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ABSTRACT: This article examines the relationship between supplier collaborative 

arrangements, supplier generative influence, self-organization and bid rigging in Uganda’s Public 

Procurement. A sample of 120 Procurement and Disposal Entities (PDE’s) and 317 supplier 

companies were selected with an average response rate of 76%.  Data was analyzed using 

Statistical Package for Social Scientists (SPSS). Results showed a positive and significant 

relationship between supplier collaborative arrangements, supplier generative influence, self-

organization and bid rigging. Similarly, results of the regression model revealed that supplier 

collaborative arrangements, supplier generative influence and self-organization are significant 

predictors of bid rigging in Ugandan Public Procurement.  We recommend that in order for PDE’s 

in Uganda to reduce bid rigging special consideration should be directed at managing and 

monitoring suppliers’ behavior from the time of bidding until the contact has been fully executed. 

KEYWORDS: supplier collaborative arrangements, supplier generative influence, self-

organization, bid rigging  

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

According to the World Bank (2015), Public Procurement represents 70% of the government 

expenditure in Uganda. The high percentage shows how public procurement is vulnerable to 

procurement fraudulent practices like bid rigging which increase the expenditure even higher.  Bid 

rigging is an anti-competitive arrangement where competing firms determine the bidding process 

outcome choosing a member who will submit the winning bid and who will not (Amanda, 2014). 

The bidders agree to eliminate competition to deny the buyer a competitive price. Bid rigging is 

comprised of anti-competitive forms like market allocation, bid suppression, cover pricing, bid 

rotation and sub-contracting that suppliers engage into to manipulate the public procurement 

process hence impacting on the government expenditure negatively (Bael & Bellis (2017).  

 

Bid rigging is harmful to the economy and the public as it increases the government overall 

expenditure if there is no effective competition (Ilango, 2014). Bid rigging is detected when bids 

received at the same time contain similar information; expected bidders fail to submit bids and the 

successful bidder later subcontracts work to another supplier (Transparency International, 2016). 

What bidders do is to resort to conspiracies amongst themselves, collaboration, cooperation, 

coordination; combination and agreements through which they perform bid rigging. Sectors 

vulnerable to bid rigging are those sectors with few economic operators and absence of alternatives 
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to the services and products for example construction contracts, pharmaceutical contracts etc. 

(OECD, 2012). A competitive bidding process is functional when prices are set honestly and 

independently without conspiracies by the competitors to cheat the customer (Bajari & Ye., 2001). 

According to the PPDA Act (2003)  section 93 code of conduct, suppliers are required to sign the 

code declaring syntax to  be compliant with PPDA Act and Regulation and as well states the 

penalties of such offences but however bid rigging still exists.  
 

Despite the PPDA Act, Ugandan Procuring and Disposing Entities are still facing challenges of 

bid rigging. According to the PPDA Audit Report (2010), Sinohydro Corporation Limited filed 

for an administrative review to UNRA on grounds that its bid had been rejected for the award of 

the contract for the rehabilitation/ strengthening of the Malaba/ Busia road 2008. The Report 

further indicated that Sinohydro had misused the Instructions to Bidders clause 62 on joint venture 

or subcontracting. Subcontracting by the potential bidders was supposed to be indicated as a 

requirement while filling the information form in case of joint venture but Sinohydro filled the 

form and it clearly indicated that joint venture was not applicable in their case. However, it was 

later noted in the bid of Sinohydro that for reasons of competitiveness and offering the client 

comprehensive service. Sinohydro had decided to enter into a collaborative arrangement with 

Gauff Ingenieure to provide engineering design services for the project. Suppliers network, 

collaborate, share information and adapt to the environment in order to win bids in the complex 

competitive market. When suppliers network they determine the contract price contrary to the 

prevailing market price (Transparency International, 2016). Suppliers interacting before bidding 

process lead to uncompetitive bidding (OECD, 2016). The intention of subcontracting and not 

declaring it to the authority shows an act of fraud by Sinohydro. 

Statement of the Problem 

According to PPDA Act (2003) amended in (2014) Public procurement is based on the principles 

of competition, value for money and fairness so that all stakeholders gain from it.  The intention 

for value for money can easily be achieved if there is realistic competition amongst suppliers. 

However, several PPDA Audit reports including among others, the 2017 Audit Report that shows 

anti-competitive practices by suppliers who coordinate, collaborate, conspire, and cooperate and 

form agreements which they use to manipulate the public procurement and disposal process and 

deny the buyer a competitive price. Bid rigging causes heavy financial loss to the government of 

Uganda every year (Kimera, 2006). Such bid rigging behavior can be attributed to supplier 

collaborative arrangements, supplier generative influence and self-organization. The paper 

therefore aims at examining why in spite the PPDA Law and other anti-graft frameworks, bid 

rigging has continued to manifest itself within the public procurement systems of Uganda. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

To examine the relationship between, supplier collaborative arrangements, supply generative 

influence, self-organizing and bid rigging in Uganda’s public sector procurement system. 

Specifically, the study analyzed; (1) the relationship between supplier collaborative arrangements 

and bid rigging, (2) the relationship between supplier generative influence and bid rigging, and 



European Journal of Logistics, Purchasing and Supply Chain Management 

Vol.8 No.1, pp.35-49, March 2020 

             Published by ECRTD UK  

                                                                                    ISSN 2054-0930 (Print), ISSN 2054-0949 (Online) 

37 

 

lastly, (3) the relationship between self-organization and bid rigging among public sector 

organizations.  
 

REVIEW RELATED STUDIES  
 

Supplier Collaborative Arrangements and Bid Rigging 

Suppliers have entered into collaborative arrangements as a way of adapting to changes in the 

environment (Mehrjerdi, Y.Z., 2009). These collaborative arrangements help them assist each 

other in due course of their relationships. Although, Todeva & Kneke, (2005) argue that supplier 

collaborative arrangements may be both negative and positive but in bid rigging the impact of 

collaboration has negative out comes to the public. It affects quality performance among suppliers 

and usually leads to buyers getting cheated (Bael & Bellis (2017).  However, while suppliers come 

up with order on how to share information and joint decision making, they are trying to gather all 

possible information necessary for them to bid effectively without making the procurement 

officers suspicious of their actions (Aburto & Weber, 2007). Supplier collaboration reduces the 

risk of losing a contract to a competitor and that is why potential bidders collude to defeat 

competition bringing about bid rigging. Through collaborative arrangements suppliers work 

together in order to manipulate the procurement process therefore play a big role in determining 

who the winner of the tender will be (OECD, 2016).  

Supplier collaborative arrangements are a search for competitive advantage while avoiding market 

uncertainties however it may not guarantee that they will win the contract but chances are high 

that they will come out victorious (CUT CCIER, 2008).  Through collaborative arrangements 

suppliers govern relationships, safe guard partner interests, resource contributions such as 

technology and division of rewards jointly (Różowicz, K. 2017). Suppliers agree to remain legally 

independent, share managerial tasks as tasked to accomplish. This brings benefits to the partners 

such as defeating competition because if this was done individually then winning contracts would 

be a challenge (Simatupang & Sridharan, 2002). When suppliers collude they are able to bring 

resources together, safe guard each other’s interests, and after share profits when one of them wins 

a tender. Supplier collaborative arrangements require trust as confidence in one another (Ring & 

Ven, 1994). The social psychological explanation of trust includes commitment, forbearance, 

cooperation, coordination, full filling obligations as required. Potential bidders in there 

arrangements agree to eliminate competition by deciding a member who will submit the winning 

bid, conspire to deny relevant information to the buyer, agree not to reduce prices or give discounts 

to the buyer, mark geographical locations as a way of eliminating outside bidders (OECD, 2012).  
 

Supplier Generative Influence and Bid Rigging 

Generative influence is the process and or capacity which help people see old things in new ways 

(Eriksons, 1993). It gives suppliers a high bargaining power. Business may succeed or fail because 

of the outcomes of complex interactions in the changing environment. Generative influence is a 

construct in human development (Erikson, 1993; Aubin, 2004). It plays a role in influencing the 

next generation. Generative influence facilitates the transfer of useful knowledge and other 

business practices. Suppliers learn from challenging situations by being innovative to remain 
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competitive. Generative influence encourages sustainability as it promotes continuity and adaptive 

changes in any organization. 

 

Learning enables suppliers to co-create and learn together. Learning is more than just exchange of 

information but rather co-learning. In simple bid rigging is complex, interconnected and evolving. 

Different suppliers hold knowledge or skills those others may not have. This calls for co-learning. 

This helps to support and enable suppliers to self-organize and achieve their intended goals. 

Suppliers’ role is to facilitate the conditions of self-organizing so that bid rigging can take place. 

Bid riggers form networks in order to achieve a common goal therefore networking leads to bid 

rigging. Despite this however, networking in business is generally important because it helps firms 

integrate and develop relationships through which they can not only lower transactional costs of 

businesses but also enable firms access new markets (North, et al., 2017). 

 

Self-Organizing and Bid Rigging 

Self-organizing is characterized by systemness which means that self-organization takes place in 

a system, forms interactions, relationships that adapt to its environment (Levy, 1994). While 

systems are self-organizing there are limits that influence the behavior of the system like 

technology (Ashby, 2004). This causes a system to enter a phase of instability. The system then 

intensifies so as to initiate in order to form order. Feedback will then occur in a self-organizing 

system. The causes and effects of self-organizing are nonlinear as a small change may lead to a 

big effect and a big cause may lead to a small effect (Kauffman, 1993). However it’s also possible 

for a small cause to lead to a small effect and a big cause to lead to a big effect. This leads to 

transition from stability to instability. The system then selects which alternative paths of 

development to take. Self-organizing takes place in an open system which can accommodate 

irreversible and reversal energy (Ashby, 2004). 

Fuchs, et al., (2002) indicates that emergency is the generation of knowledge when individuals 

come together to share ideas. This arises from interactions. The ideas and knowledge can be 

improved to come up with new ideas and knowledge always. Adaptation is the learning of new 

ideas and knowledge and always improving it. Learning is understanding (connectivity, 

interdependence, emergency and self-organization). Understanding these characteristics helps 

potential bidders to collude effectively. According to Goldestein (1999) when two or more parties 

come together to solve the communication problem so as to accomplish a task that would not have 

been possible if this party was alone because of insufficient information. Communication under 

complexity analyses the amount of information needed by all parties to perform an intended task 

which in this case is bid rigging. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Research Design 

A quantitative approach was adopted which employed a descriptive and analytical research design 

to examine whether supplier collaborative arrangements, Supplier generative influence and Self- 

organization influenced bid rigging. Correlation design was adopted to explain the relationships 
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between the variables of the study and a regression design was adopted to determine the extent to 

which the independent variables explained bid rigging (the dependent variable).  

 

Study Population and Sample Size 

The study population consisted of 176 Procurement and Disposing Entities (PDEs) and 1,765 

construction firms in Kampala. Using the Krejcie & Morgan (1970) sampling method the 

researcher arrived at a sample size of 120 PDEs and 317 construction firms so as to gather data on 

the research study variables.  The unit of analysis were PDEs and construction firms. 
 

Table 1: Population and Sample Size 

Units of Analysis Population Sample Size 

No of PDEs (Kampala) 176 120 

No of Suppliers (Construction Firms)  1765 317 

Source: Primary Date (2017) Sampled using the Krejcie & Morgan (1970) Sampling Method  

 

Sampling Design and Procedure 

The researcher used simple random sampling and Stratified sampling to get the PDEs. 

Construction firms were obtained from the stratified PPDA list since they appeared under several 

strata. In each stratum, PDEs and Construction firms were arranged in alphabetical order and 

randomly selected to get the sample (120 and 317 firms and respondents from each firm) 

respondents. This guaranteed the desired distribution among the selected subgroups of the 

population and reduced bias when selecting construction firms.  

 

Data Collection Methods 

Self- administered questionnaires were used to obtain quantitative data respectively in primary 

sources in order to get valid responses because it allowed the respondents to fill them at their 

convenience. The questionnaires were designed following the objectives of the study. The 

questions in the questionnaire were anchored on a six (6) point Likert Scale ranging from 

6=strongly agree, 5=agree, 4=somewhat agree, 3=somewhat disagree, 2=disagree, 1=strongly 

disagree. Consisted 3 sections; Section A was composed of the background information for the 

respondents; B consisted of the background information of the organization. C comprised of the 

perception of respondents towards bid rigging. 
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Measurement of Variables 

 

Table 2: Measurement of Variables 

Variable Measurement Items Authors  
Supplier Collaborative 

Arrangements 

Information sharing, joint 

decision making & incentive 

alignment 

Bael & Bellis (2017), 

Simatupang & Sridharan 

(2005) 

Supplier Generative 

influence 

Adaptation, Networking & 

Interactions 

Sousa & Bradley (2008), 

Heylighen (2008). 

Self-Organization Feedback & emergence Ashby, W. R., (2004), Beijer, et 

al. (2012)   

Bid Rigging Coordination, conspiracy & 

cooperation 

Różowicz, K. (2017), Doree, 

(2004). 
 

 

Validity and Reliability of Instruments 

Reliability analysis of scales in the research instrument (questionnaire) was carried out by 

performing Cronbach Alpha Coefficient test (Cronbach, 1951). Alpha coefficient of above 0.7 for 

individual test variables was accepted (Creswell, 2003). Content validity Index was used to test 

for the validity to ensure that the scale items are meaningful to the sample and capture the issues 

that are being measured and items were valid as were above 0.7 as indicated in Table 3 below. 

 

Table 3: Results of Content Validity Index and Cronbach Alpha Coefficient 

Variable Anchor Cronbach Alpha 

Value  

Content Validity 

Index 

Supplier Collaborative Arrangements Six Point .834 .769 

Supplier Generative Influence Six Point .767 .800 

Self-Organization Six Point .700 .909 

Bid Rigging Six Point .704 .714 

 

Data Management and Analysis 

Data analysis was done using the SPSS computer program in order to summarize the data and 

quick interpretation of results. Quantitative data was generated from the questionnaires through 

data coding in order to get descriptive statistics in form of frequencies, percentages, mean variance 

and standard deviations in order to get general responses to the questions. 
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FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

 

Supplier Collaborative Arrangements 

Results indicated a high response rate on supplier collaborative arrangement (average mean = 4.1) 

among the various units of analysis. Supply collaborative arrangement was dimension in three 

perspectives namely; information sharing, joint decision making and incentive alignment as 

indicated here below:  

 

Information Sharing 
A high response rate on the level of information sharing was indicated with an average mean = 

4.1. This was attributed to high response rates on the issues of; sharing information on how to 

prepare bids with other suppliers (Mean =4.6), sharing information on submitting bids with other 

suppliers (Mean =4.3), freely sharing important knowledge that is of interest amongst other 

suppliers (Mean =4.0), sharing information on winning tenders with others suppliers (Mean =3.8), 

and lastly, telling other suppliers in advance of changes in the supply market (Mean =3.6), 

 

Joint Decision Making 
Findings indicated a very high response rate on the level of joint decision making (average mean 

= 4.23), which was due to high responses on the various like; making procurement plans with other 

suppliers (Mean = 4.7), making joint decision and set joint objectives with other suppliers (Mean 

= 4.6), providing sales forecasts for the products to other suppliers (Mean = 4.5), jointly developing 

demand forecasts with other suppliers (Mean = 4.2), and lastly, consulting other suppliers on 

pricing policy (Mean = 4.1). 

 

Incentive Alignment 

A moderate response rate on the issue of incentive alignment was observed with an (average mean 

= 3.8). This was largely due to; frequently sharing losses resulting from relationships with other 

suppliers (Mean = 4.0), frequently sharing benefits of relationships with other suppliers (Mean = 

3.8), and lastly, usually having joint investments with other suppliers (Mean = 3.6) 

 

Supplier Generative Influence 

Generally, a very high response rate on supplier generative influence was indicated (average mean 

= 4.5). Supplier generative influence was dimensioned in three major perspectives, namely; 

adaptation and networking whose finding are as follows: 

 

Adaptation 

Finding indicated a high response rate on the issue of adaptation (average mean = 4.2). This was 

due to high responses on the following issues; levels adaptation (average mean = 4.37). acting 

calmly and set influence that others look at guidance (Mean = 4.8), maintaining emotional control 

and objectivity during emergencies and keep focused (Mean = 4.6), reacting with appropriate 

urgency in threatening, or emergency situations (Mean = 4.5), taking action to improve work 

performance deficiencies (Mean = 4.7), demonstrating enthusiasm for learning new approaches 
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for conducting work (Mean = 4.5), always looking for new ways to better achieve organizations 

objectives (Mean = 4.5), sharing creative ideas on how to solve challenges faced (Mean = 4.3), 

adjusting to new work processes and procedures through acquiring new appropriate skills (Mean 

= 4.2), opening and accepting negative and developmental feedback regarding work (Mean = 4.2), 

using quick and proficient learning new methods of performing work (Mean = 4.0), being flexible, 

open minded and co-operative when dealing with each other (Mean = 4.1), participating in 

trainings to prepare them for unanticipated changes (Mean = 3.9), listening to others views and 

alter their personal views if it’s appropriate to do so (Mean = 3.8), keeping knowledge and skills 

current in a rapidly changing environment (Mean = 3.8) and lastly, making decisions based on 

clear and focused thinking (Mean = 3.5)  

 

Networking 

The study revealed a very high response rate on networking (average mean = 4.6). This was 

because of; communicating freely with this PDE (Mean = 4.7), giving opportunity to communicate 

direct to top officials of other suppliers (4.5), suppliers communicating freely with other suppliers 

(Mean = 4.4), and lastly, free communication between the company and other supplier’s (Mean = 

4.3) 

 

Interactions 

A very high response rate on the issue of interactions was revealed (average mean = 4.6). This was 

attributed to very high response rates on the following; exchanging ideas for long-term problem 

solving with other suppliers (Mean = 4.8), having a mechanism for evaluating, selecting and 

pursuing new ideas for innovations (Mean = 4.6), agreeing with other suppliers on ideas and new 

ways of doing things (Mean = 4.6), encouraging suppliers to develop their own ideas and creativity 

for improvement (Mean = 4.5), enforcing feedback from other suppliers in a positive spirit (4.5), 

and lastly, communicating during operations with other suppliers (Mean = 4.4)  

 

Self-Organization 

Results showed moderate statistics on the aspect of self-organization (average mean = 3.9). Self-

organization was dimensioned in two major ways, name; feedback and emergence whose findings 

are as follows: 

 

Feedback  
Research indicated a fair representation on the issue of feedback (average mean = 3.6), which was 

largely because of; feeling comfortable about asking fellow suppliers about work performance 

(Mean = 3.9), informing other suppliers about job performance (Mean = 3.7), interacting with 

other suppliers (Mean = 3.6), when we do not meet deadlines we let other suppliers know (Mean 

= 3.5), and lastly, informing suppliers about a contract with other suppliers (Mean = 3.2) 

 

Emergence 

Finding revealed high scores on the aspect of emergence (average mean = 4.1). This was due to 

high responses on the following issues; subcontracting work to other suppliers due to work 
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overloads (Mean = 4.3), having high desire to win contacts (Mean = 4.3), encouraging 

recombination of capabilities (Mean = 4.2), always looking for new ideas in bidding (4.1), 

tolerating failure in case we do not win bids (Mean = 4.0), and lastly, always trying out new 

systems in contract management (Mean = 3.8) 

 

Bid Rigging 

A high rate of bid rigging was showed (average mean = 4.3). Bid rigging was dimensioned into 

three major ways, namely; conspiracy, coordination, and cooperation among suppliers whose 

results are as follows:   

 

Conspiracy 

Findings indicated very high levels of conspiracy among suppliers (average mean = 4.4), which 

was largely due to; service provider firms influencing PDE decisions (Mean = 4.8), suppliers 

subcontracting work to other suppliers (Mean = 4.6), suppliers bidding jointly with other suppliers 

(Mean = 4.5), certain information on bidding is never disclosed by suppliers during bidding (Mean 

= 4.2), and lastly, carrying out events only known to us (Mean = 4.1) 

 

Coordination 
Statistics revealed very high scores on the level of coordination among suppliers (average mean = 

4.5). This was attributed to very high responses on the following issues; suppliers working with 

other suppliers to accomplish task (Mean = 4.7), suppliers working with other supplier to access 

more physical resources (Mean = 4.6), suppliers working with other suppliers to plan effectively 

(Mean = 4.5), suppliers working with other suppliers to achieve economies of scale (Mean = 4.4), 

and lastly, suppliers working with other suppliers to achieve competence (Mean = 4.2) 

 

Cooperation 
Results showed high responses on the levels of cooperation among suppliers (average mean = 4.1) 

and this was because of; suppliers working with other suppliers in research and development 

(Mean = 4.3), suppliers working with other suppliers in purposes of technology (Mean = 4.1), 

suppliers working with other suppliers to give PDES better services (Mean = 4.0), suppliers 

working with other suppliers in better human resources (Mean = 4.0), and lastly, suppliers working 

with other suppliers to win bids (Mean = 3.9) 

 

Correlation Analysis 

The relationships between the study variables were examined using the Pearson (r) correlations 

coefficient. Only two variables were examined at a time and the resultant Pearson (r) correlations 

were noted and read off from the table for each pair of variables.  
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Table 4: PDE Relationships 

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 

Supplier Collaborative Arrangements 4.146 .730 1.000    

Supplier Generative Influence 4.462 .487 .302** 1.000   

Self-Organization 3.863 .409 .293** .477** 1.000  

Bid Rigging 4.259 .459 .415** .523** .495** 1.000 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Source: Primary Data (2017) 

 

Supplier Collaborative Arrangements and Bid Rigging 

The results show that supplier collaborative arrangements and bid rigging are significantly and 

positively related (r = .415**, p<.01). These results can be partly explained by the fact that when 

service providers share information about the contract offers from a certain PDE, they tend to agree 

on certain issues like the prices, subcontracting, this only promotes the undesirable practice of 

rigging in these transactions. Another observation is that when service providers jointly make 

decisions such as a move to have only one of the firms submit the bid documents, then the PDE 

stands to lose out, hence bid rigging.  

 

Supplier Generative Influence and Bid Rigging 

The results show that the supplier generative influence and bid rigging are significantly and 

positively related (r = .446**, p<.01). There is free communication amongst service providers for 

example a service provider is free to consult another service provider on how they will be tendering 

on the different contracts hence bid rigging. Service providers influence the way other service 

providers behave and contribute to supply networks. One service provider can hinder another from 

submitting their bid, which usually leads to bid rigging. 

 

Self-Organization and Bid Rigging 

The results show that self-organization and bid rigging are significantly and positively related (r = 

.386**, p<.01).  Service providers give each other feedback, for instance, if one is to submit the 

winning bid, they cover up for him other so as they do not draw attention of the PDE officials. 

This is one common form of conspiracy among public sector organizations. Service providers can 

subcontract work to another service provider even without informing PDEs, which indicates bid 

rigging as well. 

 

Regression Model 

The prediction model helped deduce the degree to which Supplier Collaborative Arrangements, 

Supplier Generative Influence and Self-organization can explain the extent of Bid Rigging among 

different PDEs.  
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Table 5:    Results from the Regression Analysis 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standar

dized 

Coeffici

ents 

T Sig. Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta Tolera

nce 

VIF 

(Constant) 1.245 .473  2.634 .010   

Supplier Collaborative 

Arrangements 

.160 .063 .238 2.520 .014 .880 1.136 

Supplier Generative 

Influence 

.323 .103 .321 3.119 .003 .744 1.344 

Self-organization .242 .091 .272 2.652 .010 .748 1.336 

Dependent Variable: Bid Rigging 

R .633  

R Square .401 

Adjusted R Square .378 

Std. Error of the Estimate .386 

F Statistic  16.982 

Sig. .000 

Source: Primary Data (2017) 

 

The results showed that the predictors can account for 40.1% of the variance in Bid Rigging R2 = 

.401). In order of decreasing capacity to explain Bid Rigging, the predictors were; Supplier 

Generative Influence (r2 =.323, Sig. = .003) which means that it is the highest predictor of bid 

rigging compared to other variables an increase in supplier generative influence lead to an increase 

in bid rigging by 32.3%, Self-Organization (r2 = .242, Sig. = .010) is the next predictor of bid 

rigging that an increase in self-organization leads to an increase in bid rigging by 24.2%,  and 

lastly, Supplier Collaborative Arrangements (r2 =.160, sig. =.014)  which least predicts bid rigging 

amongst the service providers which means that an increase in supplier collaborative arrangements 

leads to an increase in bid rigging by 16%.  The regression model was statistically significant (sig. 

<.01) and thus these findings can be used to draw conclusions and recommendations. 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE STUDY  

 

Discussion of the Findings 

Supplier Collaborative Arrangements and Bid Rigging 

From the analysis there existed a positive significant relationship between supplier collaborative 

arrangements and bid rigging. This implies that some of these Supplier Collaborative 

Arrangements involve sharing information about how to win a particular contract, making 

decisions jointly that leave the PDE with little room for negations for example when they agree 

amongst each other that only one person should submit the winning bid most cases the winning 

bid has a very high price but leaves the buyer no option but rather go with that. These findings can 
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be expounded using the scholarly works of Aburto & Weber, (2007) who noted that suppliers 

collaborate to share information and resources. This is usually done to achieve better success than 

when it’s done in isolation (Simatupang & Sridharan, 2002). Potential bidders take on 

collaboration so as to compete favorably as customers are more demanding hence increasing 

competition (Ketler, 1997).  

 

Supplier Generative and Bid Rigging 

There is a significant positive relationship between supplier generative influence and bid rigging. 

Supplier generative influence is the process and or capacity which help people see old things in 

new ways (Eriksons, E., 1993). Suppliers influence each other to do what they have agreed upon 

(OECD, 2016). If they agree on who to submit the winning bid then other suppliers must go by 

that. Therefore in such cases it’s noted the best bidder will charge a very high price compared to 

the next best to qualify. According to Hinchcliffe (1999) supplier generative influence enables 

suppliers to have consistent changes in their strategies. Influencing is primarily to change ones 

behavior through persuasion by influencing each other they are able to take decisions that will help 

them win bids. 

 

Self-Organization and Bid Rigging 

There is a significant positive relationship between self-organizing and bid rigging. This shows 

that when suppliers are giving feedback to each other there is an indicator that cooperation and 

coordination exists amongst them. When individuals come together to share ideas they agree on 

how to execute their duties. It is difficult to predict the behavior of suppliers even if you know 

their ways to a large extent (Fuchs, et al., 2002). The unpredictable of behavior of suppliers 

includes for example being hard to know if suppliers worked on a bid jointly or agreed who should 

submit the winning bid. However although procurement officials cannot easily predict this doesn’t 

mean they don’t do it hence the higher chances of bid rigging.  

CONCLUSIONS  
 
Owing to the findings and the discussion that have been raised in this paper, the following 

conclusions can be raised: 

i) From the study, supplier collaborative arrangements are positively related to bid rigging 

among PDEs. This is a reflection that suppliers share information, take joint decisions and 

align incentives amongst themselves which eventually promotes bid rigging. 

ii) Supplier generative influence highly predicts bid rigging compared to other variables. This 

means that when suppliers network, interact and adapt they have the power to bid rig and 

indulge syndicate. 

iii) Basing on self-organization, we concluded that, self-organization plays a role on the 

relationship between supplier collaborative arrangements and supplier generative influence 

thus leading to bid rigging activities among organizations.   
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Recommendations 

From the study, relevant supplier collaborative arrangements, supplier generative influence and 

self-organization were taken to be critical for bid rigging among public sector organizations. 

Therefore, it is recommendable that the following be implemented to reduce bid rigging in 

Uganda’s public procurement system: 

i) Supplier collaborative arrangements; procurement officers should listen carefully for any 

form of sharing information amongst the bidders this is when there is a one on one session 

with them. Procurement officials should as well design an intelligence system that can 

detect any kind of collaboration and they should as well require suppliers to declare 

information of any form of collaboration. Bidders sometimes split profits amongst 

themselves after they win bids and usually sometimes split contracts amongst themselves 

therefore procurement officials should monitor service providers even after the award of 

the contract until it is fully done so they confirm if there was joint working together of 

service providers. Joint decision making means service providers back up each in terms 

bidding where need be therefore procurement officers should look out for such 

irregularities to reduce on bid rigging. 

ii) Supplier generative influence; procurement officials in government entities should record 

all suspicious behavior and statements of those who were involved and those who were 

around at any stage during the bidding process. They should also have a working 

understanding of the various laws like PPDA Act and know when and how to apply them 

in bid rigging. They should be highly informed before choosing criteria for evaluation and 

awarding tenders. Procurement officials in government entities should have an 

understanding of the industry structure so as to know which contracts are highly 

competitive and which are not so as to know where there bargaining power lies. 

iii) Self-organization; suppliers always come up with new ways of doing business so as to 

achieve their organization goals for example joint venturing and subcontracting. PDEs 

should endeavor to operate in the highness of expertise for example hiring experts to 

monitor the behavior of suppliers at given stages in the bidding process. Procurement 

officials should be innovative in their systems, give room for frequent feedback from the 

suppliers by creating an atmosphere that is open and supportive for whistle blowers. 

Procurement officers should keenly look out for any loop holes in the system that can easily 

be manipulated.  
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