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@® ARTICLES
Research on Public Project Loss of Performance Based on PV — GPG Theoretical
Framework—Take G Province World Bank Project as an Example
.......................................................................... Guoxian Bao & Xiang Ma
Abstract Public projects promote economic and social development. But at the same
time public project failureshave also appearedas part of the path of technological
governance. Taking the G Province World Bank project as a case and PV — GPG as the
theoretical basis this paper describes the essence influencing factors and mechanism
of public project failure byusing the research method of grounded theory and cognitive
mapping. Theoretical analysis shows that the failure of public projects is essentially a
kind of loss of performance on the project. The loss can be divided into two categories
based on the “project output gap” and the “project demand deviation”. This study
shows that project design and neglect of resource endowments caused by inadequate
social value construction process incentive and management process problems in
organizational management and conflict and communication problems in a collaborative
leadership system lead to the occurrence of governance deficient performance loss.
“Differences between culture and system’  ‘“Insufficient motivation” and “lack of pressure”
explain the performance loss of governance deficiencies. The lack of a social value
construction process caused the wrong project concepts and priorities to be selected.
Furthermore the conditions for the loss to occur and the neglect of social priorities due
to political reasons explain the loss as a result of value — deviant performance.
Key Words Public Project; Public Value; The Loss of Performance; Influencing
Factors; Pv — Gpg Theoretical Framework

Partner Selection Intention of Interlocal Cooperation From the “Willingness — Risk ”
Perspective—A Case Study on Pan Pearl River Delta
................................................... Liming Suo Xue Li  Yangiu Kan & Jie Ma
Abstract As the main part of regional governance local government plays a leading
role a region’s economic  social development and public affairs governance. From the
perspective of the subjective intent of a local government this paper defines the
willingness and risk of inter — governmental cooperation provides a measurement index
and constructs an analytical model of the selection tendenciesfor the bilateral cooperation
objects of local government. Using cooperation projects from thePearl River delta region
from 2003 to 2015 as a case this paper presents an empirical study ofa region’s inter —
governmental cooperation tendencies and bilateral agreements. This study found that the
conditions of high willingness and low risk among local governments were more conducive

to cooperation between local governments. The smaller the gap between the two parties”
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