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Abstract

The main purpose of this study was to investigate the Effects of familiarity with procurement
regulations and perceived inefficiency of procedures on non compliance with public
procurement regulations in Kenya’s state corporations. The study was guided by socio
economic theory of regulatory compliance and the principal agent theory. Explanatory research
design was used in this study. Census technique was employed in picking respondents for the
study. Data was collected from 132 purchasing officers. Five point Likert type of questionnaire
was used to solicit primary data. The data analysis methods used were descriptive and

inferential statistics, utilizing a multiple regression analysis model. the findings of this study
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indicated that familiarity with procurement requlations postively and sinficantly affect
compliance.The study concludes that there is a clear link between employee familiarity with
procurement regulations and non compliance. Therefore, it's recommended that public
procuring entities should ensure that their employees are familiar with the procurement
regulations as they transact business.

Key words: Public procurement, non-compliance, familiarity, procurement regulations,
inefficiency of procedures

INTRODUCTION

Public procurement refers to the acquisition of goods and services by government or public
sector organizations (Nyarra and Flagan, 2010; Stephen B. and Helken Walker, 2009) and is
one of the key activities of government (Thai, 2001; Stephen B. and Hellen W., 2009). Public
procurement occurs when a public agency purchases goods and/or services from an outside
body (Arrow smith, 2005). Compliance refers to target acting in accordance with an influence
attempt from the source (Payan and McFarland, 2005,; Gelderman.et.al.,2006). From the
perspective of a formal concept of compliance, the conduct of the regulated actor is compared
to a formal definition of the corresponding legal obligation (Lange, 1999; Gelderman.et.al.,
2006). Non- compliance is a distinct concept from compliance just as researchers have shown
for such opposites as love and hate and positive/negative affectivity (Lewick et.al., 1998; Dickey
et. al.,, 2007). Whereas compliance is the degree to which an agent adheres to principal’s
directives, policies and procedures, non-compliance is the degree to which an agent initiates
deviant policies and procedures that are not approved by the principal (Dickey et.al., 2007).
Public funds, which are raised through the collection of income tax, companies’ tax, duties and
other sources, should flow back to the public and benefit the public in terms of good public
facilities and amenities, education, subsidies and various developments. An effective
procurement system would therefore ensure as little leakage from the system as possible, this
can be realized if the Public procurement and disposals regulations are fully complied by the
stakeholders.

The Kenyan public procurement system is always under intense scrutiny from different
stakeholders. Issues of accountability, transparency, corruption, integrity and cronyism are
concerns raised by the public to ensure that public funds are properly managed and wastage of
the public funds kept to a minimum, according to PPOA, the setbacks to compliance includes;
poor records management, lack of procurement planning, lack of use of standard tender

documents in making mandatory reports to PPOA, lack of use of standard requisition, lack of
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properly established procurement unit staffed with professionals and lastly lack of effective post
award contract management (PPOA 2012). Surprisingly, not much research has been done on
the compliance with public procurement and disposals regulations as such. Notable exceptions
are the empirical study by (De Boer and Telgen 1998), and (Gelderman et. al 2006), which
clearly suggests that the proper use of EU directives in public procurement is far from common
practice. Now, many years later, compliance is still a major issue. There are many suggested
reasons why public authorities do not comply with the directives. However, these claims are not
substantiated by empirical evidence. Hence there is a need for a sound empirical study to the
determinants of non-compliance to public procurement regulations. Given that most research,
thus far, has suggested in one way or another, public procurement and non compliance are
relevant and since there is a severe lack of empirical studies on the subject, the purpose of this
paper is to provide an empirical survey study in the Kenyan context that examines the effect of
familiarity with procurement regulations and perceived inefficiency of procedures on non

compliance to public procurement regulations.

Research Objectives
1. To examine the effect of familiarity with rules on non compliance to public procurement
regulations in Kenya'’s state corporations.
2. To determine the effect of perceived inefficiency of the procedures on non-compliance to

public procurement regulations in Kenya’s state corporations

Research Hypothesis

HO, Familiarity with procurement rules has no significant effect on nhon compliance to public
procurement regulations in Kenya’s state corporations.

HO, Perceived inefficiency of procedures has no significant influence non compliance to

public procurement regulations in Kenya'’s state corporations.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Purchaser’s familiarity with rules and non compliance
to public procurement regulations

In public sector most of purchasers are not completely clear about the public procurement and
disposals regulations. Lack of clarity on rules is believed to increase the possibilities for un
deliberate non compliance (Gelderman et.al., 2006). Compliance with the formal elements gives
an indication of knowledge of rules (Rossi, 2010). (Gelderman et.al, 2006) posits that public

purchasers will comply with rules if they perceive them as clear and if the public purchasers are
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educated and trained it will translate into increased compliance with the directives. Eyaa and
Oluka, (2011) argued that poor non-compliance is as a result of unfamiliarity with Procurement
rules. The perceptions with respect to the un-clearness of the rules will influence the chance
that public Purchasers will not comply with the rules. According to (De Boer and Telgen, 1998),
one of the factor causes of non-compliance with procurement regulations is the level of
familiarity with the procurement regulations they also assert that during the early days of the
inception of public procurement regulations in The Netherlands, many municipalities could not
comply to the regulations because they were not familiar with them. A study by (Heneghan and
O’Donnell, 2007) as quoted by (Tukamuhabwa R, 2012) indicated that the high levels of non-
compliance were partly attributable to the complex legislative requirements of the Irish Company
Acts. (Lazarides, 2011) also adds that compulsory compliance is the result of among other
factors clarity or lack of vagueness of provisions. Thus increasing knowledge of the law can
improve compliance. According to a report by (European Commission, 1996), There is a
significant uncertainty over the application of the ‘aggregation rules’, both regarding the level at
which goods and services should be aggregated and the treatment of discrete operating units
within the same public agency. Ambiguity in the public procurement procedures may provide a
chance for dubious acts including opaque tendering and discriminate supplier selection which
may progress into poor compliance levels; moreover some theorists have noted that deficient
familiarity of the procurement procedure by all the internal stakeholders may affect compliance.
( Eyaa and Oluka, 2011).

Perceived inefficiency of the procedures and non compliance
to public procurement regulations

Public Procurement and Disposal Regulations (2006) outlines the various processes and
procedures to be followed when good, services or works are procured and during the disposal
of obsolete assets by Public Procuring Entities. The PPDA makes provision for the Open
tendering and Alternative procurement procedures, under which fall; restricted tendering, direct
procurement, request for proposals, request for quotations, procedures for low-value
procurements and specially permitted procurement procedures, the procedure to be followed is
in a large part determined by the thresholds outlined in the Public Procurement and Disposal
Regulations,(2006).The directives provide a number of rules of conduct for the whole tendering
process. In the EU the aim of their directives were to; firstly avoid discrimination (for instance on
grounds of nationality) by providing a set of coherent rules (for instance, on objective
specifications, types of award procedures and the limits), and secondly to ensure transparency

by requiring publication in the official journal (Gelderman et.al., 2006).
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The rules and procedures laid down by (Public Procurement and Disposals Act, 2005) and
(Public Procurement and Disposals Regulations, 2006) are to ensure that public procurement
and disposal activities are conducted in a manner which promotes Transparency, accountability
and fairness in the procurement process. Procedures in public procurement are time consuming
in combination with much paper work (De Boer and Telgen, 1998).These procedures are
criticized because they are not in line with best practices relating to Purchasing Processes.
According to (Lian and Laing, 2005) it is believed that most efficient purchasing mechanisms
may not be open to competitive tendering. With that notion in mind by bailing out competitive
tendering it implies that the potential bidders won’t compete from the same platform, hence
despondency among them. Moreover the Procuring entity might end up procuring sub-standard
products and services at un-competitive prices, for instance a price of an item purchased
through the tender process could be inflated above the prevailing market prices. Procurement
directives prohibit negotiation during and after the tender procedure and this is a form of the
inefficiency of rules. For the case of complex procurement, it's argued that there is a good
commercial reason for carrying out negotiation with firms at all stages of purchasing process i.e.
before, during and after (Arrowsmith, 1998). Though procurement regulations outlaws
negotiations, procurement directives bars any extension of contracts without going to the
market, but in the practical context public buyers prefer to renew a contract rather than issuing
new contracts(Jones,1997). According to (Gelderman,2006) Professional buyers would rather
exclude poor performing suppliers from the tendering procedure since they are
counterproductive and makes the procurement and tendering process cumbersome for no
justifiable reason. Running a tender competition is a very expensive exercise for the public PE’s.
According to (Bohan and Redonnet, 1997) the transaction costs may exceed any likely
efficiency benefits though the Act spells out that this is mandatory.

Procurement committee decisions are made by consensus and where there is no
consensus, the decision shall be made through voting by simple majority and where there is a
tie, the Chairman shall have a second or casting vote (PPDA, 2005). This provision in the
regulations exposes loopholes to Compliance since in case of common individuals interest the
tender committee could collude in favour of one preferred bidder, creating despondency on the
rest of suppliers/bidders moreover the procuring entity could end up sourcing sub-standard

goods at uncompetitive inflated prices.

Theoretical Background
This study is anchored on two theories, namely; socio-economic theory of regulatory

compliance, and principal agent theory.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework
Independent Variables (1V). Dependent Variable (DV)
Hol

Familiarity with public : :
procurement regulations .| Non compliance to public
| procurement regulations

Perceived inefficiency of public
procurement procedures

Ho2
Source: Modified from Gelderman et, al. (2006)

METHODOLOGY
This study is a census utilizing an explanatory research design, given that the study aims at
finding out the effects of familiarity with procurement regulations and perceived inefficiency of
procedures on non compliance with public procurement regulations. The total number of target
respondents in this study was 132, these were procurement officers working for the 186 state
corporations in Kenya, one respondent was taken from each Government parastatal in Nairobi,
this being the procurement/purchasing officer or any other procurement employee nominated to
fill the questionnaire by the head of department.

The study targeted 132 respondents but 119 managed to fill the questionnaires, the
response rate yielded 90.2%.This is an effective response rate comparing favourably to other

similar studies (e.g Gelderman et.al. 2006)

ANALYSIS

Familiarity with public procurement regulations

Study findings in table 1 revealed that a (mean of 4.56, SD .917) agreed that the applicability of
public procurement regulations is not very clear hence they saw need for procurement
employees to be sensitized on this by public procurement oversight authority. It also emerged
that not all procurement employees were fully conversant with the legal obligation to adhere to
the public procurement rules and regulations. (mean 4.11 ,SD .790) further research showed
that most purchasing staff tend to ignore public procurement regulations (mean 3.60, SD
1.084),moreover the research findings revealed that bidders often complain on the outcome of
the tender process (mean 3.67, SD 0.956). There was hesitation to agree that the overall
knowledge of procurement is still low among the purchasing staff in the public procuring entities

(mean 3.99, SD, 1.004).further, in general results showed that respondents were negative on
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their familiarity with public procurement regulations (mean =3.999, SD = 0.58795) with
skewness of -0.681 showing responses were not deviating from the average.

Table 1  Familiarity with public procurement regulations

Std.
Mean Deviation = Skewness Kurtosis
Lack of clarity with the applicability of Public
procurement regulations 4.65 0.917 -3.264 10.38
Not all procurement/purchasing employees are well
conversant with the legal obligations to follow the
public procurement regulations. 4.11 0.79 -1.143 1.652
The overall knowledge of procurement rules is still low
among the purchasing staff in the public procuring
entities 3.99 1.004 -1.26 1.184
Bidders complain often regarding the outcome of the
tender processes 3.67 0.956 -0.308 -0.535
Most Procurement/purchasing staff tend to ignore the
public procurement regulations 3.6 1.084 -0.477 -0.663
Familiarity 3.9919 0.58795 -0.681 6.257

Perceived inefficiency of public procurement regulations
Study findings from table 2 revealed that it was highly agreed that the public procurement
procedures involve a lot of paper work with (mean 4.36 and SD 0.698), also that the bidder who
quotes low price doesn’t guarantee the best quality of services and other products being
procured (mean 4.35, SD 0.889).The findings also indicated that public procurement procedures
were time consuming (mean of 4.13 and SD of 1.127) and that quality of products or services
procured can’'t be guaranteed based on contents of documents received in response to an
invitation for bids (mean of 4.13and SD of 1.038). There is prohibition of negotiations during and
after tendering process as shown by (mean of 3.77, and SD of 0.995) and the one that was
least agreed on was that public procurement procedures are expensive and thus costs may
exceed the likely efficiency benefits, its (mean was 3.12 and SD was 1.223).

In overall, findings showed that respondents were negative towards perceived
inefficiency of Public Procurement Regulations (mean of -0.602, SD of 0.5897) which was less

than mean.
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Table 2 Perceived inefficiency of public procurement regulations

Std.
Mean Deviation = Skewness Kurtosis

Public procurement procedures involves a lot of

paperwork 4.36 0.698 -1.393 3.138
Quoting the lowest price doesn't guarantee the best

quality of products or services being procured 4.35 0.889 -1.792 3.822
Public procurement procedures are time consuming 4.13 1.127 -1.607 1.982
Quality of products or services procured can't be

guaranteed based on contents of documents received in

response to an invitation for bid 4.13 1.038 -1.459 1.689
Negotiations during and after the tendering process is

prohibited 3.77 0.995 -0.21 -0.635
Public procurement procedures are expensive thus the

costs may exceed the likely efficiency benefits 3.12 1.223 0.083 -1.165
Inefficiency 3.9244  0.58912 -0.602 -0.28

Non-compliance

From table 3, research findings showed that, some public procurement entities failed to
periodically measure and evaluate their purchasing performance,(mean 3.82, SD = 0.847) at
times there were delays in submitting quarterly reports to public procurement oversight
authority,(mean3.80, SD = 0.801) thus making it difficult to monitor its performance. Also there
were some instances where the timeframe for receiving bids were extended (mean 3.69, SD =
0.912).

Further it had been observed by the respondents that some purchases were done
without necessarily using the standard tender documents (mean 3.61, SD =1.184) and at times
the post award contract management was not undertaken (mean 3.60, SD = 0.777). There were
also instances whereby records are misplaced in the department (mean 3.51, SD = 1.076). A
low output on some occasions where tenders valued above ksh.5 million thresholds were not
advertised in public procurement oversight authority’s journal and website (mean 3.22, SD =
1.274).
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Table 3  Non compliance

Std.
Mean Deviation  Skewness Kurtosis
Some Public Procuring Entity's fail to periodically measure
and evaluate their purchasing performance 3.82 0.847 -0.512 -0.164
Sometimes there are delays in submitting Quarterly reports
to the Public Procurement Oversight Authority 3.8 0.801 -1.034 0.837
There are instances whereby time frame for receiving bids
is extended 3.69 0.912 -1.806 2.797
Some purchases are done without necessarily using the
standard tender documents 3.61 1.184 -0.865 -0.003
At times Procuring Entities don’t use standardized method
for supplier evaluation in the tendering process 3.61 1.227 -0.768 -0.391
At times post award contract management is not
undertaken 3.6 0.777 -1.398 2.131
There are instances whereby records are misplaced in the
department. 3.51 1.076 -0.671 0.058
There are instances whereby Tenders valued above Kshs.5
million threshold are not advertised in the Public
Procurement Oversight Authority's journal and website 3.32 1.274 -0.275 -1.031
Non-compliance 3.5321 0.5845 0.142 0.639

Scale Reliability Test

To test reliability of the questionnaire, Cronbach’s alpha measurement was used and the

reliability coefficients of each independent variables are as follows, X1(.815);&X2(.745). The

reliability coefficients of the two independent variables(X1 and X2) are above 0.70 which meets
the acceptable limits (Nunnally, 1978) also cited by (Wei et.al., 2008).

Table 4 Reliability analysis

Item

Crobanch Alpha

Familiarity with regulations
Perceived inefficiency
Non-compliance to public procurement regulations

Average

0.815
0.745
0.803
0.787
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Multiple Regression Analysis

Multiple regression analysis was employed to test hypothesis in this research, According to
(Hair et al., 2005), Multiple Regression Analysis is applied to analyse relationships between a
single Dependent Variable and Independent Variables, and hence it was considered an

appropriate method for this study.

Table 5 Model Summary

Change Statistics

R
R Adjusted Std. Error of Square F Sig. F Durbin-
R Square R Square the Estimate Change Change dfl df2 Change Watson
795 0.632 0.618 0.41887 0.632 45.964 4 107 .000 1.569

Predictors: (Constant), X1, X2,
Dependent Variable: Y

In this study, the dependent variable was non compliance to public procurement regulations
denoted as Y, whereas the independent variables were; familiarity with rules (X1) and perceived
inefficiency of procedures, (X2).

Results in table 5 illustrate model summary of multiple regression model of familiarity
with public procurement regulation (X;) and Perceived inefficiency of the public procurement
regulation (X;) against non-compliance to public procurement regulations (Y). Results reported
that 61.8% total variation of the non-compliance to public procurement regulations is explained
by joint contribution of familiarity with public procurement regulation (X;) and perceived

inefficiency of the public procurement regulation (Xy).

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

Table 6 ANOVAP

Sum of

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 32.258 4 8.064 45.964 .000%
Residual 18.773 107 0.175
Total 51.031 111

a. Predictors: (Constant), , x1, x2,
b. Dependent Variable: Y
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ANOVA analysis was performed to assess the reliability and validity of the overall model as well
as goodness of fit. The ANOVA Table 6 above F value was reported as 45.964, in that large
values of F indicate a rare test scores (unusual data) and indicates that it is unlikely the null
hypothesis is true. The significance level (p-value) for the test was 0.000 which is less than
0.000, reflecting that there is significant linear relationship between independent variables
against the dependent variables.

Hypotheses testing
A regression of Y (non compliance) against X1 (familiarity with rules) and X2 (perceived

inefficiency of procedures) was done and the results are summarized in the table 7 below.

Table 7 Coefficients® of determinants of non compliance to public procurement regulations

Unstandardized

Variables Coefficients Standardized Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) -0.153 0.411 -0.373 0.710

X1 0.358 0.113 0.313 3.167 0.002 0.351 2.846
X2 0.198 0.11 0.177 1.798 0.075 0.353 2.830
Dependent

Variable: Y

HO,  Familiarity with procurement rules has no significant effect on non compliance to public
procurement regulations in Kenya’s state corporations

The study’s first hypothesis stated that familiarity with procurement rules has no
significant effect on the public procurement regulations non-compliance in the public sector in
Kenya. However the study findings rejected the hypothesis as evidence of ($,=0.313, p<0.05),
and infer that familiarity with procurement regulations had positive effect on public procurement
regulations non compliance. Thus, failure to improve familiarity with procurement regulations
among procurement/purchasing employees breeds non compliance. In additional, with t-test

value of 3.167 showed that familiarity with procurement regulations had the highest effect.

HO, Perceived inefficiency of procedures has no significant influence non compliance to
public procurement regulations in Kenya’s state corporations.

The second Hypothesis of the study stipulates that Perceived inefficiency of procedures
has no significant influence on public procurement regulations non-compliance in Kenya. As

evidence from the study results (8, =0.177, p<0.05) hypothesis 2 was accepted implying that
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perceived inefficiency of procedures has no significant influence on public procurement
regulations non-compliance. This showed that increase and decrease of perceived inefficiency

had no impact whatsoever on public procurement regulations non-compliance.

CONCLUSION

Familiarity with public procurement regulations

Study findings rejected hypothesis one of the study; familiarity with procurement rules has no
significant effect on the public procurement regulations non compliance in the public sector in
Kenya (B8, =0.313). The findings of this study are consistent with others studies conducted, for
instance, (Gelderman et.al., 2006) argued that lack of clarity on rules is believed to increase the
possibilities for un deliberate hon compliance, while (Rossi, 2010) asserted that knowledge on
rules and procedures of procurement enhances compliance moreover (Oluka et.al., 2011)
argued that poor non compliance is as a result of un familiarity with procurement rules.
According to (De Boer and Telgen,1998), one of the factor causes of non compliance with
procurement regulations is the level of familiarity with the procurement regulations. The findings
support (Lazarides, 2011) argument that compulsory compliance is the result of among other
factors clarity or lack of vagueness of provisions. Study findings are consistent with socio-
economic theory of regulatory compliance as explained in the neo classical deterrence model
which holds that rational individuals are driven by both intrinsic and extrinsic motivations,

(including but not restricted to wealth enhancement).

Perceived inefficiency of procedures

The findings of the analysis accepted hypothesis 2 implying that perceived inefficiency of
procedures has no significant influence on public procurement regulations non compliance (f3
=0.177). This study coincide with other studies where none of those study found evidence of the
relationship between perceived inefficiency of procedures and public procurement regulations
non compliance. According to (Laing et.al. 2005) it is believed that most efficient purchasing
mechanisms may not be open to competitive tendering. For the case of complex procurement
it's argued that there is a good commercial reason for carrying out negotiation with firms at all
stages of purchasing process i.e. before, during and after,(Arrowsmith,1998).Procurement
committee decisions are made by consensus and where there is no consensus, the decision
shall be made through voting by simple majority and where there is a tie, the Chairman shall
have a second or casting vote (PPDA, 2005) this could give a lee way for favouritism since the

tender committee chairman could be biased towards a certain bidder. Moreover (Gelderman
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et.al.2006) posits that Professional buyers find it rather odd and counterproductive that poor
performing suppliers cannot be excluded from the (public) tendering procedure.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Familiarity with public procurement regulations

From the tested hypothesis, it is evident that the applicability of public procurement regulations
is not very clear, hence there is need for procurement employees working for the public PE’s to
be sensitized and educated on these by Public Procurement Oversight Authority, moreover all
procurement employees should be acquainted with the legal obligation to follow and not to
ignore the public procurement regulations and lastly the Government should improve the overall
knowledge of public procurement rules among the purchasing staff in the public procuring
entities by coming up with mandatory trainings for procurement employees working in the public

sector.

LIMITATIONS AND AREAS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

No research is without its limitations, and there are some cautions in interpreting the results of
this study. Although my investigation is a step towards understanding compliance issues with
respect to public procurement regulations and procedures, more research is needed in this
area. More variables should be introduced in the next study and also increased the number of

target respondents.

REFERENCES

Aketch, J. M. (2005). Development partners and governance of public procurement in Kenya: Enhancing
Democracy in Administration of Aid. International Law and Politics, 37(4), 829-868.

Atkinson, W.(2003). New buying tools present different ethical challenges. Purchasing, 132(4), 27-30.

Armstrong, J.S. and Overton, T.S. (1977), Estimating non-response bias in mail surveys, Journal of
marketing research, 14 (8), 396-402.

Arrowsmith, S. (1998), The problem of discussions with tenders under the EC procurement directives: the
current law and the case of reform, Public Procurement Law Review, 7(3), 65-82.

Anderson, M.G. and Katz, P.B. (1998), Strategic sources, International Journal of Logistics Management,
9 (1), 1-13.

Anderson, J.C. and Gerbing, D.W. (1988), Structural equation modelling in practice: a review and
recommended two-step approach, Psychological Bulletin, 103(3),411-23.

Bauld, S. and McGuinness, K. (2006), Value for Money, Summit, 9,(1), 20-1.

Baker, G.P., Jensen, M.C. and Murphy, K.J. (1988), Compensation and Incentives: Practice Vs Theory,
Journal of Finance, 305-50.

Becker, G.S. (1968), Crime and Punishment: An Economic Approach, Journal of Political Economy,
76(2), 169-217.

Licensed under Creative Common Page 13



© Jones, Joel & Wellingtone

Bennett, R.J. and Robson, P.J.A. (2005), The adviser-sme client relationship: impact satisfaction and
commitment, Small Business Economics, 25(3), 255-71.

Bovis, C. (2005), Reforming the Public Sector: The New Public Procurement Regime, eGov
monitor/Knowledge Asset Management Ltd, London, retrieved from www.egovmonitor. Com/node/1152.

Cohen, M.A. (2000), Empirical research on the deterrent effect of environmental monitoring and
enforcement, Environmental Law Reporter, 30, 10245-52.

Commission of the European Communities (1999), Public Procurement: Commission Communication
outlines policy priorities, direction general xv,bruxelles, retrieved from
http://europa.eu.int/comm/internal_market/en/publproc/comm/pubcomm.htm

Cox, A. and Furlong, P. (1995), European procurement rules and national preference: Explaining the local
sourcing of public works contracts in EU, Journal of Construction Procurement, 1 (2), 87-99.

Cox, A. and Furlong, P. (1997), Cross-border trade and contract awards: the intellectual myopia at the
heart of the EU procurement rules, European Journal of Purchasing & Supply Management, 3(1), 9-20

Croom, S.R. and Brandon-Jones, A. (2005), Key issues in e-procurement: procurement implementation
and operation in the public sector, Journal of Public Procurement, 5(3), 367-87.

Crosby, L.A., Evans, K.R. and Cowles, D. (1990), Relationship quality in services selling: An interpersonal
influence perspective, Journal of Marketing, 54 (3), 68-81.

Cummings, G. and Qiao, Y. (2003), The use of qualification-based selection in public procurement:. A
survey research, Journal of public procurement, 3(2), 215-26.

Davies, A. (2002), Public procurement, Supply Management, 7(19), 43.

De Boer, L. and Telgen, J. (1998), Purchasing Practice in Dutch Municipalities, International Journal of
Purchasing and Materials Management, 34( 2), 31-6.

Dictionary of Business and Management. (2006). Purchasing. London: A&C Black. Retrieved from
http://www.credoreference.com/entry/ultimatebusiness/purchasing

Dubinsky, A.J. and Ingram, T.N. (1982), salespeople view buyer behavior, International journal of
purchasing and materials management, 18(3), 6-12.

Erridge, A., Fee, R. and Mcllroy, J. (1998), European Union public procurement policy and electronic
commerce and opportunities, European Business Review, 98(5), 252-9.

Erridge, A. and Murray, J.G. (1998a), Lean supply: a strategy for best value in local, Public policy and
administration, 13(2), 70-85.

Erridge, A. and Murray, J.G. (1998b), The Application if Lean Supply in Local Government: The Belfast
Experiments, European Journal of Purchasing & Supply Management, 4 (4), 207-21.

Erridge, A., Fee, R. and Mcllroy, J. (1999), An assessment of competitive tendering using transaction cost
analysis, Public Money & Management, 19(3), 37-42.

Erridge, A. and Greer, J. (2002), Partnerships and Public Procurement: Building Social Capital through
Supply Relations, Public Administration, 80(3), 503-22.

European Commission (1996), Public Procurement in the European Union: Exploring the Way Forward
(Green Paper), European Community, Luxembourg.

Fairman, R. and Yapp, C. (2005), Enforced Self-Regulation, Prescription, and Conceptions of Compliance
within Small Business: The Impact of Enforcement, Lay & Policy, 27(4), 491-519.

Fisher, M., Hammond, J., Obermeyer, W. and Raman, A. (1997), Configuring a Supply Chain to Reduce
the Cost of Demand Uncertainty, Production and Operations Management, 6(3),211-25.

Franklin Schlemmer and Brian Webb.(2008) International Journal of Organization Analysis. 16(1),109-137

Fisher, E., ( 2004), The European Union in the Age of Accountability, Oxford Journal of Legal Studies,
24(1), 495-515.

Licensed under Creative Common Page 14


http://www.egovmonitor/
http://europa.eu.int/comm/internal_market/en/publproc/comm/pubcomm.htm
http://www.credoreference.com/entry/ultimatebusiness/purchasing

International Journal of Economics, Commerce and Management, United Kingdom

Gelderman, Ghijsen, P.W., and Brugman, M.J. (2006), Public procurement and EU tendering directives —
explaining non-compliance, International Journal of Public Sector Management, 19(7), 702-714.

Gregory, R.J. (1992) Psychological testing: history, principles and applications, Allyn and Bacon: Boston

Gunasekaran, A. (2005), Benchmarking in Public Sector Organisations, Benchmarking: International
Journal, 12(4), 289-92.

Government of Kenya .(2005). The Public Procurement and Disposal Act, No.3 of 2005. Nairobi:
Government Printer.

Hair, J.F. Jr, Anderson, R.E., Tatham, R.L. and Black, W.C. (1998), Multivariate Data Analysis with
Reading, 5th ed., Prentice-Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ.

Hughes, J. (2003), Accountability Rules, Supply Management, 8(4),17-18.

Hui, W.S., Othman, R.O., Normah,0., Rahman,R.A. & Haron,N.H. (2011). Procurement Issues in
Malaysia. International journal of Public Sector Management, 24(6), 567-593.

Jones, G.L. (1997), The Impact of Regulatory Legislation on Contractual Costs Risk and theForm of
Contracts Used in the UK and Republic of Ireland, European Journal of Purchasing & Supply
Management, 3(3), 127-46.

Konkurrencestyrelsen (1997), Danske virksomheders muligheder ved offentlige eu-udbud ludlandet, a
study made by the Danish Competition Authority of the Ministry of Trade and Industry.

Lange, B. (1999), Compliance Construction in the Context of Environmental Regulation, Social and Legal
Studies, 8(4), 549-67.

Lian, P.C.S. and Laing, A.W. (2004), Public Sector Purchasing Of Health Services: A Comparison with
Private Sector Purchasing, Journal of Purchasing & Supply Management,10 (6), 247-56.

Lian, P.C.S. and Laing, A.W. (2005), Public Sector Purchasing Of Health Services: A Comparison with
Private Sector Purchasing, Journal of Purchasing & Supply Management,11.

Liao, S.-H., Cheng, C.-H., Liao, W.-B. and Chen, I.-L. (2003), A Web- Based Architecture For
Implementing Electronic Procurement In Military Organisations, Technovation, 23 (6), 521-32.

Lazarides, T. (2011). Corporate = Governance Legal and Regulatory Framework’s Effectiveness in
Greece a Response. Journal of Financial Regulation and Compliance,19 (3), 244-254

Mayer, R.C., Davis, J.H. and Schoorman, D.F. (1995), An Integrative Model of Organizational Trust,
Academy of Management Review, 20(3), 709-34.

Meyer, J. W . and Rowan. B. (1977). Institionalised Organisations: Formal Structures as Myths and
Ceremony. American Journal of Socilalogy, 83(2), 340-363.

Mortledge,R.,Smith,A. And Kashiwagi, D.T.(2006),Building Procurement. Blackwell, Oxford.

McCrudden, C. (2004), Using Public Procurement to Achieve Social Outcomes, Natural Resources
Forum, 28 (4), 257-67.

Ming-Ji James Lin and Chih-Jou Chen,(2008) International Journal of Organizational Analysis.
16(2),2008. 83-108.

Murray, J.G. (2009b), Public Procurement Strategy for Accelerating the Economic Recovery, Supply
Chain Management: An International Journal, 14(6), 429-34.

Netherlands Ministry of Economic Affairs (1999), European Tendering: Save Money with Those Rules,
Dutch text, retrieved from www.minez.nl

Nunnally, J.C. and Bernstein, I.H. (1994), Psychometric Theory, McGraw-Hill, New York, NY.

Nwabuzor, A. (2005), Corruption and Development: New Initiatives in Economic Openness and
Strengthened Rule of Law, Journal of Business Ethics, 59(1), 121-38.

OECD (2000), Public Procurement: Issues and Practical Solutions, Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development, Paris.

Licensed under Creative Common Page 15


http://www.minez.nl/

© Jones, Joel & Wellingtone

Odhiambo, W., and Kamau, P. (2003), Public Procurement: Lessons from Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda,
OECD Development Centre Working Paper No. 208

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (2007), Integrity in Public
Procurement - Good Practice from A to Z, OECD Publishing, Paris, retrieved
fromhttp://ssrn.com/abstract/2987026.

Pillary, S. (2004). Corruption-The Challenge to Good Governance: As South African Perspective,
Melbourne, Australia.

Parker, D. and Hartley, K. (1997), The Economics of Partnership Sourcing Versus Adversarial
Competition: A Critique, European Journal of Purchasing & Supply Management, 3(2),115-25.

Parker,R. & Brandley,L. (2000).Organizational Culture in the Public Sector. Evidence from six
organizations. International journal of public sector organizations, 13(2), 125-141.

Parker,R. & Brandley, L. (2003). Transaction Costs, Relational Contracting and Public-Private Contracts.
Journal of purchasing and supply management, 9(3), 97-108.

Payan, J.M. and McFarland, R.G. (2005), Decomposing Influence Strategies: Argument structure and
dependence determinants of effectiveness of influence strategies in gaining channel member compliance,
Journal of Marketing, 69, 66-79.

Qiao, Y., Thai, K.V. and Cummings, G. (2009), State and Local Procurement Preferences: A Survey,
Journal of Public Procurement, 9(3).

Quayle, M. (1998), The Impact of Strategic Procurement in the Uk Government Sector, International
Journal of Public Sector Management, 11(5), 397-413.

Quayle, M. (2000), Supplier Development for UK Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises, Journal of Applied
Management Studies, 9(1), 117-33.

Rao, P. and Holt, D. (2005), Do Green Supply Chains Lead to Competitiveness and Economic
Performance?, International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 25 (9/10), 898-916.

Smith, J.B. and Barclay, D.W. (1997), The Effect Of Organizational Differences And Trust on the
Effectiveness of Selling Partner Relationships, Journal of Marketing, 61,3-21.

Sutinen, J.G. and Kuperan, K. (1999), A Socio-Economic Theory of Regulatory Compliance, International
Journal of Social Economics, 16 (1/2/3), 174-93.

Tandoor, K.R. and Koehn, E.E. (2004), Construction and corruption in developing regions, AACE
International Transactions, 68-71.

TED (2004), Tenders electronic daily alert web site, Journal of the European Communities. retrieved from
www.tenders.com

Telgen, J., Harland, C. and Knight, L. (2007) Public Procurement: International Cases and Commentary,
Routledge, London, 16-24.

Thompson, B.(1999 June). Understanding Coefficient Alpha, Really, Paper Presented at the Annual
Meeting of the Education Research Exchange, College Station, Texas.

Thai, K.V. (2001), Public Procurement Re-Examined, Journal of Public Procurement, 1(1),9-50

Thai, K.V. (2008).Measuring losses to public procurement corruption: The Uganda Case, International
Public Procurement Conference Proceedings, 3, 28-30

(The) Putrajaya Committee on GLC High Performance (2006), The Red Book — Procurement Guidelines
and Best Practices, Kuala Lumpur

Transparency International (2006), Handbook: Curbing Corruption in Public Procurement, Transparency
International, Berlin

Trionfetti, F. (2000), Discriminatory Public Procurement and International Trade, World Economy, 23(1),
57-76.

Tudor, S. (2005), Benchmarking Procurement, Summit, 8(2),17-19.

Licensed under Creative Common Page 16


http://www.tenders.com/

International Journal of Economics, Commerce and Management, United Kingdom

Tyler, T. (1990), Why People Obey the Law, Yale University Press, New Haven and London.

Uyarra, E. and Flanagan, K. (2010), Understanding the innovation impacts of public procurement,
European Planning Studies, 18(1), 123-43.

Walker, H. and Brammer, S. (2009), Sustainable Procurement in the United Kingdom Public Sector,
Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 14 (2), 128-37.

Wittig W.A.  (1999). Public Procurement and the Development Agenda, International Trade
centre,Geneva,Switzerland.

WORLD BANK (1995a), Guidelines: Procurement under IBRD Loans and IDA Credits, World Bank,
Washington, D.C.

Zhu, Q. and Sarkis, J. (2004), Relationships between operational practices and performance among early
adopters of green supply chain management practices in chinese manufacturing enterprises, Journal of
Operations Management, 22(3), 265-89.

Zhu, Q., Sarkis, J. and Geng, Y. (2005), Green supply chain management in China: Pressures, Practices
and Performance, International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 25, 449-68.

Licensed under Creative Common Page 17



