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(4-9

29

37

2527)
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1.3

1.
2.
3.
4, ,
5.
J
1.4
(privatization)
(performance of public services)
3 (efficiency), (effectiveness)
(equity)
3
I
()
(empirical study)
11
1.5

L. (primary data)



2. n (secondary data)

24
1.6 (Review literature)
1 I 1
(municipal)
I
(Efficiency)
(cost per unit)
Savas and Steven 3 4
(municipal)
(contract)

(franchise)

(private)

3 E.s. Savas.“Policy Analysis for Local Government Public V.
Private Refuse collection.” Policy Analysis. 3 (winter 1977)  49-74.



fin ' 1

1975 1974 315
2.500-720,000 (primary data)

(regression analysis) .
1 , , : ,

1 . (private)
(cost per household per year)
1, 50.000
(cost of municipal collection.l
(price of contract collection)
2. (price of
private collection) 29-37 '
50,000 99
3.

(private firms contract, franchise private)



15
25

(Economies of scale)
(private)

(self service)

(proxy)

Sector)

* Savas
50.000
61-71
50.000
25

(contract)

(billing costs)

1
(economies of contiguity)

(Effectiveness)

(Equity)

(Non-Profit
(Profit Sector)



Savas A Minneapolis

1970 343.000  Savas 1971-1975 60
(contractor) 40 (
Minneapolis 2 ) 50
(firms) 2
(productivity)
4
1. (cost per ton)
2. (cost per Household)
3. (tons per manday)
4, (telephone calls per
year per household)
1971 : '
(producti-
vity) 1971 1975
o, (work crews;

(Equity)
a E.5. Savas, "An Empirical study of Competition Municipal

Service Delivery." Public Administration Review. 37 (November/December),
1977 T17-724.
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, Savas
productivity

Werner Z.Hirsch I St.Louis 1965 1960
24 600-750,000
)
Hirsch (model) Ideal model
AC = f(A:Q1,02Q3,QAQ5D, ,HBYK,FL;T)
AC = average cost
A = annual amount of residential refuse collected
Q = weekly collection freguency
Q, = pickup location or location of collection
QB = nature of pick-up
Qa = disposal method
® = type of hauling equipment

= residential-non-residential land use mix
= piclcup density

= hauling distance

= number of people per pickup unit

per capita income

= nature of contractual arragement

= type of financing

m X < @ T O
1"

Werner Z.Hirsch. "Cost Function of an Urban Government
Service  Refuse Collection."the Review of Economics and statistics.
Vol.47 (1965) 87-92.
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L = factor price level
T = state of technology and productivity
I
Hirsch I
(municipal) '
Pier.Vernon and Wicks Montana 1974
26
(Garbage collection)
(function) Leontief
(
)
(residential)
(commercial)
(biased)
Savas
1. Kemper and Quigle Connecticut 1976

Pier,Vernon and Wicks. "An Empirical Comparision of Government
and Private Production Efficiency.” National Tax Journal. Vol. 27. No.4

(December 1974)  653-656.
7 E .s.savas, "Public vs Private Refuse Collection A Critical

Review of the Evidence, Urban Analysis. 1979 Vol .6  1-13.



1972-1974 101

Refuse Collection )

1 95
2. Kitchen
10,000
Kitchen
95
3. Pommerchne and Frey
1970 103

99
(cost, function)

4. Collins and Downes
, 500-65.000

price)
5. Petrovic and Jaffee
1976 83

1,100-158,000
(Residential

15-43

1976 48

1975
5,000  423.300

)

(private firms)*

St.Louis 1977 53

(contract

Midwestern . . 1977

25,000-180.000

[llinois. Indiana.

contract, francchise private



Michigan

Ohio

(proxy)

1.7

90

(Commercial collection )
Savas. Steven Kemper-Quigley

(contract price)

13

(framework)

13
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