢ (dEeKT B UCIOJIB3YEMON aBTOpaMH SIKOHOMETPUUECKON MOJIENH, KaKHe Ha OCHOBE
3HAYCHUU MPEACIIBHOTO (Map)KHHAIBHOTO) 3 (HEeKTa MOKHO CIETIaTh BEIBOIBI?

B7. [lepeuncnure nepeMeHHbIE, KOTOPBIE SIBISIOTCS CTATUCTUYECKH 3HAYMMBIMH
(Ha ypoBHe 3HauummocTHn MeHee 0,055) OIHOBpEMEHHO BO BCEX MOJEIAX
HEKOMMEPYECKOT0 MPEIOCTaBICHUsI rocynapcTBeHHbIX ycnyr (Tabmuma 5). Yro,
no Bamemy MHeHuto, 310 o3Hauvaer? AprymeHTupyite Bam orBer. B kakoi u3
Mozesel kpurepuil cornacus [lupcona Hanmyummii?

B8. Kakne ocHOBHBIE BBIBOJIBI JIEJIAIOT ABTOPBI CTAThU 110 UTOI'AM HCCIIEIOBAHUA?
Cormacepl Jiu Bbl ¢ BBIBOZAMHM aBTOPOB M MHTEPIPETALMEN IOJYyYEHHBIX
pe3ynpTaToB? B uUeM 3aKiIO4YaroTCs OCHOBHBIE OIPAaHWYEHUS [IPUMEHEHUS
NOJTy4EHHBIX BbIBOJOB? OO0CHYyMTEe Bam oTBer.

B9. Hackonpko, mo BameMy MHEHMIO, akTyajlbHa IPEACTABICHHAs B CTaThe
npobiema jusg  Poccun? Kakume U3 pacCMOTpPEHHBIX aBTOpPAaMHM  CTaTbU
TOCYAApCTBEHHBIX YCIYT M Ha KaKOM YPOBHE TOCYAApCTBEHHOIO YIIPaBJICHUS
ABJIAIOTCS HaubOosee MNpoOJEMHBIMU C TOYKH 3pEHHS MPEAOCTaBICHUA B
Poccniickont @enepanun? Aprymentupyire Bam oTser.

B10. Cuuraete 1m  Bbel  CIOXMBIIYIOCS  IPAKTHKy  IPEAOCTABICHUS
rocygapcTBeHHbIX yciyr B Poccuiickoit denepanuu ¢ dextuBHoi? Onummnre eé
OCHOBHBIE MpeuMylIecTBa M HemocTarku. Yto Obl Bl mnpemioxunu s
COBEPILEHCTBOBAHMS OKa3aHUsl TOCYJAapCTBEHHBIX YCIyr B Hamledl crpaHe?
O6ocnyiite Bamr oTser.
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Contracting or Public Delivery? The
Importance of Service, Market, and
Management Characteristics

Amir Hefetz*, Mildred E. Warner'
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ABSTRACT

Analysis of local government contracting decisions typically focuses on transactions costs
related to service characteristics, especially asset specificity and difficulty of contract
management. This analysis expands the focus to include market characteristics
(competition), citizen characteristics (public interest in the service delivery process), and
place characteristics (metro status and public management) and finds these are the more
important factors. A 2007 survey of US city managers’ rankings of 67 services by
transactions costs, competition, and citizen interest is combined with a 2007 national survey
of city managers’ sourcing decisions (direct public, intergovernment cooperation, for-profit
and nonprofit contracting). Multinomial logit models of service delivery sourcing choice find
that metro status and competition are key explanatory variables. Intergovemmental
cooperation represents an important public market altemative when contract management
is difficult and competition is low. For profit contracting is less common when citizen interest
is high and competition is low. Governments with professional managers appear more
effective in addressing these broader transactions costs of citizen interests, political and
labor opposition, and market management.

INTRODUCTION

The shift toward market delivery of public services, particularly contracting out, was con-
ceived as a means to promote efficiency, better align managerial objectives with citizen
concerns, and promote local economic development. The superiority of market delivery
is based on public choice assumptions (increased choice, efficiency) (Osborne and Gaebler
1992; Savas 1987). However, recognition of the importance of transactions costs on con-
tracting has led to empirical analysis looking at the nature of the service and of the con-
tracting process (Bel and Fageda 2007; Brown et al. 2008; Hefetz and Warner 2007, 2004;
Levin and Tadelis 2010), as well as the differential nature of public sector response by
geography (Bel and Costas 2006; Bel and Mur 2009; Dijkgraaf and Gradus 2008; Warner
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2006, 2009; Warner and Hefetz 2002a, 2002b, 2003 ). Public administration theory focuses
primarily on the nature of the service, but geography, economics, and planning give more
attention to broader theoretical frameworks that focus on industrial organization and the
structure of the market and the sector (Bel and Mur 2009; Bel and Warner 2008; Bel et al.
2010; Hefetz and Warmer 2007; Vickers and Yarrow 1988). Recent concern with citizen
engagement and the role of government have given more attention to social choice concerns
on the interaction between citizens and government (Denhardt and Denhardt 2000, 2003;
Sager 2002; Warner 2008).

From both an economic and an organizational perspective, service characteristics are
important in determining the sourcing decision—whether a service will be provided in-
house or contracted in the market. In the private sector, the “make or buy” literature
explores when transactions will occur inside the firm and when they will take place in in-
teraction with the market, based on the relative transactions costs of market or internal
production related to governance form (Coase 1937). Transactions costs analysis also
figures importantly in analyses of the public sector (Bel and Fageda 2008; Brown and
Potoski 2003a, 2005; Brown et al. 2008; Ferris and Graddy 1994; Hefetz and Warner
2004, 2007; Kavanagh and Parker 1999; Levin and Tadelis 2010; Lowery 2000; Nelson
1997; Sclar 2000).

In this article, we expand from a primary focus on service characteristics and look at
the broader objectives and constraints that government managers must consider in their
decisions on sourcing service delivery. In addition to service characteristics related to asset
specificity and contract management difficulty, we give attention to the level of public in-
terest in the process of service delivery and the level of competition in the market. We
conduct a nationwide survey of local government managers to derive measures of these
features for a set of 67 services. We combine this survey with the most recent 2007 data
from the International City County Management (ICMA) on forms of local government
service delivery. We use multinomial logit regression models to explore the choice of ser-
vice delivery alternatives (public delivery, public contracting, or private contracting), and
the role of service characteristics (technical expertise and asset specificity, difficulty of
contract specification, and monitoring), market characteristics (level of competition), cit-
izen interest (public interest in service delivery), and place characteristics (metro status and
public management) on service delivery form. Our results yield new insights on the nature
of transactions costs and show the need for more attention to the nature of local markets and
the role public managers play in managing those markets and balancing service delivery
concerns with citizen interests.

LITERATURE REVIEW
From Political to Pragmatic Privatization

Public sector reforms in many countries since the end of the 1970s adopted privatization
policies as a major instrument in search of expenditure and tax cuts and higher efficiency.
The aims of privatization reforms, as practiced first by the Thatcher administration in the
United Kingdom were mainly to withdraw the government share from market production,
to lower public debts and limit money supply, to reduce labor union influence on govern-
ment decisions, to widen private markets, and to gain political support (Heffernan 2005;
Marsh 1991). Advocates predicted a decreasing role for direct government provision of
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public service delivery (Savas 1987). Although privatization gained wide support at na-
tional and local levels around the world (Henig 1990), actual privatization rates, especially
among US local governments, have grown more slowly than expected.

ICMA surveys of US municipalities showed privatization peaked at less than 20% of
service delivery in 1997 (Warner and Hefetz 2004). In addition, studies have not found
clear evidence of cost savings and efficiency gains under privatization reforms (Boyne
1998; Bel et al. 2010; Domberger and Jensen 1997; Jensen and Stonecash 2005; Marsh
1991). New research has challenged privatization, especially outsourcing public services,
as efficiency oriented rather than service-quality oriented, and missing the importance of
citizen and government engagement in the democratic process (Box 1999; Christensen and
Laegreid 2002; Denhardt and Denhardt 2000; Nalbandian 2005). Although early privat-
ization reforms dichotomized politics from administration and substituted managerial con-
trol for political control, current public reforms undertake a middle path that combines
market solutions with political control (Christensen 2001; Warner 2008). The debate over
privatization is moving from ideology to pragmatism—not a quest for a better administra-
tion philosophy, but for better functioning public organizations (Warner and Hebdon 2001;
Warner and Hefetz 2004; 2009). The same concerns with politics and economic efficiency
that motivated ideological outsourcing may serve as promoters for more balanced ap-
proaches to public service delivery (Feigenbaum and Henig 1994; Hefetz and Warner
2007; Warner and Hefetz 2008).

Several questions arise from the current status of this debate. Early enthusiasm is now
replaced by a broader set of concerns, and in practice, governments embrace a more prag-
matic approach (Bel etal. 2007; Bel and Fageda 2007; Boyne et al. 2002; Brown et al. 2006;
Hebdon and Jallete 2008). This calls for a better understanding of the sourcing decision. Is it
a “make or buy’’ dichotomy or are there alternatives that involve some level of integration
between markets and planning? Under which circumstances are which delivery modes bet-
ter suited? Public management can look to private organizations as a source for reform
models (Boyne 2006; Prager 1994). The focus of this study was to understand how public
managers’ assessments of transactions costs, competition, and public interest affect the
choices they make on sourcing and how this assessment varies by service and by place.
We will look at four sourcing alternatives: in-house public delivery, intergovernmental
cooperation (contracting to other governments), private contracting to for-profit providers
and nonprofit providers.

Transactions Costs and Service Characteristics

The potential of private markets for public services has turned the sourcing dilemma into
a central one faced by public managers. Understanding the sourcing decision, to make or
buy, is a fundamental question in industrial economics. The theoretical analysis of privat-
ization and contracting out uses the concept of transactions costs to include administrative
costs as well as costs of contracting. Coase, in his seminal 1937 paper, outlined transactions
costs as a means to understand why firms exist. Williamson (1991, 1999) gave specific
attention to transactions costs inside the public sector. Williamson (1999) imagines a con-
tinuum from public, to mixed, to private production depending on the nature of the service.
Stein (1990) used transactions costs to classify local government services and assess the
form of delivery. Building on Williamson (1999) and Coase (1937), theory suggests that the
decision to make or buy a service will be determined primarily by service characteristics:
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(1) the level of specific physical infrastructure or technical expertise and (2) difficulty in
contract specification and monitoring. Transactions costs have been used to explain gov-
emment choice in the decision to contract out (Nelson 1997; Sclar 2000; Zerbe and
McCurdy 1999). Some authors find that transactions costs in the market are important
in explaining decisions regarding service delivery choice (Bel and Fageda 2008, 2009;
Brown and Potoski 2003a, 2003b; Entwistle 2005; Ferris and Graddy 1994; Kavanagh
and Parker 1999; Levin and Tadelis 2010; Lowery 1998; Hefetz and Warner 2004,
2007). Others argue that the costs inside bureaucracy are higher than those found under
contracting (Eggers and O’ Leary 1995; Osborme and Plastrick 1997; Megginson and Netter
2001; Savas 1987). These might include political rents, budget maximizing behaviors, and
perverse incentives due to lack of competition within public bureaucracies.

Understanding Market Characteristics: Competition and Cooperation

Service characteristics described by transactions costs are only one element in the govern-
ment sourcing decision. Governments face a broader set of concermns than just asset spec-
ificity and contract specification and monitoring when deciding how to deliver a service.
Williamson (1999) sees a broader objective function for government than just efficiency.
Government is also responsible to ensure probity—failsafe service delivery. Concem over
failsafe delivery leads many local governments to both make and buy a service—ensuring
redundancy in the market (Miranda and Lerner 1995). The use of such mixed delivery has
risen among local governments as they have gained experience with contracting (Warner
and Hefetz 2008).

Competition is key to the potential for costs savings and probity under outsourcing.
However, lack of competition continues to plague markets for public goods (Johnston et al.
2004, Johnston and Girth forthcoming; Sclar 2000). This problem is especially acute in
rural areas (Hirsch 1995a; Johnston and Romzek 1999; Kodrzycki 1994; Warner 2009,
2006; Warner and Hefetz 2002b, 2003). Although policies promoting competition, such
as Compulsory Competitive Tendering in the United Kingdom have attempted to address
this problem (Domberger et al. 1986; Szymanski 1996), competition remains a concern
{Davies 2007; Pinch and Patterson 2000). Lack of competition undermines the potential
for cost savings (Bel and Warner 2008; Bel et al. 2010; Warner and Bel 2008). This has led
local governments to explore other means of gaining economies of scale.

Limited competitive markets for local government services have raised the debate
over competition or cooperation (Entwistle and Martin 2005). In the private sector liter-
ature, emphasis is given to “cooperative competition’’ and the promotion of industrial clus-
ters to promote information exchange and agglomeration economies (Harrison 1992; Piore
and Sabel 1984). In the public sector, such cooperative competition is perhaps best evi-
denced in the very high levels of intergovernmental contracting or shared services. Inter-
governmental contracting requires building a public market of cooperating governments. It
is the most common alternative to private contracting, and governments typically pursue
both reforms simultaneously but for different services (Warner and Hefetz 2009). Inter-
governmental contracting ensures the benefits of scale economies while still allowing local
governments to retain public control and local identity in service delivery (Anas 1999;
Morgan and England 1988; Parks and Oakerson 1993). Suburban municipalities exhibit
high levels of both cooperation and for-profit contracting (Joassart-Marcelli and Musso
2005; Warner and Hefetz 2002a, 2003). Rural municipalities use intergovernmental
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cooperation to create markets where limited private markets exist (Bel and Costas 2006;
Bel and Mur 2009; Warner 2006, 2009). In the United States, small rural governments often
have trouble attracting a market of competitive private suppliers, so a public market of
cooperating governments offers an important alternative (Ferris and Grady 1991;
Kodrzycki 1994; Lavery 1999; Morgan and Hirlinger 1991; Warner and Hefetz 2002b,
2003). In 2007, the [CMA survey shows intergovernmental contracting—cooperation—is
more common than for-profit contracting (Warner and Hefetz 2009).

Markets for public services must have a civic core that ensures some level of public
accountability and control (Ramesh et al. 2010). Monitoring and regulation of private con-
tract markets is not enough as the recent debacles in the energy and financial sectors have
shown (Clark and Bradshaw 2004; Ramesh 2008). A civic core requires a more active level
of government engagement in the market for public goods. Clark and Bradshaw outline the
framework for a civic market based on public oversight to ensure cooperation, innovation,
interactional learning, and internalization of externalities. “The civic market is not built on
the premise that a competitive market must be created and maintained; instead, it is built on
the premise that such a competitive market is impossible to guarantee and that the public
good must be served and assured by active public private partnerships between empowered
state agencies and innovative and socially responsible companies” (Clark and Bradshaw
2004, 344). Opportunism, bounded rationality, and uncertainty are not exogenous but
emerge as part of the exchange process (Williamson 1996). Clark and Bradshaw
(2004) point out that cooperation allows for interactive learning, which a static view of
the transactions costs model ignores. They argue that there should be a civic core to markets
for public goods, which includes cooperation, local control, and planning. Intermunicipal
cooperation is one way local governments have worked to build that civic core.

Understanding Public Interests and Governmental Complexity

In addition to addressing the complementarities between competition and cooperation, the-
orists are also giving increasing attention to the differences between citizen and consumer.
Recent literature has challenged privatization, especially outsourcing public services, as
missing the importance of citizen and government engagement in the democratic process
(Box 1999; Christensen and Laegreid 2002; deLeon and Denhardt 2000; Denhardt and
Denhardt 2000, 2003; Nalbandian 2005). Although early privatization reforms dichoto-
mized politics from administration and substituted managerial control for political control,
current public reforms undertake a middle path that combines market solutions with po-
litical engagement (Christensen 2001; Warner 2008). Effectiveness of service delivery can
be increased with citizen engagement (Potapchuck et al. 1998). In addition, citizen partic-
ipation can help avoid social choice dilemmas as individual preferences become more so-
cial through a process of iterative dialogue and engagement (Lowery 2000; Sager 2002).
Municipalities represent an increasingly heterogeneous population and it is largely through
local public services that citizens practice engagement with others unlike themselves (Frug
1999). Market delivery, by contrast tends to segment consumers into more homogeneous
groups based on preference (Webster and Lai 2003; Warner 2011). However, as will be
shown in the analysis later on, when there is a higher level of citizen interest in service
delivery, government sourcing decisions will tend away from private delivery. Maintaining
a civic core of governmental coordination and control is especially important in

Downloaded from https://academic.oup.com/jpart/article-abstract/22/2/289/910354
by Higher sSchool of Economice user
on 1% February 2018

Haunonam,nuifl I/ICC.]Ie}IOBaTeJ'ILCKl/lﬁ YHUBEPCUTET «BpIcasi IIK0Ja YKOHOMHKH



Oaumnuana HUY BIHII puist cTyAeHTOB M BBINYCKHUKOB — 2019 1.

294

Joumal of Public Administration Research and Theory

infrastructure systems that have high externalities (e.g. energy, transportation; Barter 2008;
Ceriani et al. 2009; Clark and Bradshaw 2004).

We need to better understand local government managers as actors in both a civic and
an economic marketplace of public goods. Zerbe and McCurdy (1999, 567) argue, ““Public
provision of public goods may have less to do with the characteristics of goods than the
behavior of the interests providing them”. Government managers must assess service char-
acteristics, market characteristics, and citizen concerns. Each element in this calculus is
important for the sourcing decision. Failure to include attention to market and place char-
acteristics denies the importance of local differences in public service delivery. In this re-
search, we directly engage those differences and assess sourcing decisions based on
predicted expectations of service, market, management, and place characteristics with ac-
tual observed behavior of local government managers.

Sourcing Choices

We bring these concerns together in an overall theoretical framework that links service
delivery choice to characteristics of service, market, citizen, place, and management
(Table 1). We address four sourcing choices: public delivery, for-profit contracting, inter-
governmental cooperation, and nonprofit contracting. The theoretical literature on sourcing
choices emphasizes differences in ownership, interests, and management responses. We
hypothesize that services that are more asset specific, have more contract management dif-
ficulty, or have more public interest will be more likely to be sourced through the public
sector—either directly or through intergovernmental contracts. Ownership determines to
whom benefits from service delivery (such as profit, innovation, or efficiency gains) will
accrue. Private owners will have more incentives to innovate because they are most likely
to capture the benefits of efficiency gains in increased profits. However, they will also at-
tempt to reduce costs at the expense of service quality (Hart et al. 1997). This led
Domberger and Rimmer (1994) to argue that competitive supply and monitoring will
be more important than ownership. Although transaction cost theory argues that services
with high asset specificity, high contract management difficulty, and low competition
would be poor candidates for contracting, it is not clear that these results hold in the case
of nonprofits. Nonprofit owners have lower incentives for innovation, but more incentives
to preserve service quality (Hansmann 1987, 1996). Government selection of nonprofit
providers will be greater when the strengths of nonprofits (personalized service, small scale,
community control) correspond to government needs (Salamon 1987). Governments may
choose to contract services that are difficult to manage and have high citizen interest to
nonprofits so that the political burden is transferred to a community-controlled sector
(Eggleston and Zeckhauser 2002; Stein 1990). Thus, we suggest these features are
indeterminate from a theoretical perspective.

The management literature argues for the importance of a strategic approach that
emphasizes training, evaluation, assessment of risk, capital intensiveness, and fiscal stress
{Cohen 2001; Hirsch 1995b; Romzek and Johnston 2002). Competition is especially critical
in for-profit contracts and can be enhanced by separating the contract into subcomponent
parts and bidding separately on each (Domberger and Rimmer 1994; Girth et al. 2009;
Morgan 1992). Rural areas suffer from thin markets (Johnston and Romzek 1999; Warner
2006, 2009; Warner and Hefetz 2002b, 2003), and the greater heterogeneity of citizen in-
terests in more urban settings is part of what explains our fragmented local government
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Table 1
Theoretical Hypotheses Regarding the Relationship Between Sourcing Decisions, Service Character-
istics, and Metro Status

Direct For-Profit Nonprofit
Public Intergovernmental  Contracting Contracting
Service characteristics
Asset specificity + + = Indeterminate
Contract management difficulty + + = Indeterminate
Market characteristics
Competition - = + Indeterminate
Citizen characteristics
Public interest in service delivery + + — +
Place characteristics
Metro status
Metro core High Low Low High
Suburb Medium High High Low
Rural High High Medium Medium

system (Briffault 2000; Frug 1999; Lowery 2000). But, is there an additional effect of place
on sourcing choice? Prior research has found that sourcing choices can be clearly differ-
entiated by metro status and our theoretical predictions derive from this literature (Hirsch
1995a; Joassart-Marcelli and Musso 2005; Kodrzycki 1994; Warner 2006, 2009; Warner
and Hefetz 2002b, 2003).

In a recent special issue of JPART titled “The State of the Agent,” scholars discuss
governmental contracts to nongovernmental service providers, the effect of these contracts
on governance structures, and what is missing from the current debate on these new ap-
proaches in terms of theoretical support. Heinrich and Milward (2010) suggest that, as the
number of nongovernmental alternatives involved with public service delivery increases,
the discussion is about the boundaries between the state and the agent. They raise the prob-
lem of accountable and transparent outsourced delivery. Brown et al. (2010) emphasize the
fact that expected competition in the market is limited and the contracting case becomes
one of a single buyer and a single supplier, which increases risks of contract failure when
contracts are poorly specified due to service complexity. They list three major issues of
service specification: (1) What is in exchange? (2) What are the buyer/seller relationships
(short and long term)? (3) What is the preferred strategy, collaborate or defect? Since both
sides are locked in the contract, collaboration is the better solution for uncertain service
delivery. Bertelli and Smith (2010) expand on the longevity of the contract and discuss
relational contracting. They point out that public managers should use their right to ter-
minate contracts to create a credible threat on agents. They develop a behavioral taxonomy
for managers, which outlines objective and subjective performance measures (integrated
governance structure, incentive contracts, relational outsourcing) to use when markets are
competitive or not.

Prior Empirical Research

Three prior studies that assess the sourcing decision with regard to service characteristics
deserve special attention. Stein (1990) analyzed the first ICMA survey (1982 data) and
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characterized services by Ostrom’s categories of private, toll, common property, and col-
lective goods (Ostrom and Ostrom 1977). He then looked at sourcing decisions based on
this typology. He found that local governments were more likely to contract private goods
and most likely to directly provide common property goods. However, the rates of direct
provision were over one-third even for private goods, and over half for all other types. This
shows a strong preference for public provision despite differences in service type. Stein did
not directly measure service characteristics, he assessed them theoretically.

Brown and Potoski (2005) were the first to actually conduct a survey measuring asset
specificity and ease of measurement of 64 specific local government services. Their sample
of 36 local government managers’ assessments of these two service characteristics was then
used to understand monitoring levels among respondents to the larger 1997 ICMA local
government Alternative Service Delivery (ASD) survey. They found little relationship be-
tween service characteristics and monitoring (Brown and Potoski 2003b), but significant
effects on sourcing decisions (public intergovernmental contracting, private, nonprofit, and
direct public service delivery) (Brown and Potoski 2003a). Subsequently, they used these
two measures to look at changing sourcing forms over time (1992-97), and asset specificity
was only a significant predictor in the nonprofit model. Ease of measurement was signif-
icant in all models in the expected direction (easier to measure services more likely to be
contracted out) though its effect was weak (Brown et al. 2008). In each of these models,
they used the mean value for each service characteristic measured across all places.

Levin and Tadelis (2010) conducted a survey of 23 local governments asking similar
questions about service characteristics, but they related them more directly to the manage-
ment process. They included four measures: measuring and monitoring contracts, need for
flexibility, provider scarcity and lock in, and resident sensitivity to service quality. These
characteristics were assessed on 29 services. Measuring and monitoring is similar to Brown
and Potoski’s ease of measurement variable except that it focuses on the monitoring process
of the service, not just the service itself. Need for flexibility addressed uncertainty and the
need for adaptive responses. Provider scarcity and lock in combined the notions of asset
specificity and lack of competition into a single measure. They also asked about resident
sensitivity to service quality. They found little variability and strong correlation among the
first three measures and thus combined all three into a single variable, contracting difficulty,
for their models. Their subsequent multinomial logit models on sourcing decisions found
that contracting difficulty and resident sensitivity were significant predictors of local gov-
emment contracting in the expected directions (more contract difficulty or more citizen
sensitivity, less contracting) for the 1997-2002 period. However, as with Brown and Po-
toski, Levin and Tadelis used a single average value for each service and then repeated this
over all cases.

We improve on prior work in four ways. First, we conduct a larger sample, balanced
across population size and metro status to assess whether managers’ assessments of service
characteristics vary by place. They do. Second, we include separate measurements of ser-
vice characteristics (asset specificity and contract management), market characteristics
{competition), citizen interest, and place characteristics. Third, we directly link local man-
agers’ assessments of service characteristics, competition, and public interest with their
actual sourcing choices. We do not use averages for each service, but the actual assessment
of each individual manager paired with the individual service sourcing decision. Fourth, we
use assessments from the same year and a more recent period (2007). Brown and Potoski
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and Levin and Tadelis use assessments from a more recent time period than their data on
sourcing decision. As managers have learned over time how to better monitor and manage
contracts, it is possible that assessments of these service characteristics could change. In
addition, as we will show below, there is substantial variation in assessment of these char-
acteristics and these assessments vary systematically by place. This challenges the prior use
of service averages.

Data

Data for this analysis are based on two surveys. The first is our survey of local government
managers’ assessments of the four characteristics outlined above for each of the 67 services.
The second is the [CMA 2007 ASD survey that measures the sourcing decision. Both surveys
were conducted in 2007. The [CMA ASD survey is interested in sow local governments
provide services—in-house or via contracting (for-profit, nonprofit, intergovernmental)
and has been conducted every 5 years since 1982. The sample frame includes all cities over
10,000 population and all counties over 25,000. The full 2007 ASD survey had aresponserate
0f26% (1,474 municipalities ). For more descriptive information on the 2007 ASD survey see
Warner and Hefetz (2009).

In summer 2007, we conducted, in collaboration with ICMA, a supplemental survey to
assess service characteristics of all the services ICMA measures on its ASD survey. The
purpose of the supplemental 2007 survey was to gain manager’s assessments of the 67
services measured by I[CMA on the following characteristics: asset specificity, contract
management difficulty, level of public interest, and level of competition. We asked city
managers to rank each service by asset specificity (the extent to which specific physical
infrastructure or technical expertise was required), the difficulty of contract specification
and monitoring, the level of public interest in service delivery, and the number of alter-
native suppliers (level of competition). Definitions were pretested with a number of local
government officials and survey design experts. See Appendix 1 for definitions.

Although the supplemental survey had a lower response rate (164 respondents) than
the full ASD survey, it was four to five times larger than the surveys conducted by Brown
and Potoski (2005) and Levin and Tadelis (2010). The distribution of respondents to the
service characteristics survey is quite similar to the full ASD survey. The majority of re-
spondents to the supplemental survey were from suburban municipalities (53%), and the
rest were from metro core (25%) and rural independent municipalities (22%).! In the full
ASD 2007 survey, the majority of the 1474 respondents were from suburbs (53%), but more
respondents were from rural municipalities (30%) than from central cities (17%) due to
a deliberate oversample of rural municipalities in the 2007 ASD survey. We combined

1 Supplemental surveys were sent to all chief elected officials of US Municipalities for which ICMA had valid email
addresses (2207) in June and July 2007. A third email was sent in August to people who had begun the survey but

indicated that they would “Finish Later.” Responses were received from 164 municipalities for a response rate of

7.5%.
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data from the two surveys for a data set of 118 municipalities that answered both surveys
(30 metro, 66 suburb, 22 rural). On average, each municipality provides 38 services yield-
ing a data set of 4,745 cases of public service delivery on which all subsequent analysis is
based.

Understanding Service, Market and Management Characteristics

The traditional economic approach to understanding whether to make or buy a service is
based on how specific the asset is and how difficult it would be to manage and monitor
a contract. Services that are more asset specific or more difficult to manage are less likely
to be contracted out. Specific infrastructure or expertise was measured on a scale from low
(1) to high (5). Across all cases of service delivery, the average asset specificity is 3.44
(Table 2). Those services with the highest asset specificity are in water and sewer, health,
legal services, waste disposal, libraries, and museums. Services with the lowest asset spec-
ificity are parking lots, vehicle towing, and parking meter maintenance. For a detailed de-
scription of characteristic scores by each service from the full survey see Table Al.

Difficulty of contract specification and monitoring is measured on a scale from easy
(1) to difficult (5). Contract management difficulty is 2.93 on average across all cases,
which suggests that managers find contract management moderately difficult. The hardest
to manage contracts are for hospitals, followed by police and fire, public health, sewer, and
water treatment, as well as human services—child welfare, emergency medical, welfare
eligibility, job training, elderly programs, and libraries and museums (Table Al). The eas-
iest services for contract management are similar to the ones with low asset specificity:
parking lot, parking meter, and vehicle towing. Services with low asset specificity and
which are easy to manage are good candidates for contracting out.

Table 2
Characteristics and Sourcing Decisions by Metro Status
All Metro Suburb Rural
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Characteristics
Asset specificity 3.4 123 345 1.24 339 1.24 357 1.18
Contract management difficulty  2.93 120 3.01 122 291 1.19 285 1.21
Citizen interest 3.05 141 321 138 3.02 144 291 134
Market competition 1.67 1.60 1.72 1.56 1.83 1.62 1.18 1.48
Sourcing decisions % n % n % n % n
Direct public 484 27296 54.7 756 44.6 1,099 49.1 441
Intergovernmental 17.3 822 11.8 163 196 434 195 175
For-profit 205 974 16.6 229 23.0 566 199 179
Nonprofit 46 218 7.3 101 3.0 73 49 44
Other 9.2 435 9.6 133 99 243 66 39
N cases 100 4,745 100 1,382 100 2465 100 898

Source: Author analysis of ICMA Alternative Service Delivery survey 2007 and ICMA Service Characteristics survey 2007. 4745
service delivery cases from 118 municipalities responding to both surveys.

Note: Characteristics found significantly different by metro status and by sourcing decisions (one-way ANOVA, p < 0.05); Sourcing
decisions by metro status found to have row/column dependency (x*> — 115.9; p < .00).
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We find many of the services that have high contract management difficulty are also
services with high asset specificity. Theory suggests that these would be poor candidates for
contracting. For police and fire services, and water and sewer, this is generally true. How-
ever, for human services, culture, and arts, contracting to the nonprofit sector is common
(see Warner and Hefetz 2009 for full description of contracting levels by service in the 2007
ASD survey). Due to the complexity of these services, local governments seek to contract
out to nonprofit (but community controlled) actors with specific service expertise (e.g.,
homeless shelters, museums). In the case of legal services and utilities, which are also
highly asset specific and difficult to manage, local governments have come to rely on
the private sector that has made investments in infrastructure and expertise that reduce
the risk of contracting. This suggests that either confidence in available vendors or com-
munity control is important in making a decision to contract out despite high asset spec-
ificity and contract management difficulty.

Market and citizen characteristics such as competition and public interest are as im-
portant as service characteristics in determining local government sourcing decisions.
ICMA’s 2007 ASD survey found on average 31% ofrespondents face an inadequate supply
of private deliverers (Warner and Hefetz 2009). In this supplemental survey, we asked
about the level of competition for each of the 67 services. Competition was measured
on the following scale: 0 = government only; 1 = one alternative provider; 2 = two al-
ternative providers; 3 = three alternative providers; and 4+ = four or more alternative
providers. On average across all cases of service delivery, the level of competition is
1.67. This means that there are fewer than two alternative suppliers for the average service.
Local services by definition must be provided locally, and for many services there is not
a competitive local market of alternative providers. The services with the highest level of
competition are: child care, legal services, vehicle towing, and tree trimming (Appendix
Table 2). These are good candidates for contracting. Less than half of the 67 measured
services have two or more alternative providers. Services with the lowest levels of com-
petition are police, fire, libraries, sewer, water, and tax collection. These services are more
likely to be provided in-house or via intergovernmental cooperation.

Local government services generate considerable public interest and the level of in-
terest is related both to service quality and to the process of service delivery. Citizens seek
engagement and participation in the process of local service delivery and care must be taken
when contracting to preserve such opportunities for citizen involvement. Citizen interest
was measured on a scale of low (1) to high (5). Averaged across all cases of service de-
livery, citizen interest is moderate (average 3.05). The services with the highest citizen
interest are the same services as were high in asset specificity and contract management
difficulty: crime prevention, emergency medical, fire prevention, police, and water distri-
bution (Appendix Table 2). Such services should have low levels of contracting out. Other
services with above average levels of citizen interest include recreation and libraries, waste
collection, public health and inspection services, street repair, and snow plowing. Some of
these services, such as waste collection and street repair, have high levels of contracting.
This suggests that with experience, government managers can successfully contract
out services with high public interest—especially if citizens can provide “eyes on the
street” that assist with monitoring service quality. The lowest public interest is in support
functions.
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Table 2 provides the standard deviation of responses for each characteristic and one
can see that there is a wide range in assessment across responding governments. This range
is higher for citizen interest and competition than for asset specificity and contract man-
agement. Local government is responsive to citizen interest and local market conditions,
and survey responses show these vary substantially across services. Correlations across the
four measures are low, suggesting they capture distinct characteristics (correlations: asset
specificity x contract management = .42; asset specificity X citizen interest = .35; asset
specificity X competition = —.23; contract management X citizen interest = .31; contract
management X competition = —.21; citizen interest X competition= —.21).

Understanding Differences by Metro Status

The service differences described above suggest variation by place. In Table 2, we report
average levels for each of the four characteristics across all service cases differentiated by
metro status. We can see that there are significant differences in the ranks given by metro,
suburban, and rural managers regarding asset specificity and contract management. Rural
managers tend to rank services as slightly more asset specific and slightly less difficult to
manage contracts.

We see even larger differences by metro status in citizen interest. Citizen interest is
highest among metro areas, lower in suburbs, and lowest in rural areas. This reflects the
greater complexity of metropolitan service delivery. Congestion increases externalities and
thus public interest in public services. Metro communities also face more heterogeneity of
citizen interests. Rural areas, by contrast, have lower public interest in service delivery.
Governments tend to provide fewer services in rural areas and the more sparse population
reduces some of the externalities that urban congestion creates. The higher level of public
interest in service delivery among metro municipalities may explain the lower levels of
contracting we find among metro areas as compared with suburbs.

The most striking differences by metro status are in competition, which is highest
among metro and suburban cases (average 1.7 to 1.8 providers) and much lower among
rural cases (average 1.2 providers). The percentage of for-profit contracting is lower among
rural cases than suburban cases (20% versus 23%). Private market competition is limited
for many public services in rural areas, and thus the public market of intergovernmental
contracting is an important alternative for rural areas whose level of intergovernmental
cooperation is as high (20%) as that of suburban areas. Prior research has found that when
rural areas lack competitive private markets they look to a public market of contracting with
neighboring governments (Warner 2006, 2009; Warmner and Hefetz 2002b, 2003). The
metro cases show a lower level of both for-profit and intermunicipal contracting
despite competition levels similar to suburbs. Higher levels of public interest in the service
delivery process may reduce metro areas’ interest in contracting out. Higher levels of labor
opposition also might play a role as metro core areas tend to have higher rates of union-
ization. To test for differences by service and place, we conduct a multinominal logit
regression model.

The Model

We use a probabilistic model, a baseline category multinomial regression that tests the
relationship between service, market and citizen characteristics, and the actual sourcing
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decision with additional attention to place and management characteristics. In this model,
we include hypotheses on transactions costs, market competition, and place characteristics
as previously outlined in table 1.” The model estimates are given in table 3, which provides
four sets of estimates for the four alternatives in the study. Table 3 also provides the mar-
ginal effects, which are the change in probability as aresult of a change in the variable value
of plus or minus one standard deviation around the mean (or from O to 1 in the case of
a dummy variable).

In terms of service characteristics, we see that asset specificity is not significant among
any of the sourcing alternatives. Contract management difficulty is significant but only in
the intergovernmental cooperation model. When contract management difficulty is higher,
the probability to use intergovernmental contracts increases. The marginal effect of 10% is
the highest effect in that model. Intergovernmental cooperation keeps the difficult to man-
age service public and thus keeps public control and public scrutiny high. This may be an
example of the kind of agile civic market with cooperation at its core that Clark and
Bradshaw (2004) describe for difficult to manage services.

In terms of market characteristics, we see that competition is the most important vari-
able in our models with the largest impact among our top three sourcing alternatives. As
hypothesized, more competition leads to less public delivery (—18%), less intergovern-
mental cooperation (—8.5), and more for-profit sourcing (+20%). Competition has no im-
pact on nonprofit delivery. Governments often contract out to a single nonprofit monopoly
provider.

2 The probability for a place to provide a service by alternative method j is set to a multinomial logit form, which
generalizes the binary case:
P I % 5
1) py=—=—, into the multinomial case:
1+et
B . e . i , < .
. or in logistic units: log (%) =x,B;, where i = place x service = 1,2,...,nand

:
2) py=—a=
Lo

j = sourcing methods: public, intergovernmental, for-profit, nonprofit, other. Other includes all
other cases (unspecified or combinations of three or more options) but these do not have meaning
for our study and are not reported. Estimates for each reported sourcing choice give the
probabilities of that choice. X'is an i X j matrix of known characteristics described above, and 3;
is a vector of unknown parameters to each alternative j to be estimated by the model. The log-
likelihood of this model is then:

N o5 B b S 5
HL=Y._, j;ln,-log (W) , for every choice j by place X service i. Thus, by maximizing
the log likelihood over the set of unknown parameters we get the estimates for these parameters.
In particular, the choice of a particular sourcing method is conditioned by service, market,
management and place characteristics. The model prediction is that a place chooses to provide
a service by a particular method if it shows the highest probability among all alternatives.

4) py > PimJ, m CJ, where j and m are paired choices, which belong to the set of alternatives J.
The model prediction is based on the rule described in (4).
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Table 3
Multinomial Logit Model Results
Delivery Method Variable Parameter Estimate Marginal Effect (%)

Direct public Intercept 2.274%
Asset specificity 0.017 —02
Contract management 0.029 —6.0
difficulty
Citizen interest —0.080% —2.5
Market competition =0:317* —18.1
Metro core 0.268* 11.1
Rural 0.313% 1.0

Intergovernment Intercept 0.992%

cooperation
Asset specificity —0.041 -2.0
Contract management 0.229* 10.2
difficulty
Citizen interest —0.046 1.2
Market competition —0.470% =85
Metro core —0.583% —8.3
Rural 0.240 -0.9

For-profit Intercept 0.871%
Asset specificity 0.079 2.8
Contract management —0.068 =35
difficulty
Citizen interest —0.089* —09
Market competition 0.072% 20.2
Metro core —.229 —42
Rural 314% 03

Nonprofit Intercept —1.390*
Asset specificity. —0.121 —03
Contract management 0.137 0.2
difficulty
Citizen interest 0.057 0.8
Market competition —0.029 1.1
Metro core 0.924* 2.0
Rural 0.911% 13

Pseudo-R’ 0.13

Likelihood test x> = 560.8; p < 0.00

N 4,745

Source: Author analysis ICMA Alternative Service Delivery survey 2007, ICMA Service Characteristics survey 2007, Washington, DC.
Note: * means significance level at p < .05.

Citizen interest is significant only in two models—direct public sourcing and for-profit
sourcing, and in both cases it is negative. Services that have a high level of public interest
are less likely to be sourced publicly or via for-profit contracts. This result supports our
hypothesis regarding for-profit contracting, but does not support our hypothesis on public
delivery. Services with the highest citizen interest (such as human services and culture and
arts) are often provided via nonprofits and intergovernmental cooperation. Although there
is no significant effect of citizen interest in the intergovernmental cooperation and nonprofit
models, there may be enough outsourcing of the highest public interest services to cause
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direct public sourcing to be negative. The other high public interest services are in the
police and fire categories, and these are almost always sourced publicly.

Place characteristics are important in all four sourcing alternatives. Metropolitan
places are significantly more likely to source internally (11%) and less likely to use inter-
governmental cooperation ( —8.3%). This is because metro core municipalities already en-
joy economies of scale that make intergovernmental cooperation less attractive.
Metropolitan places are also more likely to use nonprofit delivery than suburbs—because
they have the diversity of nonprofit agencies from which to choose. Rural areas are more
likely to use nonprofit delivery as well. Interestingly, rural areas are slightly more likely to
use for-profit delivery (+0.3% as compared to suburbs) when the level of competition is
controlled. This shows rural willingness to privatize when competition is not a problem.

Overall, we see competition and metro status are the variables with the greatest im-
portance across our models. This shows that local government sourcing decisions differ
significantly by place. Models focused primarily on transactions costs based on service
characteristics miss these important differences. Asset specificity is not a significant de-
terminant of sourcing choice, and contract management difficulty is only significant under
intergovernmental cooperation. This reflects the importance of intergovernmental cooper-
ation as a means to manage services where it is difficult to specify and monitor contracts.
Competition is the most important characteristic determining sourcing choice. Metro status
is the next. Citizen interest is important as well. These results suggest the need to expand
earlier theoretical models based primarily on service characteristics and give more attention
to place and market characteristics.

Model Predictability

Next, we look at model predictability and find that the model shows close probabilities with
regard to the actual observed sourcing frequencies by metro status as shown in Table 4. This
analysis presents the average core metro, suburb, and rural place probabilities to use any
one of the alternatives. Rural predictions are quite similar to actual frequencies. The major
differences between actual and predicted values are found among suburbs and metro core
municipalities. Higher use of direct public sourcing is predicted under metro core than is
actually found. By contrast, lower use of intergovernmental cooperation is predicted than
found among metro core and suburbs. Intergovernmental cooperation can substitute for
direct public delivery. Like direct public delivery, intergovernmental cooperation helps
with contract management and monitoring and can be used to address problems with in-
adequate competition and contract management difficulty. However, it offers the advantage
of economies of scale—a benefit over direct public sourcing—especially for suburbs.
We expand this ex ante analysis to explore differences across the scales of transactions
costs, competition, and citizen interest measurements by metro status based on the pre-
dicted probabilities for each case. In this analysis, we calculate the average predicted prob-
ability across all cases distinguished by delivery method chosen and rank given to each
characteristic. This allows us to see how changes in the rank level of each characteristic
are related to changes in the distribution of the four sourcing alternatives (figure 1).
Asset specificity was not significant in the full model, and we see here that the level of
direct public delivery is stable regardless of the level of asset specificity across all metro
types. For metro core places, the level of public delivery is higher across all levels of asset
specificity, but there is a slight shift from for-profit delivery to intergovernmental
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Table 4
Observed Versus Predicted Probabilities of Sourcing Decisions by Metro Status
Direct Intergovernment
Public (%) Cooperation (%) For-profit (%) Nonprofit (%)
Metro core
Observed percentage 54.7 11.8 16.6 7.3
Predicted probability 57.8 9.7 16.9 6.5
Suburb
Observed percentage 4.6 19.6 23.0 3.0
Predicted probability 463 17.3 23.6 2.8
Rural
Observed percentage 49.1 19.5 199 49
Predicted probability 50.5 18.7 20.1 43

Source: Author analysis based on predicted results from multinomial logit models versus observed data.

cooperation as manager’s assessments of asset specificity rise. For suburbs and rural areas,
use of intergovernmental cooperation and for-profit delivery is remarkably stable as asset
specificity rises. This suggests that when asset specificity is high the locality is stuck with
the alternative chosen and shifting to another alternative is difficult.

The picture is different for contract management. When contract management diffi-
culty is ranked higher, the level of intergovernmental cooperation is higher and the level of
for-profit sourcing falls. This substitution between public and private market alternatives is
interesting. We see greater preference for a public market of cooperation under conditions
of difficult contract management than for a private market. The level of direct public sourc-
ing remains flat.

Figure 1
Predicted Distribution of Sourcing Decisions across Characteristics by Metro Status.
Source: Author Analysis based on predicted results from multinomial logit model

Metro Core Suburb Rural
Specificity SRS T S s
Contract
Management
Difficulty
Citizen
Interest
Market
Competition
Low <----> High Low <----> High Low <----> High
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Where citizen interest is ranked higher we see an increased preference for direct public
sourcing. However, intergovernmental cooperation is the next most common sourcing al-
terative. This reflects the benefit of a public market of cooperation when public interest is
high. For-profit contracting is uncommon under conditions of high public interest.

‘When market competition is higher, direct public sourcing as well as intergovernmen-
tal cooperation are much lower. For-profit sourcing rises dramatically. Nonprofit sourcing
rises slightly for metro and rural places. This confirms theoretical expectations that private
market sourcing would increase with competition.

Overall, this analysis supports our hypotheses regarding the relationship between ser-
vice, market, and citizen characteristics on the sourcing decision. It shows the special role
of intergovernmental cooperation as a sourcing alternative and the dramatic importance of
competition. Overall, we see that local governments pursue a pragmatic approach to service
sourcing and balance the contracting decision with careful assessment of service, market,
and citizen characteristics. Our results confirm that a broader theoretical perspective than
that offered by service characteristics alone is needed.

Unpacking Place Characteristics: Management, Political and Labor Concerns

To better understand differences by place, we added variables for organization (council
manager form of government), economic condition (fiscal stress), politics (political climate
favoring less government, active citizen group favoring privatization), and labor power
(line employee opposition and restrictive labor contracts). These additional variables come
from the ICMA ASD survey and vary by place but not by service.” Because there are only
118 different values for these variables, they may be estimated with too much power, and
thus we treat this supplemental analysis with more caution than our original model. We
present the results because they demonstrate the important role of management.

Our firstestimation simply adds these variables to our original model. Even though coun-
cilmanager was only significant in the nonprofit model, we noticed that some other variables
shifted and we wondered if there was a more subtle role being played by professional man-
agement. So, we split the sample into those governments without a professional manager and
those with a council manager and found some important differences (table 5).

Our original model results (from Table 3) still hold regarding higher use of direct
public delivery and intergovernmental cooperation under conditions of low market com-
petition. However, competition was no longer significant in the for-profit model. This may
be because professional managers have learned to manage in situations of low competition
(as shown by Johnston and Girth forthcoming), and governments without professional man-
agement may not yet recognize the problems with lack of competition in for-profit markets.

Contractmanagementdifficulty and citizen interest continue to be significantas well, but
wenotice aprofessional managerial effecton these variables. Contractmanagementdifficulty
led to less for-profit delivery in the model of governments without professional managers, but
had no effect in the model with council managers. It is possible to learn how to deal with
contract management problems, and thus governments with professional managers do not

3 Means and standard deviations for these supplemental variables are: council manager (mean = 0.75, SD = 0.43),
fiscal stress (mean =0.33, SD =0.47), political climate favoring less government (mean = 0.10, SD = 0.31), active
citizen group favoring privatization (mean= 0.03, SD = 0.16), line employee opposition (mean= 0.32, SD = 047),
restrictive labor contracts (mean= 0.26, SD = 0.44).
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Table 5
Expanded Model Results
Intergovernment
Direct Public Cooperation For-profit Nonprofit
All wio CM  w/CM All wio CM  w/CM All wio CM  w/CM All wio CM  w/CM
Intercept 2734%  2.644% 2.773% 1.345% 1.634% 1.405* 1.270%  2.319* 1.016% —.543 264 —1.396*
Asset 052 .090 .003 —.004 —.034 —.033 100 015 077 —.082 —.018 —.148
specificity
Contract -.050 —.152 .001 095 —.088 162* —.175% —555* —-.037 055 -213 201
management
difficulty
Citizen —.100* —.080 —=115% —-.037 102 —-.122 —.100* 072 —:159% 000 018 -.009
interest
Competition —.351*% —.408* —.362* —470%  —.438* =:539% 054 —-.073 069 —=.071 —-.118 —.088
Metro core 270%  1.432% 227 —.434% 147 —-.328 -.229 .503 =115 984* 1.758* 1.047%
Rural 095 —.566 316 281 —1.042% 718% .298 —.859 675% 1.100% —16.201 1.685*
Council manager —.092 —.103 —.024 —23%
Fiscal stress -206 -.167 —.200 —.608%  —.682 —436* —.361% —788* —.158 —.383 —.811 —.206
Political climate 524% —1.684 578%* 130 16.313% —.060 .507 17.385*% 313 306 —.554 204
for less
government
Active citizen —1.059*% 1.564 —-1.125 —.549 —17.493* 438 —-.573 -16972 —434 —2.732% —.131 -21.194
favoring
privatization
Opposition -.238 2.300* —.522% —.031 2.263* —.306 —-.251 1.593* —575% —.098 1.613* -.250
from line
employees
Restrictive labor —.062 -2.192% 121 389*% —l.651% 521* 360%  —1.072*% A488* 345 —1.157* 474
contract
N 3,597 898 2,699 3,597 898 2.699 3,597 898 2,699 3,597 898 2,699

Source: Author analysis of ICMA Alternative Service Delivery survey 2007 and ICMA Service Characteristic susvey 2007, Washington, DC.
Note: Model 1—All governments; Pseudo R? — 0.15; likelibood test, x* — 538,62, p < ,00; model 2—governments without council manager; pseudo R — 0,26, likelihood test, x* — 254.59, p < .00; model
3—governments with council manager; pseudo R — 0.17, likelihood test, * — 451.20, p <.00. Cells with * mean significance level at PV < 0.05, citizen interest in for-profit model *All’ is significant at PV <

0.055.
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lower their for-profit contracting rates. Recognition of greater contract management difficulty
led to more cooperation among governments with professional management.

Similarly, professional managers are more likely to recognize the importance of cit-
izen interests. Careful attention to citizen interests in the process of service delivery leads
professional managers to use less for-profit delivery and less public delivery. For govern-
ments without professional managers, citizen interests are not significant in any of the mod-
els. Thus, it appears that sensitivity to citizen interests in the service delivery process is
something primarily seen by professional managers. Citizen interests are not significant in
any of our nonprofit models.

Another important effect of professional management is the impact it has on rural
governments’ use of alternatives. Intergovernmental cooperation, for-profit and nonprofit
delivery are all higher among rural governments in the council manager models, but in-
tergovernmental cooperation is lower among rural governments without professional man-
agers. Using alternatives to direct public delivery requires professional skills, and
governments with professional managers are more likely to have these skills.

Our remaining variables address fiscal stress, politics, and labor opposition. Fiscal
stress leads to less for-profit delivery among governments without managers, and less co-
operation among governments with managers. This may show the limited ability to inno-
vate under conditions of fiscal stress.

Political climate favoring less governmentleads to more intergovernmental cooperation
and for-profit delivery among governments without managers, but has no effect on govern-
ments with managers.* Similarly, an active citizen group favoring privatization leads to less
cooperation among governments without managers and has no effect on governments with
managers. Governments without managers are moreresponsive topolitical climate and active
citizen organization, whereas governments with managers are more responsive to the subtle
ways in which citizen interests are embedded in service delivery processes.

The labor variables show that governments with managers respond to labor opposition
by using less for-profit delivery but they also use less public delivery. By contrast, govern-
ments without managers respond to labor opposition by using more of each of our service
delivery alternatives: for-profit delivery, intergovernmental cooperation, and non-profit de-
livery. However, restrictive labor contracts make it less likely that governments without
managers will pursue alternatives but more likely that governments with managers will do
so. The results of opposition and restrictive labor contracts work in opposite directions.
Professional managers appear to be more responsive to labor opposition but also understand
how to work around restrictive labor contracts to explore alternatives. Although these re-
sults must be treated with caution because of the extra power given these supplemental
place and management variables, they do suggest the importance of professional manage-
ment in managing contracts, citizen interests, political and labor issues.

These results are consistent with earlier research which finds that more professional
city management, as found in the council manager form of government, may minimize the
effect of politics on local decisions and lead to more experimentation with sourcing

4  The one exception to this is the positive impact of political climate for direct public delivery among governments
with professional managers. This result suggests professional managers move beyond political climate to pragmatic
considerations of service and market management—a result found in other work as well (Hebdon and Jallete 2008).
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alternatives (Feiock and Kim 2000; Moon and del.eon 2001). Professional city managers

balance technical aspects of service delivery with citizen interests and political concerns
(Feldman and Khademian 2001; Nalbandian 2005; Svara 1998).

CONCLUSION

Transactions cost analysis has pointed to the importance of the nature of the service—
asset specificity and the nature of the contract (management difficulty}—as characteristics
that play a key role in determining the level of contracting. However, local government
managers must also concermn themselves with the nature of their local markets—supplier
competition and public interest. We find the sourcing decision varies significantly by com-
petition, citizen interest, and metro status. Our supplemental model shows that there is an
important management effect determining sourcing choice. These results suggest that
a wider framework for understanding local government sourcing decisions is needed.

More theoretical attention needs to be given to the differences between public market (in-
tergovernmental cooperation) and private market (for-profit contracting) sourcing alterna-
tives. These are the two most common sourcing alternatives to direct public delivery. But
they convey different advantages. Private markets work best in situations of high competition
and low citizen interest. Public markets perform better in situations where competition is
lower and contract management difficulty is higher. Each complements directpublic delivery
and expands the sourcing choices available to local government managers.

As research moves beyond the dichotomy of public or private delivery and looks more
closely at alternative sourcing options, attention must shift from a primary focus on service
characteristics to broader concerns with market, citizen, place, and management character-
istics. Market and management characteristics are especially important in explaining differ-
ences in sourcing decisions among local governments. Our results suggest that local
government officials are smart contractors who are appropriately reluctant to contact
out when they do not face competitive supplier markets. These data also suggest that re-
search should give more attention to citizen interest and competition when studying the
decision to contract out. Service characteristics alone do not explain the differences seen.
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APPENDIX 1
Definitions Used on Survey of Service Characteristics, 2007.
Specific Physical Infrastructure or Technical Expertise

Services that require special infrastructure (water pipes, treatment plants, ditch diggers) or
technical expertise (legal, environmental) lead government managers to worry about lack
of competitiveness in supplier markets and whether to maintain internal expertise or tech-
nical capacity. High asset specificity means the investments cannot be easily adapted to
produce another service. Specific Infrastructure or Expertise was measured on a scale from
low (1) to high (5).
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Contract Specification and Monitoring

Services hard to specify in a contract or monitor are less likely to be contracted out, or
require a higher level of performance management expertise on the part of government.
Contract specification and monitoring is measured on a scale from easy (1) to difficult (5).

Public Interest in Service Delivery

For many services, the public is not interested in how the service is delivered, just that it is
timely and of good quality. But for some services the public has a high degree of interest in
the process of service delivery and opportunities for participation must be preserved. Public
Interest was measured on a scale of low (1) to high (5).

Number of Alternative Suppliers

For many services, there is only one supplier, government. When contracting, competition
is the key to cost savings and choice. Some governments face very limited markets of al-
ternative suppliers, especially for some services. Competition was measured on the follow-
ing scale: 0 = government only; 1 = one alternative provider; 2 = two alternative
providers; 3 = three alternative providers and 4+ = four or more alternative providers.

APPENDIX 2

Table A1
Average Scores by Service and Metro Status: Asset Spedificity and Contract Management Difficulty

Asset Specificity Contract Management Difficulty
All Core Suburban Rural All Core Suburban Rural

291280 285 319 217 188 228 2.23
283290 278 289 215 184 207 217
381412 369 372 282 3.03 2.73 297
332330 333 335 256 246 2.60 2.56
240233 238 251 194 189 1.93 2.00
270235 270 3.00 237 223 242 238
360346 371 347 261 249 2.65 2.65
187174 203 165 207 217 2.08 1.92
261254 262 266 234 229 2.36 2.34
226191 214 287 207 197 213 2.06
394383 392 406 343 3353 3.46 323
218197 227 223 204 227 2.00 1.34
3.183.17 336 279 291 3.14 2.98 2.44
310321 305 3.05 292 3.03 2.96 2.62
399434 372 412 347 3795 3.40 3.25
445454 445 435 350 3.63 3.55 3.19
445447 447 435 354 3.64 3157 333
449454 449 444 3359 399 3055 345
370386 370 353 293 297 3.08 248
414421 420 393 356 3.59 3.60 341
420427 419 414 359 3380 3.67 3.09
411425 416 383 355 3382 359 3.05

Continued

Service

Residential waste collection
Commercial waste collection
Waste disposal

Street repair

Street/lot cleaning

Snow plowing/sanding
Traffic sign maintenance
Parking meter maintenance
Tree trimming/planting
Cemeteries maintenance
Inspection/code enforcement
Lots/garages operation

Bus system maintenance
Paratransit system maintenance
Airport operation

Water distribution

Water treatment

Sewage collection/treatment
Sludge disposal

Hazardous materials disposal
Electric utility management
Gas utility management
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Table A1 (continued)
Average Scores by Service and Metro Status: Asset Specificity and Contract Management Difficulty

Asset Specificity Contract Management Difficulty

Service All Core Suburban Rural All Core Suburban Rural
Utility meter reading 288256 3.00 293 237 226 2.47 2.25
Utility billing 303286 303 324 245 237 252 2.37
Crime prevention/patrol 4.07 410 399 426 389 418 395 3.40
Police/fire communications 428 410 434 434 364 358 3.80 334
Fire prevention/suppression 435432 439 430 3.64 380 3.74 3.18
Emergency medical service 440442 437 447 342 347 3.50 3513
Ambulance service 411408 411 415 317 3.06 329 2.96
Traffic control/parking enforcement 291264 296 313 277 255 3.00 243
Vehicle towing and storage 223219 223 229 214 203 2.18 2.16
Sanitary inspection 324347 316 321 293 319 2.82 2.90
Insect/rodent control 274268 273 288 244 250 2.37 2.54
Animal control 298297 296 3.03 283 279 2.81 2.94
Animal shelter operation 310297 315 313 269 264 2.66 2.81
Daycare facilities operation 299304 300 291 274 293 2.67 2.70
Child welfare programs 329359 305 352 347 396 3.28 335
Elderly programs 300291 3.03 303 299 319 2.97 2.83
Hospital operation/management 414425 408 414 392 393 3.87 4.05
Public health programs 366387 349 381 3.60 3.63 3.61 3.56
Drug/alcohol treatment programs 332336 314 374 338 325 341 348
Mental health programs operation 363392 343 379 353 354 348 3.65
Prisons/jails 409441 384 432 373 421 3.56 3.57
Homeless shelters operation 265253 269 273 292 2383 2.96 2.91
Job training programs 309319 293 339 305 294 3.03 3.26
Welfare eligibility determination 294307 268 338 311 3.11 3.07 322
Recreation facilities maintenance 330340 312 358 283 290 2.79 2.83
Parks landscaping/maintenance 2903.03 271 319 247 249 248 2.44
Convention centers/auditoriums operation 3.27 3.55 3.19 3.13 3.02 3.07 3.02 2.96
Cultural/arts programs operation 279269 272 318 287 291 2.87 2.76
Libraries operation 353363 345 361 3.07 317 2.99 315
Museums operation 339352 334 338 294 310 2.95 2.70
Buildings/grounds maintenance 294293 288 311 245 240 241 2.59
Building security 278250 282 3.03 237 224 243 2.38
Heavy equipment maintenance 366351 371 371 271 285 2.63 271
Emergency vehicles maintenance 374368 377 372 270 293 2.64 2.56
All other vehicles maintenance 339328 340 348 261 275 2.56 2.58
Payroll 333315 327 369 237 240 2:31 2.50
Tax bill processing 323328 315 337 256 261 2.46 2.73
Tax assessing 372377 364 386 3.02 3.09 3.08 2.79
Data processing 375371 370 394 291 3.03 2.84 2.94
Delinquent tax collection 300286 294 329 253 2353 2.43 2:77
Title records/plat map maintenance 345353 332 3.62 280 2.69 2.80 2.90
Legal services 420415 417 434 2950 3.5 2.83 2.79
Secretarial services 261238 252 309 214 197 2.21 2.18
Personnel services 340317 335 376 278 2.79 2.76 2.82
Public relations/public information 3.103.05 3.05 332 277 274 2.74 2.90

Source: Author analysis of ICMA Service Characteristics survey 2007. N — 164 places (41 metro core, 87 suburban, 36 rural). Scores
ranked from low (1) to high (5).
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APPENDIX 3
Table A2
Average Scores by Service and Metro Status: Citizen Interest and Market Competition
Citizen Interest Market Competition

Service All Core Suburban Rural All Core Subwban Rural
Residential waste collection 361 356 370 344 259 266 2.82 1.94
Commercial waste collection 2.77 2.70 2.93 244 2385 310 2.95 2.33
Waste disposal 2.80 2.83 2.83 269 1.69 159 1.92 1.28
Street repair 367 392 356 363 279 316 2.92 1.97
Street/lot cleaning 261 264 259 2,60 2.01 242 2.20 1.09
Snow plowing/sanding 354 348 358 352 1.76 190 1.90 1.32
Traffic sign maintenance 3.01 3.08 311 265 1.66 1.72 1.88 0.97
Parking meter maintenance 1.79 2.00 1.82 1.50 1.16 1.14 1.50 0.41
Tree trimming/planting 291 279 299 2.83 291 300 3.09 2.37
Cemeteries maintenance 2.39 235 2.29 2.61 1.63 184 1.72 1.23
Inspection/code enforcement 372 388 375 346 1.07 1.03 1.22 0.74
Lots/garages operation 198 214  2.00 1.71 1.83 2.09 2.10 0.88
Bus system maintenance 289 308 290 259 1.04 134 1.13 0.44
Paratransit system maintenance 291 300 290 281 123 138 1.38 0.62
Airport operation 310 356 296 281 0.68 052 1.00 0.22
Water distribution 399 424 4.00 365 079 078 0.94 0.45
Water treatment 391 414 391 3.63 088 083 1.08 0.39
Sewage collection/treatment 3.59 3.62 3.59 355 0.67 071 0.78 0.35
Sludge disposal 238 229 248 221 128 1.76 1.24 0.86
Hazardous materials disposal 313 329 314 288 1.51 166 1.69 0.85
Electric utility management 380 410 3.74 355 143 137 1.49 1.36
Gas utility management 354 382 349 332 140 132 1.50 1.23
Utility meter reading 248 244  2.60 219 135 155 1.43 0.89
Utility billing 282 289 295 238 154 191 1.59 0.96
Crime prevention/patrol 4.65 4.83 4.65 443 023 034 027 0.03
Police/fire communications 395 412 3.89 389 057 065 0.71 0.14
Fire prevention/suppression 433 439 4.41 4.06 041 033 0.41 0.52
Emergency medical service 4.40 453 4.40 423 123 1.16 1.32 1.10
Ambulance service 439 425 404 158 1.86 154 133
Traffic control/parking enforcement 320 3.18 3.28 3.00 0.61 0.70 0.73 0.19
Vehicle towing and storage 211 211 2.16 1.97 3.18 342 3.17 2.94
Sanitary inspection 3.00 345 283 293 090 06l 1.26 0.32
Insect/rodent control 2.78 3.06 2.74 2.54 230 261 2.50 1.33
Animal control 347 386 336 329 082 06l 1.10 0.36
Animal shelter operation 294 322 283 2.84 128 140 136 0.97
Daycare facilities operation 314 332 3.02 326 344 370 330 3.52
Child welfare programs 313 345 292 326 136 096 1.76 0.83
Elderly programs 334 338 337 321 2.04 268 2.09 1.21
Hospital operation/management 385 411 3.63 4.10 232 252 2.60 1.41
Public health programs 337 370 323 331 121 128 1.39 0.73
Drug/alcohol treatment programs 2.81 3.11 2.70 270 2.66 3.15 2.66 2.13
Mental health programs operation 2.82 312 2.71 2.75 205 2352 2.09 1.46
Prisons/jails 327 397 297 314 084 073 1.15 0.25
Homeless shelters operation 2.16 2.60 1.97 209 2.00 238 2.02 1.45
Job training programs 252 284 228 267 201 226 2.03 1.63
Welfare eligibility determination 225 268  2.05 221 081 0.70 1.07 0.33

Continued
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Table A2 (continued)
Average Scores by Service and Metro Status: Citizen Interest and Market Competition

Citizen Interest Market Competition

Service All Core Suburban Rural All Core Subwban Rural
Recreation facilities maintenance 391 4.03 3.81 4.00 151 l.e4 1.75 0.81
Parks landscaping/maintenance 347 350 349 339 226 238  2.60 1.31
Convention centers/auditoriums operation 2.58 2.76 2.44 271 167 2.07 1.84 0.79
Cultural/arts programs operation 234 314 275 264 235 271 224 2.14
Libraries operation 3.83 3.83 3.85 375 060 074 065 0.32
Museums operation 277 2.94 2.82 238 163 L70 1.68 138
Buildings/grounds maintenance 255 2.63 2.60 231 253 292  2.64 1.80
Building security 234 243 2.28 238 226 289 251 0.94
Heavy equipment maintenance 1.98 2.05 2.00 1.86 2.08 241 224 1.31
Emergency vehicles maintenance 238 2.51 2.43 2.06 208 248 2.18 1.34
All other vehicles maintenance 1.99 2.08 2.00 1.88 244 277 242 2.09
Payroll 164 1.71 1.60 1.66 196 235  2.07 1.21
Tax bill processing 261 2.83 2.56 247 1.04 1.06 1.24 0.52
Tax assessing 350 3.60 349 338 071 068 081 0.53
Data processing 2.01 2.08 1.94 212 228 250 258 1.26
Delinquent tax collection 233 2.39 2.30 233 168 232 1.83 0.63
Title records/plat map maintenance 229 2.28 228 231 078 0.87 0.92 0.40
Legal services 247 2.58 242 249 328 359 337 2.71
Secretarial services 1.66 1.58 1.71 1.62 268 286  2.76 2.29
Personnel services 1.93 2.03 1.89 1.91 203 249  2.00 1.62
Public relations/public information 2.78 2.87 2.69 290 231 255 244 1.63

Source: Author analysis of ICMA Service Characteristics survey 2007. N — 164 places (41 metro core, 87 suburban, 36 rural).
Citizen interest ranked from low (1) to high (5), Competition ranked from no alternate providers (0), and one — one alternative provider,
two — two, three — three, and four — four or more alternative providers.
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Pazgean C. Tembl 111 HanUCaHUS MHHH-ICCe (HA PYCCKOM fI3bIKeE)

BbiOepuTe 0qHY M3 NpelIOKEHHBIX TeM (MOKATyicTa, MPOYMTANTE BeCh CIUCOK Iepesn
BbIOOPOM TeMbI M YKAaKUTE HOMEP BbIOPAHHON TeMbl, Hanpumep, «C2»). PekomeHnayemMblii
00bemM MUHH-Icce 2-4 crpaHunbl popmara A4, He Oostee S cTpaHu.

C1. OxapakrepusyiTe OCHOBHBIC YEpPTbI, MIPUHIUIBI U CyTh OIOPOKPATHYECKOTO
ynpaBienusi, onucanubsie Jlronsurom ¢on Muzecom. UTo OH mojpazymeBai Moj
OIOPOKPATUYECKUM CaMOJOBOJIBLCTBOM U KakK OHO BIMSeT Ha 3((HEKTUBHOCTh
JESATEIbHOCTH OIOPOKPATUUECKUX CTPYKTYp?

C2. Kakye OCHOBHbIC TPHUHIHUIBI OBUTM CHOPMYIHUPOBAHBI B  KOHIICTIIHH
OpraHM3alMOHHOIO ymnpasieHus U pa3Butus Pununom CemsHukom? Packpoiite
PEUMYIECTBA U HEJOCTATKU NPEMJIOKEHHONO MM MEXAaHHM3Ma KOONTAalUuU IS
rOCyJ1apCTBEHHBIX OPraHU3aLMM.

C3. Onumure TEOPUIO U OCHOBHBIE MOJIOXKEHUS KOHLENIMU aJMUHUCTPATUBHOIO
MOBeJIeHUsI, TIpeiokeHHou ['epoepTom CaiiMoHoM. B ueM 3akiiroyaeTcs mpUHIUIT
OrpaHUYECHHON PALIMOHAIILHOCTH MPUMEHHUTENBHO K TOCY/IapPCTBEHHBIM OpraHaM U
OpraHu3anusam?

C4.B wuem 3axnroyaeTcs KOHIENIUS 3(PQPEKTUBHOTO TOCYJapCTBEHHOTO
ynpasineHuss lepOepra Kaypmana? Kakue Tunbel  agMUHUCTPATUBHOU
JeleHTpanu3auu oH Bbaenser? Kakoil, mo ero MHeHMIO, JOJDKHA OBITH POJIb
HACEJIEHUs B IPOLIECCE MOCYAapCTBEHHOTO YIIPaBICHUsA?

CS. PackpoilTe OCHOBHBIE NPHUHIMIIBEI HOBOI'O TOCYJAapCTBEHHOIO YIIPaBJIECHUS,
copmynupoBannbie I'. Jixopmxem @penepukconoMm. Kakue u3 pa3paboTaHHBIX
UM  TOpaBWI  JOJDKHO  COOJIOJaTh  HOBOE  IOKOJIEGHME  MEHEIKEpPOB B
roCyJ1apCTBEHHOM CEKTOpPE SKOHOMHUKHU?

Pa3znen D. Tembl 11t HanMcaHUsI MUHHU-ICce (HA aHTJIMHACKOM sI3bIKe)

For your essay, please choose any one of the suggested topics below (please read the entire
list before selecting a topic and point out the number of the topic you choose, for example,
«D3»). Recommended scope of your essay is about 2-4 pages A4, not more than 5 pages.

D1. Compare the practice of public services delivery in Russia with the other
countries. What are the key differences in measuring the quality of public services?
How to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of public service delivery?
D2. Describe the current system of qualification requirements for civil servants in
Russia. What are the modern trends and legislation changes in modifying this
system? In what ways do you think the system could be improved?
D3. How to measure the quality of public administration? Describe the well-known
international tools (indexes, aggregate indicators, rankings, etc.). What are the
main drawbacks of such metrics? What tools are the most applicable in Russian
practice?
D4. What are the main aspects and trends of the administrative decentralization in
Russia? Describe the key potential benefits and negative side effects of this
process. How from your point of view to improve the delegation of authorities
between executive bodies?
D5. Define the main directions of the tax system modernization in Russia. What is
changing for the Federal Tax Service in terms of tax administration? How are the
new tax administration principles and state transaction costs related?
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I/IHCprKHI/IH IO BBINMMOJTHCHHUIO OJIMMITMAAHOTO 3aJJaHUA

1. Onummuana o mpodmno «l'ocymapcTBEHHOE M MYHUIMIIAIBHOE YIPABICHUE)» B
MarucTparypy JernapraMeHTa rocyJapCTBEHHOTO W MYHUIMIAIBHOIO YIpaBiieHUs (QaxyiabTeTa
COLIMAIBHBIX HayK HaluoHaJIBHOrO HCCIEA0BATENIBCKOTO YHHMBEPCUTETA — BBICIIENW IIKOJIBI
SKOHOMMKHU Ha MarucTepckyro mnporpamMmy «l'ocynapcTBeHHOE U MYHHIIMIIAILHOE YIIPABICHHUE)
POBOJIUTCS B MUCHbMEHHOU (hOpMe Ha PYCCKOM M aHTIIMICKOM SI3bIKAX.

2. OnuMnuaga COCTOUT U3 YEThIPEX Pa3/IeioB, CONEPIKABIINX PA3HbIC TUIIbI 3aIaHUMN:

2.1. Paznen A — TectoBbIe BOIIPOCH (OTBETHI HA PYCCKOM SI3BIKE);

2.2. Paznen B — Ananu3 aHTI0S3bIYHOM CTaThU U OTBETHI Ha BOMPOCHI MO CTaThe (OTBETHI
Ha PYCCKOM SI3BIKE);

2.3. Pazgen C — Hanucanue MHUHH-3CCe Ha 3aJaHHYIO TEOPETUYECKYIO TeMy (dcce Ha
PYCCKOM SI3BIKE);

2.4. Paznen D — Hanucanue MUHH-3CCe Ha 3aJaHHYIO NMPAKTHYECKYI0 Temy (dcce Ha
AHTJIMICKOM SI3BIKE).

3. O0mee BpeMsl BBINIOJHEHUS OJUMIUAAHBIX 3alaHuil cocrtaBiasier 240 MUHYT.
Hcnonp30Banue B Mpoliecce HAMCAHUS OJMMIIMA/BI CIIPABOYHOM JINTEPATYpPhl, METOINIECKUX
mocoOwii, y4eOHUKOB, CIIOBapeil, KOMITBIOTEPOB M HOYTOYKOB, CMAapT(OHOB W TEIC(POHOB,
KaJbKYJISATOPOB — 3apelaeTCsl.

4. ITpoBepsieTcst TOIBKO YUCTOBUK OJUMITHAIHOTO 33/1aHUS, YePHOBHK HE TIPOBEPSIETCH.

5. OneHka ONMMIUAAHOTO 3aJaHUSl OCYIIECTBISETCS Ha OCHOBE YCTAHOBJIEHHBIX
OLICHOYHbIX 0aJlJIOB 32 BBINOJIHEHUE Pa3esioB KaX/10T0 OJI0Ka.

6. TectoBeie Bompochl onumnuaabl (Pazgen A) Brmowaror 10 Bompocos,
IIpEIII0JIaratoiuX BbIOOpP OAHOIO WM HECKOJIBKHUX MPAaBUILHOIO(-bIX) BapuaHTa(-0B) OTBETA U3
MPEI0KEHHBIX.

7. KonmnuecTBo 0aymioB 3a OTBETHI HA TECTOBBIE BOIPOCHI, OMPEEISAETCS MO CICTYIONICH
IKaJe:

7.1. 3a xaxabIil BONpoc, OTBET(-bl) HA KOTOPBIN AaH(-bl) OJHOCTHIO BEPHO (OTMEUEH(-bI)
UCKJTIOYUTENLHO OJMH WJIH BCE MPABHIIbHBIE OTBETHI): 2 Oaa;

7.2. 3a Kaxaplil BOIPOC, OTBET(-bl) Ha KOTOPBIH JaH(-bI) YaCTUYHO BEpHO (MPaBUIIBHBIX
OTBETOB OTMEUYEHO OOJIbIIIE, YeM HeMPaBHIbHBIX): 1 Ga;

7.3.3a Kaxaplii BOMPOC, OTBET(-bI) HA KOTOPBIM MaH(-bI) HEBEPHO (HENPaBHIBHBIX
OTBETOB OTMEUYEHO OOJIbIIE I PaBHOE KOJIMYECTBO, YEM MPABUIIbHBIX; HE OTMEYEHO HU OJHOTO
IpaBUJIbHOTO 0TBeTa): 0 6ayIoB;

7.4. 3a xax/plii (MpoMyIeHHbII) BONpoc, ocTaBiuiics 0e3 orBera: (0 6asioB.

7.5. MuHMMaNbHAsE BO3MOJKHAsI OLIEHKA 332 OTBETHI HAa TECTOBBIE BOIMPOCH cocTanisieT 0
0asuIoB.

7.6. MakcumanpHasi BO3MOYHAsI OIICHKA 32 OTBETHI Ha TECTOBBIC BOIIPOCKHI cocTaBisieT 20
0asuIoB.

8. AHanM3 aHTIOS3BIYHONM CTaThU W OTBETHI Ha BOIpockl 1o crathe (Pazmen B)
OJIUMIIMAJBI TpEANoyaraeT aHajau3 TeKcTa ((pparMeHTa TEKCTa) AaHIJIOA3BIYHOM CcTaTbu U
HalMCaHUe OTBETOB HA MOCTABJIEHHBIE BOIIPOCH HA PYCCKOM SI3BIKE.

9. bannbel 32 OTBETHI HAa BONPOCH (Ha PYCCKOM SI3BIKE) OINPENENSIOTCS HCXOAS U3
CIIEAYIOIINX KPUTEPUEB:

9.1. CooTBeTcTBHE COAIEPKAHUS OTBETOB MOCTABJIEHHBIM BOIIPOCAM;

9.2. TOYHOCTH OTBETOB Ha TIOCTABIICHHBIE BOIIPOCHI;

9.3. [lomHOTa OTBETOB HA MOCTABJIEHHBIE BOIIPOCHI;

9.4. JIOorM4HOCTH MOCTPOSHHS OTBETOB HA MTOCTABJICHHBIEC BOIIPOCHL;

9.5. Mcnonb3oBanue npohecCHOHAIbHOM TEPMUHOIOIUU U JIEKCUKH.

9.6. PexoMeHI0BaHHBI 00BEM OTBETOB 32 BONPOCHI 10 CTAaThe COCTABISAET 3-5 CTpaHMIL
dopmara A4.
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9.7. MuHuManbHasi BO3MOXHasi OLEHKA 3a aHAJIU3 AHIJIOS3BIYHOM CTaTbU U OTBETHI Ha
BOMIPOCHI TI0 cTaThe cocTaniseT () 6amios.

9.8. MakcumanbHasi BO3MOXHAas OIICHKA 3a aHaJIU3 aHTJIOSI3BIYHOM CTaTbU M OTBETHI Ha
BOIIPOCHI IO cTaThe cocTaniseT 30 Gayios.

10. IIpu HamucaHUM MUHHU-3CCE Ha 33JJaHHYIO TEOPETHYECKYIO TeMY (Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKE)
npearaeTcs BHIOOp 1000 OAHOW TEMBI MO CBOEMY YCMOTPEHUIO U3 TPEIOKCHHBIX TEM
Pasznena C.

11. llpn HanucaHMM MMHH-3CCE Ha 3aJaHHYIO INPAKTUYECKYIO TeMy (Ha aHIJIMICKOM
A3bIKE) MpeAiaraeTcs BoIOOp JH000W OJHOW TeMbI IO CBOEMY YCMOTPEHHIO U3 MPEASIOKEHHBIX
teM Paznena D.

12. PexomeH10BaHHBIH 00BEM OJIHOTO MHUHHU-3CCE COCTaBifeT 2-4 cTpaHuibl dopmara
A4.

13. IIpu oueHKe coep:kaHus MUHU-3CCE UCTIONIB3YIOTCS CIEIYIOIINE KPUTEPUU:

13.1. CooTBeTcTBHE COAEPKAHUI MUHH-ICCE BEIOPAHHOM TEMe;

13.2. [TonHOTA M TIIyOMHA PACKPBITUS 3a1aHHOU TEMBI;

13.3. UeTKOCTh, CTPYKTYPHUPOBAHHOCTD M JIOTUYHOCTh M3JIOKCHUS CBOCH TOYKH 3PEHUS U
apryMeHTaIlnu;

13.4. Vicnonp3oBanue npohecCHOHATBLHOM TEPMUHOJIOTUHU, a TAaK)KE COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX
TEME MUHM-ICCE HaY4YHbIX KOHLEIINN U TEOPUH;

13.5. JleMoHCcTpanusi 3HAHUN MEXKIYHAPOJHOTO ONbITA M MOCIEIHUX TEHACHUUN B
BbIOpaHHOW TeMaTHYECKOM 001acTu;

13.6. KoppekTHOCTh H3JIO0KEHHs] MHUHH-3CCE, OTCYTCTBHE OLIMOOK (MPaBUIBLHOCTh
rpamMMatuku, opdorpaduu, TYHKTyalWu, CTUIS H3JIOKCHHS), KOPPEKTHOE HCIIOJIb30BAHUE
TEPMHHOJIOTHH U MPO(ecCHOHATBHOMN TEKCHUKH.

14. bampl 3a HamMCaHWE MHUHHU-ICCE HA 3QJaHHYI0 TEMY ONPEICISIFOTCS HCXOIs W3
MaKCHMaJIbHOU OIIEHKH B 25 0aiIoB 3a Kaxa10€ MUHHU-3CCE.

14.1. MuanMansHas BO3MOXHas orieHka 3a 2 muHHu-3cce (Pasmensr C u D) cocrapnsier 0
0asioB.

14.2. MakcumaiibHasi BO3MOXHasl olleHka 3a 2 muHu-3cce (Pasmenst C u D) cocraBnsier
50 6amnos.

15. MakcumanpHass BO3MOKHasl OIIEHKA 3a OJUMIIMagHOe 3amaHue cocrasipsier 100
0asoB.

IIpaBuibHbBIE OTBETHI HA TeCTOBBIE Bonpockl (Pa3zaen A)

Bonpoc A1 — omeemui 6;

Bonpoc A2 — omeemui
Bonpoc A3 — omeemui
Bonpoc A4 — omeemuwi
Bonpoc A5 — omeem: 2;

Bonpoc A6 — omeemwi: 2, 3, 6, 8;
Bonpoc AT — omeem: 1;
Bonpoc A8 — omeemwi: 1,5, 7
Bonpoc A9 — omseemwi: 1, 4,6, 9;
Bonpoc A10 — omeemul: 4, 6, 8;

~N N

, 3,4,
, 5, 6;
, 9, 6;
L
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