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Abstract
Introduction: Public procurers have to comply with a wide variety of rules and
regulations. The degree of compliance to these rules and regulations is called legitimacy.
However, in municipalities with a decentralized purchasing structure, the responsibility of
conducting legitimate tenders lies on the shoulders of the operational purchasers. Despite
the responsibility, through news articles and interviews with people involved, it turns out
that the purchasing and especially tender procedures of Dutch municipalities lack
legitimacy and have a stronger focus on efficiency. Performing legitimate tenders, and by
that sticking to the European Tender Law, is important to avoid further restrictions on

spending public money within a municipality.

Purpose: Prior to this research, limited research was conducted on the shift from efficient
purchasing to legitimate purchasing. Therefore, the purpose of this research is to discover
factors that possibly are of influence on the willingness to perform legitimate tenders. The
research question of this research is: “Which elements increase the willingness to perform

legitimate tenders for operational purchasers in Dutch municipalities?”

Design: The first part of the research design is a literature review, which aims to discover
factors that are of influence on maverick buying and non-compliant working behaviour, as
they might be applicable to the willingness to perform legitimate tenders as well. The
second part of the research has a qualitative design. 15 employees of the Dutch
municipality X, that are allowed to spend public money on behalf of Municipality X, were
interviewed to discover elements that increase the willingness to perform legitimate

tenders.

Findings: The elements found can be roughly categorized into six categories: knowledge
factors, motivational factors, personal preference factors, control factors, organizational
factors, and risk avoidance and fear factors. The elements were found to be interconnected,
an increase of knowledge could at the same time enhance the motivation of operational
purchasers to perform legitimate tender procedures. Also, the increase of knowledge on
tender procedures would decrease the fear and shame some operational purchasers have

due to a lack of knowledge on tender procedures.



Contributions: The research contributes to literature by researching an area that was not
thoroughly researched yet, because many studies focus on the efficiency of tenders.
Moreover, the research contributes to practice as well, by providing the elements through

which the legitimacy of tenders can be increased.
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1. The Art of Legitimate Tender Procedures in Public Organizations

1.1 The Jungle of Rules within Public Procurement

Public procurement is subject to a large variety of rules and regulations. These rules
and regulations partly originate from the Aanbestedingswet 2012, the Dutch tender law,
which was renewed in July 2016 (Municipality X, 2017; Pianoo, 2015; Rijksoverheid,
2012). The Aanbestedingwet 2012 is based on the European directive 2014/24/EU
(European Commission, 2014; Rijksoverheid, 2012). Dutch municipalities risk to become
under custody of the province when they break the tender law. Almost 13% of all Dutch
municipalities was under custody of their province in 2017 (FAMO, 2019). However,
processes should also not be made too complex, because then the willingness to perform
legitimate tenders is believed to decrease. The paradigm between rules and regulations on
one hand (legitimacy) and practical solutions and a good price-quality ratio and a limited
bureaucracy (efficiency) is something that keeps researchers and purchasing advisors
occupied. Both legitimacy and efficiency are important, as only focusing on one element
might decrease the other element (Jeong & Kim, 2019).

Dutch municipalities are flatly structured, and a few of them make use of a self-
steering teams organization structure. Within these teams, budget responsible employees
are responsible for operational purchasing as well (Practical Supervisor A, 2021). A large
responsibility therefore lies on the shoulders of operational purchasers within Dutch
municipalities. To prevent municipalities to become under the custody of a province, the
willingness to perform legitimate tenders of budget responsible employees (operational
purchasers) is crucial.

However, something restrains the operational purchasers from performing
legitimate tenders. The concept of maverick buying and non-compliant working behaviour
have been widely researched in academics. For example, in a municipality with a
decentralized purchasing structure, the operational purchasers themselves do not have
sufficient knowledge and education as found in the results of this master thesis. In addition,
individual motivation plays a role in e.g. maverick buying, but might also apply to the
willingness to perform legitimate tenders (Karjalainen, 2008). Next to this, an organization
with a self-steering teams structure and decentralized purchasing experiences limited

control on whether the rules are actually considered or if the rules are neglected.



It evokes a principal-agent problem, in which the agent acts in his or her own
interest instead of following the principal’s principles. Not legitimately performing tenders
is furthermore connected to maverick buying, which is roughly defined as purchasing
outside of existing frame contracts or not following the standard processes and procedures
(Lonsdale & Watson, 2005; Rothkopf & Pibernik, 2016). To conclude, there is an
indication that following the tender rules and regulations might be hindered by a plenitude
of factors. This research therefore seeks to explore the elements that influence stakeholders
on whether to perform legitimate tenders, as the matter has only received limited academic
attention. The gap that is covered by the thesis, is by identifying new elements that
influence the willingness to perform tender procedures, such as management controls,

knowledge, and risk avoidance.

The research question that is investigated in this thesis is:
“Which elements increase the willingness to perform legitimate tenders for operational

purchasers in Dutch municipalities?”

1.2 Academic relevance: More than maverick buying

The thesis addresses a gap in the existing literature by focusing on legitimacy
within purchasing of Dutch medium-sized municipalities. Moreover, academic literature
mainly focuses on maverick buying (buying outside of existing frame contracts) and non-
compliant behaviour in general (Gao et al., 2021; Karjalainen et al., 2008; Karjalainen &
van Raaij, 2011; Rothkopf & Pibernik, 2016). Karjalainen et al. (2008) have conducted
research into non-compliant working behaviour in purchasing, however, their research
does neither address agency theory nor the difference between hierarchical organization
cultures and empowered organization cultures, while this research looks at the notion of
empowered organization cultures. The results of this thesis have shown that not only non-
compliant working behaviour and its antecedents (such as a lack of knowledge) influence
the willingness to perform legitimate tenders. In contrary, a lack of management controls
and a shame of not knowing the tender rules also (negatively) influence the willingness to
perform legitimate tenders.

Scott et al. (2018) also describe that organization structures other than a
hierarchical structure may evoke other research implications. The research of Parker et al.
(2018) describes that governments are driven by more than just economic motivations,

although the other motivations have not all be strictly defined yet for purchasing in



municipalities. Furthermore, agency theory was found to play a role in increasing the
willingness to perform legitimate tenders. When employees know what is expected from
them, by clear guidance, they are more willing to perform legitimate tenders. The findings
of this thesis, such as that management controls, organizational structures, and a shame
about not knowing the tender rules and regulations influence the willingness to perform
legitimate tender procedures, were not found in literature prior to the research. Thus, the
research is helpful for academics that are interested in increasing legitimacy by influencing

operational purchasers’ behaviour within flat organizations in public sector procurement.

1.3 Practical relevance: Focusing on legitimacy again in the public sector

The thesis provides purchasing managers and advisors with practical guidelines on
how to increase legitimacy of tenders by influencing operational purchasers. Dutch
municipalities risk to become under custody of the province when they do not perform
legitimate tenders, this is decided on by the municipality’s accountant. Becoming under
custody implies that a municipality needs permission for every expenditure. Almost 13%
of all Dutch municipalities was under custody of their province in 2017 (FAMO, 2019;
Practical Supervisor A, 2021). In the results section of this research, it turns out that the
respondents had the need for a handbook with practical guidelines, which could be
developed by purchasing professionals to enhance purchasing legitimacy. A handbook
helps with increasing the awareness and knowledge about tender procedures, which
momentarily was found to be the most mentioned cause of tenders that are not performed
legitimately. Next to this, a focus on legitimacy could be regained by focusing on the
knowledge and motivation levels of operational purchasers, as well as decreasing the fear

they have to lose preferred suppliers.

The structure of the thesis is as follows. Firstly, Dutch tender rules and regulations
are investigated, whereafter the advantages and disadvantages of a self-steering team
organization structure are explored. Thirdly, principal-agent problems and agency theory
are investigated. The last part of the theoretical framework focuses on the drivers for
maverick buying, whereafter a conceptual framework is developed. Propositions are
formed, whereafter the research methodology is explained. Then, the results are
highlighted, by which the researcher aims to contribute to the literature with the elements
that cause operational purchasers in Dutch municipalities to not perform legitimate tenders.

Finally, in the discussion, the limitations of the research will be explained.



2. Theoretical Framework
In this section, the theoretical foundation of the research is presented. The description of

the literature search process is enclosed in chapter 5.

2.1 Rule and process complexity in public procurement: The European Tender Law
for public procurement

Public procurement must comply with a wide range of rules and regulations, after
all, the public organizations are spending public money. The rules and regulations
distinguish public procurement from industrial procurement. In this section, the most
important differences between public procurement and industrial procurement are
explored, whereafter the Dutch Tender Procedure Law 2012 (Aanbestedingswet 2012) is
highlighted. Lastly, the reasons why operational procurers would not become or stay
legitimate will be explored.

Both public and private sector procurers seek the contract that provides the best
benefits, and they search for the appropriate services and goods for a reasonable price,
preferably with the best price-quality ratio. But according to Telgen et al. (2007), this is the
only distinct similarity between the two types of purchasing. Table 1 displays the elements
that distinguish public sector procurement from private sector procurement, that Telgen et
al. (2007) refer to in their work adapted with more elements that are present according to

other scientists.



Table 1: Elements that are present in public procurement, but to a smaller extent in private
procurement, adapted from Telgen et al. (2007)

External Internal demands Context Process demands Multiple
demands roles
Transparency Many goals at the same Budget- Law and Large buyers

time driven organizational
procedures
Integrity Political goals Personal Long-term Reciprocity
beliefs relationships hard
Accountability =~ Many stakeholders’ Cooperation with Setting rules
different objectives other public and law

organization
Exemplary Value for money (price-
behaviour quality) (Bergman &
Lundberg, 2013)

A distinction between public and private sector procurement could be established
through five categories: (1) external demands, (2) internal demands, (3) context, (4)
process demands and (5) multiple roles (Telgen et al., 2007). The first category, external
demands, describes the expectations suppliers and society has for the public organization’s
purchasing policy. These expectations are more present in public procurement because it
regards societal money, in contrary to the private sector. The second category regards
internal demands. While private organizations might also have many goals at the same
time, the political goals are more at hand in public organizations, where policy shapes
procurement. Next to the political goals and the high amount of stakeholders in public
organizations, value for money is also a key part of public procurement (Bergman &
Lundberg, 2013). Thirdly, the context. Public procurement is budget-driven, and the
budgets are dependent on higher levels of government. For Dutch municipalities, this
means they are dependent on the province they are in and the Dutch government.
Moreover, personal beliefs on the field of politics of employees play a greater role in
public procurement because the public sector defines the rules and not only have to comply
with them. The fourth category is process demands. Public procurement must comply with
rules, tender laws, and organizational procurement, which makes it more complicated to

establish long-term supplier relationships. Furthermore, there are no outstanding or



threatening competitors within the public sector in The Netherlands, which makes it
favourable for buying organizations to collaborate and thus receive advantages at their
suppliers. Lastly, the fifth category, multiple roles. Public organizations take on multiple
roles: they simultaneously are purchasers and policymakers. The relatively high monetary
value of their spending allows public organizations to make a change in society (Telgen et
al., 2007). The five overarching categories, internal demands, external demands, context,
process demands and multiple roles, state the importance of (employing) public
procurement experts in contemporary society. While every category must be considered as
important, this research mainly focuses on the internal, context and process demands. By
shaping these three influenceable categories, employee mindset could be changed or
shaped according to the rules and regulations municipalities are obliged to comply to.
However, the external demands and multiple roles municipalities take must also be
considered as they might affect conducting legitimate tender procedures by employees too.
Now that the demands within public procurement, namely external, internal, context,
process and multiple role demands are discussed, we continue with the implications of the

Tender Procedure Law 2012, which could be considered as another demand.

2.1.1 The implications of the Tender Procedure Law 2012 for Dutch Municipalities:
increased pressure of conformity to legitimacy

Explaining every single directive and rule for private sector procurement would go
beyond the scope of this thesis. Therefore, we will highlight some of the main directives
and rules that have been set for public sector procurement.

The current Dutch Tender Procedure Law 2012 (AW2012) entered into force in
2013, the current version dates from 1 July 2016 (Pianoo, n.d.). The law is based on the
European guidelines for tender procedures, and by the law, European rules are applied
within The Netherlands (European Commission, 2014). The law contains four basic
principles: (1) non-discrimination, by which governments may not make distinctions based
on nationality, to give every supplier an equal change, regardless of their home country.
Secondly, (2) equal treatment of entrepreneurs and suppliers, which implies that
governments should treat all entrepreneurs equally by means of terms and conditions and
the supply of information. Thirdly, (3), transparency, as entrepreneurs should receive
sufficient information about requirements and tender procedures. By being transparent, the
equal treatment of entrepreneurs and suppliers is also ought to be increased. And lastly, (4)

proportionality, the requirements of the tender should be proportionate to the work and size



of the work, service, or goods. All four basic principles are interconnected so that they
strengthen each other.

The Dutch Tender Procedure Law 2012 makes a distinction between several types
of governments, depending on the size of the tender and the governance level of the
organization. The two types of governments are the central government (e.g. Rijksoverheid
or the Dutch State) and the decentral government, for example, the 12 Dutch provinces and
the 352 municipalities as of 1 January 2021 (CBS, 2020). In the Dutch Tender Procedure
Law 2012 and its supplementing Guide on Proportionality, four types of tender procedures
are distinguished as the main procedures. More procedures exist, such as the competitive
dialogue or the competitive procedure with negotiation, but they are less common and thus
not focused on in this thesis. The choice for the procedure is based on several aspects,
namely the size of the tender, transaction costs for the contracting authority and suppliers,
the potential number of suppliers/registrants, desired outcome, tender complexity, the type
of tender and the market characteristics (Sloots et al., 2020). The four types of tenders are
1 on 1 (single negotiated tender), multiple negotiated tenders, national public tenders and
European tenders (Municipality X, 2017; Sloots et al., 2020). Table 2 shows which
procedure to choose at which budget, according to the AW2012. The budgets are
guidelines and not fixed, except for the European threshold.

Table 2: Threshold values and tender procedures for decentral governments (European
Commission, 2019; Municipality X, 2017; Sloots et al., 2020)

Procedure From To
1 on 1 / Single €0 €30.000 (services and goods)
negotiated * €150.000 (civil works)
Multiple negotiated *  €30.000 €125.000 (services and goods)
€150.000 €1.500.000 (civil works)
National public * €125.000 €214.000 (services and goods)
€1.500.000 €5.350.000 (civil works)
European €214.000 No limit
€5.350.000

*. Most Dutch municipalities stick to these thresholds for single negotiated, multiple
negotiated and national public procedures, though they are not included in the European
Tender Procedure Law (Municipality X, 2017).



For all types of tenders, a distinction is made between two categories. Firstly,
tenders for services and goods (products), which have a lower threshold value than the
second category, civil works. The goal of the threshold values is to comply with the four
previously described basic principles of tender procedures. Furthermore, a division is made
between public and non-public procedures. In public procedures, all possible suppliers are
invited to participate in a tender procedure, while in non-public procedures, the number of
suppliers that is invited to participate is limited to three to five. There is no difference in
threshold between public and non-public procedures. When a non-legitimate tender
procedure is performed, the purchaser would not regard the threshold values, which is
undesirable as the wrong procedure would be chosen. (FAMO, 2019; Practical Supervisor
A, 2021). Now that we know more about when tender procedures have to be conducted, we
will look more into agency theory, which might be linked to the willingness to perform

legitimate tenders.

2.2 Principal-agent problems: following own interests decreases the legitimacy of
tenders

Agency theory investigates on how and why people in organizations work
according to an organization’s standards and expectations. Agency problems have been
present in both public and private organizations for many years, and agency theory is one
of the oldest theories in history of management and economics (Panda & Leepsa, 2017).
Panda and Leepsa (2017) define three types of agency problems, depending on the
stakeholders involved.

Figure 1: Types of agency problems (Panda & Leepsa, 2017)

Typel Type II Type III
Principal/owners Majority owners Owners

I I I

Agent/managers Minority owners Creditors




The first type of agency problem can be considered as the ‘classical’ principal-
agent problem between the principals/owners of a firm and the agents/managers. This
conflict is created by an asymmetry of information between the parties involved, and it is
strengthened by the fact that humans naturally are interested in maximising their own
benefits. This thesis focuses on a Type | agency problem, where conflicting interests and
an asymmetry of information play main roles. Public organizations are not stock-listed and
do not have classical owners/creditors; therefore, the Type Il and Type 11l agency problems
are not relevant for this research.

The interest of both the principal and agents may interfere with each other. Then a
principal-agent problem arises, especially when the agent does not act in the principal’s
interest and vice versa (Cannon et al., 2015; Eisenhardt, 1989; Garcia et al., 2015). Gao et
al. (2021) suggest that principal-agent problems are caused by unawareness of the principal
on the real and true beliefs and interests of the agent (Chrisidu-Budnik & Przedanska,
2017). Shrestha et al. (2019) confirm that principal-agent problems origin at the time
competing interests appear, and that principal-agent problems are centralized around two
central problems. Firstly, ‘adverse selection’, when the principal chooses or hires an agent
that might not be the best person to conduct a certain task. Secondly, ‘moral hazard’, which
occurs when the agent chooses to follow his or her own interests, even when that may not
be the best for the organization or does not meet the principal’s ideals (McTigue et al.,
2020; Shrestha et al., 2019). In addition, principals may have another risk perceptions than
agents, because something that is a risk to a principal may be considered as a benefit by an
agent (Panda & Leepsa, 2017).

McTigue et al. (2020) furthermore argue that ‘a critical element is that the agent
normally has more information, as they are the ones acting in the market or field of action,
thus the principal may be concerned that they cannot monitor the situation adequately and
rely too much on the agent’ (p. 2). Eisenhardt (1989) adds to this that principal-agent
problems are evoked because it is hard or costly for the principal to control the agent’s
thoughts and behaviour. In the ideal situation, the behaviour and output of agents could be
predicted and controlled by the principals, because then, a better overall firm output could
be realized (Panda & Leepsa, 2017). In Dutch municipalities, this possibly causes
problems, as the principle is not as closely involved with the field of action as the agents
themselves (self-steering teams or individuals that operate within self-steering teams). The
agents are also believed to be provided with more information on their work than
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principals are. In any case, the principal’s success is dependent on the agent’s behaviour
(Chrisidu-Budnik & Przedanska, 2017).

When an agent is following his or her own interests over the principal’s interest,
this is called opportunism (Chrisidu-Budnik & Przedanska, 2017). A reason for
opportunistic behaviour is that agents are seeking for the maximum result with the lowest
effort possible (Pires & Guimarées, 2015). Opportunism is strongly linked to principal-
agent theory, as classic principal-agent organization structures are vulnerable to
opportunism (Vafai, 2009). It is important to prevent opportunistic behaviour from
occurring, they might cause increased costs, lower efficiency and a longer time to reach
fixed goals of the principal, therefore they are not desired (Cannon et al., 2015). These
undesired effects also origin from principal-agent problems in general. Although effective
monitoring by the principal is crucial to prevent the development principal-agent problems,
the monitoring is difficult and costly (Bendickson et al., 2016; Parker et al., 2018). The
increased costs are also referred to as opportunity costs, referring to the previously
mentioned term opportunism (Chrisidu-Budnik & Przedanska, 2017). However, not only
increased costs for management are problematic when considering principal-agent
problems. The agent might not be intrinsically motivated to follow the common interest,
and put effort into a certain task, when a principal-agent problem occurs (Eliaz & Spiegler,
2018). Principal-agent problems might decrease the legitimacy of tenders as well, but this

should be either rejected or confirmed by this thesis research.

Table 3: Causes for principal-agent problems as proposed by the literature, from a principal

perspective.

Causes from principal perspective Explanation

Awareness (Gao et al., 2021) The true beliefs of the agent may be unknown

Adverse selection (Shrestha et al., 2019) Employee might not be the best person to perform
the task

Unclear information (Chrisidu-Budnik &  Miscommunication from principal perspective

Przedanska, 2017)

Low involvement (McTigue et al., 2020) Low involvement of principal with agent’s daily
business

Risk perception (Panda & Leepsa, 2017)  Principal perceives risks differently from agent and
thus acts differently
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To conclude this section, table 3 and 4 highlight the various causes of principal-

agent problems as proposed by the literature. The tables give an overview of both the

causes from a principal perspective, as well as the causes from an agent perspective. The

various elements are relevant because they might be the origin of the lack of legitimate

tenders in public organizations.

Table 4 Causes for principal-agent problems as proposed by the literature, from an agent

perspective.

Causes from agent perspective

Explanation

Awareness (Garcia et al., 2015)

Opportunism (McTigue et al., 2020; Panda &
Leepsa, 2017; Shrestha et al., 2019)
Communication(Chrisidu-Budnik & Przedanska,
2017)

Risk perception (Panda & Leepsa, 2017)

Being unaware of what the principal
expects

Following own beliefs instead of
principal’s goals

Miscommunication from agent perspective

Agent perceives risks differently from

principal and thus acts differently
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2.3 Maverick Buying in the Public Sector: regularly defined as purchasing while not
regarding fixed processes and procedures

A phenomenon that is related to not following purchasing rules and regulations, and
in fact could also be considered as a form of a principal-agent problem, is maverick
buying. Rothkopf and Pibernik (2016) describe maverick buying as the off-contract
purchases of services and goods, while there already are existing frameworks or contracts
for the product or service category. Other scientists go further in their definition, by
mentioning that maverick buying includes all purchases that do not follow the standard
process and procedure (Lonsdale & Watson, 2005). This translates to the level of
legitimacy of a public organizations, as a low level of legitimacy indicates that fixed
processes and procedures were not followed.Karjalainen et al. (2008) define maverick
buying as “the off-contract buying of goods and services for which an established
procurement process is in place based on pre-negotiated contracts with selected suppliers”
(p. 248). For a lack of legitimacy in public procurement, this definition is applicable too, as
municipalities tend to have fixed procurement guidelines or processes (Municipality X,
2017; Practical Supervisor A, 2021). This section explores the drivers for maverick buying,
as they might be applicable to the lack of legitimacy in public procurement as well. The
definition of Lonsdale et al. (2005) of maverick buying will be used in this thesis, as it is
the broadest definition that involves not following fixed processes and procedures.

About 35-50 per cent of all purchasing transaction in private organizations is
estimated to be a maverick transaction, while in public procurement this percentage is even
higher, with an estimation of 40-50 per cent (Rothkopf & Pibernik, 2016; Scott et al.,
2018). On first sight, this seems a high percentage, but small purchases as flowers and
pencils also belong to this. Most maverick purchases take place while purchasing
consumable goods or the so-called indirect purchases, that do not directly contribute to the
main activities of an organization. By eliminating maverick buying, costs savings could be
made up to 20 to 30 per cent (Karjalainen & van Raaij, 2011; Scott et al., 2018). The
reason why maverick buying causes extra costs is that the purchase prices often are higher
when there is no contract, for example, volume discounts, and the processing time often
increases, which also imply increased costs (Karjalainen et al., 2008). Furthermore, when
there is a high amount of maverick purchases, it becomes harder to monitor an
organization’s expenses (Karjalainen & van Raaij, 2011), because there are more invoices.
Next to the high number of invoices, there are also more relationships that need to be

maintained than when there are little to no maverick purchases. Contracted suppliers that
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are not awarded a purchase order may become offended because agreements are not
followed up, this might harm the preferred customer status of the public organization.
Lastly, maverick buying impose extra risks, because the terms and conditions of new
suppliers might not always be reviewed well enough (Karjalainen et al., 2008).

Although maverick buying is not desired, or even prohibited in theory, it might be a
way to increase efficiency within purchasing. Here, the paradigm between legitimacy and
efficiency returns, as mentioned in the introduction of this thesis. An appropriate balance
between those is important. When public procurement is not legitimate, a municipality may
find itself in the custody of the province. This is not desired, as then all purchases must be
checked and confirmed by the province, which means that procedures are extended and
employees cannot work as freely as they could before (Practical Supervisor A, 2021). In
the next section, the concept non-compliant working behaviour is described, which is

closely related to maverick buying.

Table 5: Effects of maverick buying and non-compliant working behaviour

Effects of maverick buying and non-compliant Reference

working behaviour

Increased costs (Karjalainen et al., 2008)
Increased processing time of invoices and orders (Karjalainen & van Raaij, 2011)
Monitoring organizational expenses becomes (Karjalainen & van Raaij, 2011)
complicated

More relationships to be maintained (Practical Supervisor A, 2021)
Procurement rules and regulations are not followed (Lonsdale & Watson, 2005)

More principal-agent problems, conflicts of interest (Chrisidu-Budnik & Przedanska, 2017)
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2.3.1. Personal preferences, knowledge, and motivation as drivers for non-compliant
working behaviour

Now that we know what maverick buying is, it is also important to understand the
drivers for it. Literature has widely investigated the causes for maverick buying and so-
called non-compliant working behaviour, in which employees do not comply with the
policy of organizations in general. Drivers for non-compliant working behaviour related to
purchasing and maverick buying vary both in and between the private and public sector.
Kulp et al. (2006) define five causes for non-compliant purchasing behaviour: the first (1)
one is a personal preference for a certain supplier by an employee. This preference could
originate from a previous contract with the supplier or a previous job position of the
employee. Secondly, (2) unidentified suppliers, which are suppliers for which no contract
was set up yet. Thirdly, (3) when the product does not match the final user’s requirements,
but a framework for the purchase has already been set. Fourthly (4), in the situation of the
quick need for a new product or service, when employees do not take a sufficient amount
of time to identify the contracts. Fifthly (5), lack of information, which was found to be the
most important cause and especially hard for indirect materials (Karjalainen et al., 2008;
Kulp et al., 2006). Indirect materials are also the category where most maverick buying
occurs, these are the materials that do not directly contribute to the core business of an
organization (Scott et al., 2018).

The five previously mentioned factors by Kulp et al. (2016) are not the only factors
that contribute to non-compliant purchasing behaviour. Karjalainen et al. (2008)
furthermore suggest that knowledge plays a large role within non-compliant purchasing
behaviour, by being unaware of certain rules and regulations, and the risks and
consequences that their behaviour evokes. Rothkopf and Pibernik (2016) mention similar
drivers for maverick buying and non-compliant purchasing behaviour. Unawareness of
frame contracts, employees that place their own interests above the company’s interests
(opportunism) or awarding contracts to other suppliers outside of the frame contracts
because perceived benefits from other suppliers are all reasons for maverick buying
according to Rothkopf and Pibernik (2016). As mentioned before in the introduction of this
thesis, Bergman and Lundberg (2013) stated that public procurement is about purchasing
goods and services of high quality for the lowest price possible. This lowest price
requirement might evoke non-compliant behaviour and maverick purchases because
operational purchasers might have personal supplier preferences, a quick need for a

product or service or an inability to identify the economically most advantageous supplier.



15

These factors may negatively influence the ability to meet a lowest price requirement by
the operational purchaser (Kulp et al., 2006; Rothkopf & Pibernik, 2016). To summarize
all factors that were suggested as drivers for maverick buying and non-compliant working

behaviour in literature, table 5 and 6 were composed.
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Table 6: Drivers for maverick buying and non-compliant working behaviour as proposed
by the literature

Drivers for maverick buying and non-compliant Reference

working behaviour

Knowledge factors

Lack of information on specific need or situation (Rothkopf & Pibernik, 2016)
Unawareness of frame contracts (Rothkopf & Pibernik, 2016)
Lack of knowledge on how to perform tenders (Karjalainen et al., 2008)

Motivational factors

Aim for best price-quality ratio (Bergman & Lundberg, 2013)

Aim to increase efficiency (Kulp et al., 2006)

Opportunism (Rothkopf & Pibernik, 2016)
Personal preference factors

Personal preference for certain supplier (Kulp et al., 2006)

Quick need for a service or an item (Kulp et al., 2006)

2.4 Self-regulating teams: Possibly advantageous for public organizations

Many Dutch municipalities have a typical flat organizational structure. This implies
that there are no traditional managers as in traditional organizations, except for the
municipality board secretary and a few concern principals/managers (Aardema & Korsten,
2009). The board secretary and the concern principals are the final responsible employees
and each has self-regulating teams below him or her (Practical Supervisor A, 2021). Self-
regulating teams of about 10-15 people manage themselves, which means that
responsibilities have to be divided within a team. These responsibilities vary from budget
management to HRM and problem-solving. The self-regulating setup might have some
distinct advantages and disadvantages compared to a more structured organization with
multiple management levels. This section explores the notion of teams, self-steering teams,
and their implications.

Various scientists have tried to conceptualize the concept ‘team’, however, they do
not all provide equal or similar definitions. The lack of equal definitions may be a result of
the application of teams in a wide variety of companies and (governmental) organizations.
Mussnug and Hughey (1997) define a team as “a group of employees working towards a
specific goal, interacting to share information about the best procedures or practices, and

making decisions which encourage all team members to perform in their full potential” (p.
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20). Kozlowski and llgen (2006) add to this that teams are established to perform tasks that
cannot be completed by one person, because of a lack of, among others, knowledge, and
time. Next to the advantage of jointly completing tasks, well-performing teams deliver
more “productivity, innovation, and employee satisfaction” (Rosseau et al., 2006, p. 541).
A combination of these three definitions is used for the definition of ‘team’ for this thesis.
Reiter-Palmon et al. (2021) describe four phenomena (success factors) that are of
influence on team performance: (1) team cognition, in which team members should share
the same perspective on responsibilities, desired knowledge and their tasks. Secondly, (2)
communication both within the team and also between teams in a multi-team system as
some Dutch municipalities have. Well-structured communication processes decrease the
chance of misunderstandings and improve knowledge distribution both within and across
the team(s). Thirdly, (3), coordination is proposed, which is about the distribution of tasks
within the team and across the teams in a multi-team system. The last phenomenon
described by Reiter-Palmon et al. (2021) is (4) coaching, which is about team leadership.
When there are fewer management levels within an organization, managers may seem
more approachable which is beneficial for the overall team performance. The leadership
component also involves team diversity: a more diverse team performs better than a non-
diverse team, because the presence of people with different backgrounds, educational
levels and personalities leads to different inputs and outputs/results from each team
member (Batenburg et al., 2015). Next to the internal environment, team performance is
also influenced by the external environment. The external environment is harder to
influence for the organization and the teams themselves (Herath et al., 2017). Nonetheless,
in cases where the external environment cannot be changed, the team should be flexible

and adapt to its environment in order not to interfere with the environment.

2.2.1 Self-regulating teams are supervising themselves

Now that the success factors of team performance are discovered, success factors
and bottlenecks of self-regulating teams will be investigated. A self-regulating team is
defined as a team that has “the freedom and authority to lead themselves independent of
external supervision” (Stewart & Barrick, 2000, p. 139). Next to their regular jobs,
members from a self-regulating team are ought to perform team management and
coordination tasks. Moreover, in self-regulating teams, team members are allowed to make
decisions themselves and evaluate their work and fellow team members (Magpili & Pazos,

2017). As a consequence, team members have less time for their ‘direct’ tasks as described
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in their job position. However, Hauschildt and Konradt (2012) state that “previous research
has demonstrated positive relationships between self-leadership and employee motivation
and task performance” (p. 497). This is confirmed by the research of Konradt et al. (2009),
in which they indicate a positive influence of self-leadership on performance.

Nonetheless, a well-performing self-regulating team should be made up of equally
motivated individuals, it cannot perform well with only one or some motivated individuals
(Magpili & Pazos, 2017). Magpili and Pazos (2017) describe that team members should
master team-specific necessary skills. When team members do not master these, they will
be less motivated, have lower expectations and will try to protect both their job position
and reputation (Hoda et al., 2013).
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Table 7: Factors for successful self-regulating teams as found in the literature

Within-team factors

Explanation

Reference

Team cognition

Team coordination

Team communication

Team coaching

Team diversity

Team-specific necessary skills

Motivation

External factors

Shared perceived responsibility
on team tasks by team members
Distribution of tasks within a
team

Level of communication within
a team

Coaching of a team by principal

Level of diverse education,
culture, backgrounds
Mastering the skills that are
organization-specific, also
communication skills and
ability to learn and adapt
Individual motivation of a team
member

Non-influenceable factors

(Reiter-Palmon et al.,
2021)
(Reiter-Palmon et al.,
2021)
(Reiter-Palmon et al.,
2021)
(Reiter-Palmon et al.,
2021)

(Batenburg et al., 2015)

(Hoda et al., 2013).

(Magpili & Pazos, 2017)

(Herath et al., 2017)

To conclude this section, a self-regulating team is a team that is allowed to and free

to and challenged to make their own decisions. Also, a self-regulating team is desired to

perform their own management tasks. Conditions for successful teams are cognition,

communication, coordination, and coaching. For successful self-regulating teams, these

conditions are also important. Regardless of all advantages, self-regulating teams have

disadvantages too. All team members should be equally motivated so that the team can

perform well. When team members do not master the necessary skills, they tend to be less

motivated, and are defensive to their job position and reputation. Furthermore, if the

factors from table 5 are not fulfilled, the team performs less well than a team that does

match these factors.
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2.5 Proposition synthesis and research model: knowledge, motivational, managerial,
and personal preference dimensions

In this section, the propositions will be formed by synthesizing all factors that could
be of influence on tender legitimacy in municipalities. The factors that possibly are of
influence on the willingness to perform legitimate tenders in Dutch municipalities that
were found in the theoretical framework, could be grouped into four dimensions: (1)
knowledge factors, (2) motivational factors (3) managerial factors and (4) other personal

preferences. The content of each dimension is explained below.

Knowledge factors

The first few factors that origin from theory are knowledge factors. Sufficient
knowledge on tender procedures could positively influence the willingness to perform
legitimate tenders, as knowledge also influences the level of maverick buying (Karjalainen
et al., 2008; Kulp et al., 2006). Rothkopf and Pibernik (2016) furthermore describe that
maverick buying is, among others, evoked by an unawareness of frame contracts. Next to
the procedure knowledge, an individual is believed to be informed about the Dutch Tender
Procedure law, to make sure the tender could be performed legitimately in the basis. The
last factor that makes up the first proposition is the awareness of frame contracts. When an
operational purchaser is aware of the frame contracts, the willingness to perform legitimate
tenders might increase, as the operational purchaser does not need to find things out by

himself or herself. The combination of these factors leads to the following proposition:

Proposition 1: Knowledge factors positively influence the willingness to perform legitimate

tender procedures

Motivational factors

The second proposition focuses on motivational factors. The first and second factor
are about the individual motivation that an operational purchaser has to perform legitimate
tenders. It is believed that if an individual is motivated to perform legitimate tenders and
not motivated to focus more on efficiency, the overall willingness to perform legitimate
tenders increases, as described in teams literature (Magpili & Pazos, 2017). Next, the
overall team performance. It is considered that the willingness to perform legitimate
tenders increases when the team the operational purchaser belongs to is motivated or
performs well as a self-structured team. Magpili and Pazos (2017) furthermore describe
that individual motivation is crucial for a team to perform well. This might as well translate

to the legitimacy of tenders, but that is something that should be tested in this research.
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Furthermore, an individual might be more interested in efficient tenders instead of
legitimate tenders, which creates a conflict of interest (Gao et al., 2021). Together, these

factors result in the following proposition:

Proposition 2: Motivation positively influences the willingness to perform legitimate tender
procedures

Managerial factors

Proposition 3 focuses on agency theory. When the principals (purchasing advisors
in Dutch municipalities) are aware of the agents’ expectations (operational purchasers) and
vice versa, the willingness to perform legitimate tender procedures is positively affected
(Gao et al., 2021; Garcia et al., 2015). Secondly, adverse selection, the selection of an
employee by the manager which might not be the best employee to perform the certain
task, is believed to have a negative influence. Especially in the self-steering team’s
environment, this might be problematic. Lastly, a high involvement of the principal
(purchasing advisor) with the agent’s (operational purchaser) daily business may increase
tender legitimacy (McTigue et al., 2020). When combining these factors, the following

proposition arises:

Proposition 3: Effective management positively influences the willingness to perform
legitimate tender procedures

Personal preference factors

The fourth and last dimension is about personal preference factors. It is expected
that opportunism, personal supplier preferences, a low-risk perception and a quick need for
a product or service decrease the willingness to perform legitimate tenders. Opportunism
origins from agency theory, by which researchers argue that it is hazardous when one is
following his or her own beliefs instead of the principal’s or common goals (McTigue et
al., 2020; Panda & Leepsa, 2017; Shrestha et al., 2019). Opportunism occurs due to human
nature. Kulp et al. (2006) furthermore mention personal supplier preferences and a quick
need for a product or service induce maverick buying, which also possibly translates to a

lower legitimacy in public procurement.

Regarding personal supplier preferences, an operational purchaser might have from

a previous job, or previous good experiences. Lastly, Panda and Leepsa (2017) refer to a
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low or different risk perception as a threat in agency theory. The risk perception of
purchasing advisors may be different from the risk perception of operational purchasers
(Panda & Leepsa 2017). In case an operational purchaser does not recognize any risks for
not performing legitimate tenders, the overall willingness to perform legitimate tenders

might decrease. Together, these factors compile the personal preference dimension.

Proposition 4: Personal preferences negatively influence the willingness to perform

legitimate procedures

Figure 2 displays the conceptual model that was formed according to the four identified
dimensions. The propositions that are associated with the conceptual model are highlighted

below the figure.

Figure 2: Conceptual model on the willingness to perform legitimate tenders in Dutch

municipalities
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3. Methodology
To obtain the goal of this study, to investigate which factors are of influence on the
willingness to perform legitimate tender procedures by operational purchasers in Dutch
municipalities, an appropriate research method should be chosen. In this chapter, the

research methodology is presented, and the choices made are explained.

3.1 Initial Literature Review Approach

In this chapter, the initial literature review approach is presented. A distinction is
made between journal research and keyword research, which will be explained in the
relevant section.

Firstly, all seemingly relevant journals were selected from a list of business
journals. Then, the count of all articles of each journal between January 2019 — May 2021
is listed in the second column, next to the journal name. The articles of each journal were
assessed by scanning the titles and abstracts. Subsequently, the count of papers that seemed
relevant according to their title and abstract was noted in the third column. The fourth
column contains the amount of usable and assessed papers. Lastly, the fifth column
contains important keywords from the relevant papers, which help to find additional
relevant literature in the second part of the initial review. Next to purchasing journals,
journals about strategic management and organization science were focused on as they
focus on the key constructs from the central research question.

In appendix 2, the keyword research that was performed is displayed. The
keywords were picked from the results of the journal research, whereafter the initial hits,
hits in the period of the last 25 years and the hits only in relevant subject areas (business)

were noted. The keyword research was conducted through Elsevier’s Scopus.

3.2 Research design: qualitative primary data and secondary data

This section describes the research design. Firstly, the theoretical framework was
written after conducting a literature review. By highlighting and analysing important
findings from contemporary literature, the researcher aimed to find relevant (background)
information for the research that was conducted. The academic articles that were reviewed
preferably originate from the year 2015 or later, to stay up to date and to avoid conclusion

based on outdated information. The case for this study is the Dutch municipality
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Municipality X, which will be introduced later in this thesis. The case was selected because
it is believed to be one of the most average Dutch municipalities in terms of the number of
inhabitants (Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2021).
Furthermore, the municipality is flatly structured and has a self-steering team structure,
which is believed to be an interesting setting. Information about Municipality X was
derived from documents that the researcher has access to, as well as the two supervisors of
Municipality X that were assigned to the researcher. The preparatory (background)
information on the processes of Municipality X is needed to easier interpret the results of
the qualitative research later in the thesis. Lastly, information on the Aanbestedingswet
2012 (AW2012; Dutch Tender Procedure Law 2012) will be derived through European
law, documents of Municipality X and PIANOo, the Dutch Expertise Centre of Tenders.
The research itself has a qualitative design. The methodology that is chosen to
conduct the research is a case study. The method (or: type) of case study are semi-
structured interviews. A limitation to qualitative research, and more specifically to
manually transcribed and coded interviews, is a misinterpretation and biases of the findings
by the researcher (Daly & Lumley, 2002). Additionally, respondents could give socially
desired answers, which would decrease the reliability of the research (Reinecke et al.,
2016). A systematic misunderstanding or misinterpretation of the questions by the
respondents would also cause reliability and validity issues (Queirés et al., 2017). Thus, it
is important to highlight the anonymity of respondents during the interview and the
possibility to elaborate on questions (Gummesson & Lee, 2005). Considering this, the
researcher should be careful about elaborating too much on a question, and by that trying
not to steer the respondent into a certain (desired) answer direction. Furthermore, the
questions should be understandable for the participant (and in no case ambiguous) to
obtain results as reliable and valid as possible (Barnham, 2015). When desired so by the
participant, the researcher should provide additional information on a question to make the
expectations for the participant as clear as possible. Despite these areas of concern,
qualitative research also has advantages. The qualitative approach with semi-structured
interviews and an exploratory character was chosen over quantitative research because it is
relatively easy (compared to a quantitative approach) to get the answer to ‘why’ questions
in qualitative research, something this master thesis revolves around (Barnham, 2015). The
qualitative approach allows the researcher to look further into the beliefs of the
respondents, while this is harder to do with quantitative research (Rusinova et al., 2009).

Therefore, the qualitative approach is chosen for this research. The type of research design
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is also conceptualized as thematic analysis, which is “a search of themes that emerge as
being important to the description of the phenomenon” (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006,
p. 3).

The semi-structured interviews were conducted online via Microsoft Teams. The
COVID-19 pandemic was still ongoing. Prior to the qualitative research, the research had
to be ethically approved by the ethics committee of the Faculty of Behavioural,
Management and Social Sciences of the University of Twente. The ethical permission form
was submitted 2 weeks prior to the data collection. Before the interview, each participant
was asked for consent for recording the interview via an informed consent form, to be able
to transcribe and code the interview afterwards and to be able to process the interviews in

the results section of the thesis.
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3.3 Case Study Reviewing Municipality X and Other Municipalities

Municipality X is a mid-sized municipality within The Netherlands, which inhabits
approximately 30.000-70.000 people (Municipality X, 2019). The municipality employs
two purchasing advisors (1.5 FTE) that have deep knowledge of purchasing, tenders and
tender regulations, whereafter the operational procurement is conducted by other
stakeholders (there are about 90 budget responsible employees) in the organization
(Practical Supervisor A, 2021). The organizational structure of the municipality with 400
employees (380 FTE) can be characterized as flat with 29 self-regulating teams. The teams
are divided over three focus fields, ‘dienstverlening’ (services), ‘samenleving’ (society)
and ‘bedrijfsvoering’ (operations), of which the purchasing advisors are part of the self-
regulating team ‘financieel beleid’ (financial policy). All teams report to the ‘concern
opdrachtgevers’ (concern principals), who in their turn report to the town clerk. Figure 3
shows an overview of the organizational self-regulating teams’ structure within

Municipality X.
Figure 3: Organization structure of Municipality X (Municipality X, 2019)

Note: Figure 3 taken out to ensure anonimity
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The flat organizational structure has its advantages, however, for purchasing it is
not always considered optimal. As other employees than the purchasing advisors conduct
operative procurement and are not closely involved in the public procurement laws and
AW?2012, not all tenders are conducted legitimate according to the AW2012. By violation
of the AW2012, not all suppliers are given equal chances and Municipality X risks a
penalty. The penalty includes a municipality’s custody under the province, which means
that each transaction should be approved and monitored by the province (Municipality X,
2017; Practical Supervisor A, 2021).

3.4 Sampling Procedure: Non-probability sampling

In this section, the sample and the sampling procedure will be elaborated on. The
research question was answered through 15 in-depth interviews with operational
purchasers from Municipality X and/or other comparable municipalities. Within
Municipality X, there are about 90 employees directly involved with purchasing. The
amount of about 15 semi-structured interviews is based on the principle of saturation. After
12 to 16 interviews, researchers are believed to reach thematical saturation, the situation in
which no new themes are discovered when the amount of interviews is increased above 16
(Guest et al., 2016; Weller et al., 2018). The sample must be as representative as possible.
This was aimed for through interviewing stakeholders from various positions and teams
within the municipality. By doing so, the research is more generalizable. However, as the
research is about sensitive information (a public organization, municipality not complying
to the government’s rules), it was chosen to only interview stakeholders from Municipality
X, as the researcher had two supervisors working at this municipality.

The 15 stakeholders were selected through non-probability sampling, in which not
every member of the population has an equal chance of becoming part of the sample
(Babbie, 2016). The participants were selected with the help of the student’s supervisors of
the Municipality X, as the researcher does not have direct bonds with possible participants.
This is also described by Babbie (2016) as purposive or judgmental sampling. An
advantage of non-probability sampling is that it is doable to find a sufficient number of
participants within the limited time frame and that the entire population does not have to be
known. However, disadvantages also exist, the participants may all have a good, positive
relationship with the student’s supervisor, and may thus be biased (Small, 2009).

Thus, the sample would have been more representative to use probability sampling, but

as there is no list of all stakeholders with purchasing departments of medium-sized
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municipalities in the east of The Netherlands, this would have been impossible within the

limited time frame (Babbie, 2016). Therefore, non-probability sampling is used.

Table 8: Sampling selection criteria for the thesis research

Criterium Explanation

Known by the supervisors of Municipality X Thus they are stakeholders in the same or
similar process, in the case of external
purchasing advisors.

Should operate within a Dutch municipality  To stay within the scope of the research

Threshold: half of the interviewees should To increase the reliability and validity of the

be operational purchasers or stakeholders research; to increase the generalizability of the
research

Table 8 displays an overview of the sampling criteria. As a result, 15 interviews were
conducted in the time frame of August 30", 2021 — September 17", 2021.
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The overview of interviewees is displayed in table 9. The sample consisted of interviewees
from various fields within the municipality: greenery, waste, civil works, housing, sewage,
and buildings. Interviewees A-E are allowed to perform tender procedures, but do not do
this very often. Interviewees F-N are in charge of projects or a certain attention field of the

municipality. Interviewee O is the town clerk or general municipality manager.

Table 9: Overview of interviews

Interviewee Position

A Legal assistant

Team coach

Building manager

Contact person participation projects
Implementer

Program manager
Project manager

I o Mmoo

Project leader

Project leader
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner

olzzr x «

Town clerk (general municipality manager)
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3.5 Measurement and interview protocol

The goal of the semi-structured interviews was to obtain an answer to the central
research question, “Which elements increase the willingness to perform legitimate tenders
for operational purchasers in Dutch municipalities?”. Due to the nationality and Dutch
mother language of the participants, all interviews were held in Dutch. This way, the
participants were expected to share more detailed information and to be more comforted
than when speaking English or another second language.

The interview did not follow a strict protocol to avoid biased results or to suggest
possible factors to the respondents. However, the questions were be asked in a same
manner to keep the results valid and reliable. In case a participant did not speak a lot or
answers briefly, the extended version of the questionnaire was used, which is to be found
in the appendices of this thesis.

The open questions are listed below.

- Could you tell me more about your job position?

- Have you ever seen someone performing a non-legitimate tender procedure and
what where the reasons for that?

- Could you name reasons why people would not perform legitimate tender
procedures?

- Could you tell me more about the knowledge you and your colleagues have
regarding tender procedures?

- Could you tell me more about the effect of your management in relation to people
performing legitimate tenders?

- Could you tell me more about people’s personal preferences that may affect the
legitimacy of tenders?

- What do you think is most important to increase the legitimacy of tenders?

The questions were asked in such a manner that the participant was ought to not have
the feeling to speak about him- or herself. The reason for this is that the participant may be
more open while having the feeling of speaking about other people rather than admitting
his or her own mistakes (not being compliant to the tender rules). Furthermore, the
questions were asked in such a manner that all four propositions are covered. The question
‘What do you think is most important to increase the legitimacy of tenders’ was asked to

prioritize the drivers for more legitimate tenders in case the research results would be
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applied in practical situations. Also, a relatively open question, ‘Could you name reasons
why people would not perform legitimate tender procedures’ was asked to perhaps broaden
the research model. This question was asked before other questions regarding the
propositions, as we then speak about the participant’s own view instead of already being

influenced by the research propositions.

3.6 Data Analysis Procedure

Once collected, the data was analysed. As all interviews were recorded (with the
prior consent of the participant), the raw output were audio files that contain the interview.
All audio files were transcribed using Word Online because the researcher has had good
experiences with this tool before.

The transcribed files were coded by thematic analysis using Atlas.ti coding
software. Thematic analysis looks for patterns across interviews, and by this obtaining a
sufficient amount of information to either reject or not reject the research propositions
(Clarke & Braun, 2016). Nowell et al. (2017) describe thematic analysis as a six-step

process, that is presented in the table below.

Table 10: The six steps of thematic analysis as proposed by Nowell et al. (2017)

Step number Content
1. Data familiarization Getting to know the data
2. Initial code generation Coding each interview
3. Theme search Detecting themes across interviews
4. Theme analysis Analysing the themes, merge themes
5. Naming themes Naming new themes
6. Reporting Process in report/thesis

There is not just one right way to perform a thematic analysis (Clarke & Braun,
2016). Nowell et al. (2017) claim that by following the six steps, the reliability and validity
of the research increases. In the first step, data familiarization, the researcher reads all
available transcripts and is allowed to already start thinking about possible codes. As the
analyst in this research is the same person as the data collector, the analyst is already quite
familiar with the data. In the second phase, the actual initial codes are generated. Some of
the initial codes will already exist, as they are discovered by assessing the literature. The

initial code generation in this research is more about discovering additional codes and
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confirming or rejecting the research model rather than only generate new codes. By doing
so, the codes could be merged into overarching themes in the third step. The themes are
looked for within and across transcripts. In the fourth step, theme analysis, the formed
themes were evaluated. There might be themes that do not have enough evidence to be
considered a significant theme, and therefore might be merged or deleted. In the fifth
phase, the newly formed themes were assigned a name and the last step, reporting, is about
processing the themes into a theory or confirming or rejecting propositions (Nowell et al.,
2017). Some themes were already defined by the literature review, such as motivation,
team performance and other elements that are mentioned in the propositions. However,
new themes were also discovered during the thematic analysis, and therefore it is a
combination of inductive and deductive coding.

Coding the interviews resulted in 163 initial codes. However, a lot of the codes
were found to be so-called ‘splinter codes’ or ‘shattered codes’, meaning they were too

3

descriptive, or they were very similar to another code (e.g. ‘lack of knowledge’ ‘not
enough knowledge’ ‘non-sufficient knowledge’). After merging and deleting the too
descriptive or similar codes, 65 codes were left. These codes could be allocated within six
overarching code groups, which will be explained on in the results section of this master

thesis.
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4. Results

In this chapter, the results of the qualitative research are presented. The results will
be presented through five sections, in which each section represents a dimension that is of
influence on the willingness to perform legitimate tenders by operational purchasers in
municipalities in The Netherlands. The dimensions of factors that were found during the
interviews are personal preferences, motivational factors, organizational factors,
knowledge factors, Risk avoidance and fear factors and control factors. Whilst the
knowledge dimension, motivational dimension and personal preference dimension were
already identified by the literature review, the managerial factors were more found in a
broader sense, just like the organizational factors. Two new sets of factors were identified
by the interviews, namely Risk avoidance and fear factors and control factors. The research
model earlier presented could be identified through the data, but an updated version of the
research model can be found at the end of this chapter, because it was necessary to update
the research model due to the new findings. An overview of the results can be found in
table 20 in the appendices. In this chapter, firstly the personal preference factors are
presented, followed by the motivational factors. Organizational factors, knowledge factors,
Risk avoidance and fear factors, and control factors. Then, the new conceptual model is
presented whereafter the prevalence of factors across respondent groups is described.

4.1 Personal Preferences: Supplier Relationships and Previous Experiences lead to
Trust

The first group of factors that was found to be of influence on the willingness to
perform legitimate tenders, is about personal preferences. Table 11 gives an overview of
the findings of the interviews related to personal preferences of the purchasers in a Dutch

municipality.

Firstly, the relationship with a supplier was found to be of influence on the
willingness to perform tenders. Although the tender rules prohibit selecting a supplier
based on a personal relationship, through the basic principles of non-discrimination and
equal treatment (Pianoo, 2015), personal relationships could be of influence on the
willingness to perform legitimate tenders. Interviewee D states about this: “Ideally, you
would just go to your preferred supplier. Over the years, you do build relationships with
companies. You know what to expect from them”. Knowing what to expect of a supplier
also becomes clear through a statement of interviewee K: “You always have companies

which you know in advance, where you have good contacts. You know how the service is
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run, so you always hope that they register and secondly, that they have good offers”.
Furthermore, begrudging is another notion that returns in the interviews. Interviewee L
mentions that sometimes, they already know a certain supplier and have good contacts
there, so the question of ‘why don’t we actually grant the tender to them once’ arises.
Additionally, Interviewee C states that it costs time and money to build a new supplier
relationship, the feeling of having to start all over again with a new supplier could provoke
Interviewee C of granting a tender to a new supplier. To prevent this from happening,
Interviewee C would make use of an external advisor, who would be able to grant the
tender more neutrally. Altogether, the interviewees are aware that officially, they cannot
grant a tender based on their relationship with a certain supplier.

The fact of having a relationship with certain suppliers is closely related to having a
previous good experience with a supplier. Interviewee F states: “The other side of the coin
is that colleagues often just have a certain preference for party X or Y because of their
expertise, or because they have worked with them in the past”. Knowing what to expect
from a supplier, because their actual goods and services may differ in a qualitative sense
from what they offer in a tender registration, makes purchasers believe they can make use
of products and services of a higher quality rather than the uncertainty of doing business
with a new supplier. Stable supplier relationships and previous good experiences with
suppliers are therefore closely related to trust. Purchasers tend to trust known suppliers
more than unknown suppliers, because they know what to expect from a known supplier
and they can make a better estimation of the quality of the products and services.
Interviewee O confirms this by mentioning that people that mostly work operationally,
have long lasting supplier relationships, in which the purchaser trusts the supplier and vice

versa.

Next to personal preferences based on trust, relationships and previous good
experiences, some interviewees mentioned that they would rather grant a tender to a local
supplier than a supplier which is further away, such as somewhere in the west of The
Netherlands or in another European country. This violates the non-discrimination principle
of the European tender law. For example, Interviewee H mentioned “We will not ask
people from far away to work here”. Also, Interviewee J mentioned that purchasers might
be likely to grant a tender to a local supplier because “they have a connection with the
working field, not necessarily located in Municipality X, but who have a connection with

it. Suppliers that frequently want to work for Municipality X, because then they do better
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quality work. When you need a supplier from far away for once... Sometimes it turns out it

Is a one-off after all and they would not do their work as well”.

Lastly, there could be a need for a certain product or service, which is believed to
be produced by only one supplier. The need for a specific product or service sometimes
leads to disregarding the tender rules and regulations. Interviewee O mentions the case of
maintenance or contract renewal of specific software, which is solely produced by one
manufacturer. Sourcing software from another supplier after the contract ends after e.g. 4
years, would mean that the systems of the municipality need to be adjusted. This costs
more money and effort than simply renewing the service contract with the original

supplier.

All these factors lead to a personal preference for a certain supplier. As visible in
table 11, aspects of personal preferences that affect the willingness to perform legitimate
tenders, were widely mentioned across almost all interviews. The most prevalent factors
that were mentioned are a previous good experience with a supplier and a good
relationship with a certain supplier. However, the interviewees have also noted that a
purchaser may not base their choice of supplier on personal preferences, indicating that

they do feel responsible and know that this is not allowed.

Table 11: Personal preference factors that are of influence on the willingness to perform
legitimate tenders

Personal preferences

Factors +/- Willingness to perform Interviewees

legitimate tenders

Supplier relationship - ACDILN,O
Good experience - C,DFG,I,MN
Trust - C,D,EO

Local supplier - D,H,J

Specific product or service - E,O

As can be seen in table 11, personal preferences are likely to decrease the willingness to
perform legitimate tenders. Now that we have discovered that personal preferences are
likely to decrease the willingness to perform legitimate tenders, we continue with another

factor that could be linked to personal preferences: motivation.
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4.2 Motivational factors: Tender procedures are often considered as burdensome,
where intrinsic motivation is of high importance for the legitimacy of tenders

This section describes the motivational factors that were found to be of influence on the
willingness to perform legitimate tenders in Dutch municipalities. Table 12 shows the
aspects that were discovered through the interviews. The full table of open and axial codes
can be found in the appendices of this thesis.

The first motivational factor that was found, regarded workflow. According to
interviewee F, tender procedures are something “which happens in the flow of work, on
which people are not always focused enough”. The workflow factor is closely related to
the fact that tender procedures cost time. Interviewee F further explains this by mentioning
that a lot of information is required for tender procedures, and tender procedures require a
lot of thinking and investigating, which takes time. Next to that, purchasers may have other
priorities. Interviewee J states “I would like to know more about tender procedures, but
yes... Other priorities so to say”. As the procurement of goods and services is not the only
task of the interviewees, and not their focus, there are many more projects for them which
also need attention. Interviewee M states “You cannot expect us to know everything”.
Another motivational factor that was found within the field of motivational factors, is the
administrative workload. Various interviewees mention that they can imagine that tender
procedures are perceived as burdensome with a lot of paperwork, such as interviewees D, F
and K. It connects to the previously mentioned factors of that tender procedure take time
and disrupt the workflow.

Moreover, the last two motivational factors that were discovered during the
interviews were historical routines and intrinsic motivation. Historical routines manifest
themselves through the following statement of interviewee A: “We have always done it
like that”. By this statement, Interviewee A emphasizes that some people use this statement
because they hope that then they will not have to do any tender procedures. Additionally,
interviewees D and L mention that some employees simply ‘do not feel like tender
procedures’ or ‘are not in the mood for tender procedures. Historical routines are believed
to be highly connected to intrinsic motivation, as an individual that just does not feel like
doing tender procedures is considered to have a low motivation for conducting legitimate
tender procedures. Interviewee D mentioned that he or she just does not like conducting
tender procedures. Nonetheless, most of the interviewees mentioned that they were

motivated, and they thought their fellow colleagues are motivated too. ... mentioned that “I
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think that everybody tries their very best to do everything according to the rules”.
Concerning the previously mentioned factors, intrinsic motivation is ought to have a
positive effect on the willingness to perform legitimate tenders. The most prevalent
answers related to motivational factors were the priorities that people may have other than

performing legitimate tenders, and the intrinsic motivation people have.

Table 12: Motivational factors that are of influence on the willingness to perform

legitimate tenders

Motivational factors

Factors +/- Willingness to perform Interviewees

legitimate tenders

Workflow - F, L
Time-consuming - F, K

Priorities - D,F,J L MO
Large administrative workload - D,E F K
Historical routines - A D F L
Intrinsic motivation + D,F1,J, KO

As can be seen in table 12, the relatively time-consuming character of tender procedures
compared to the ease of just granting a tender, by the higher administrative workload and
other priorities decrease the willingness to perform legitimate tenders. Now that we have
discovered several motivational factors on an individual level, we continue with

organizational factors.
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4.3 Organizational factors: Organizational Freedom, and the need for a guide and
sharing knowledge and advice
This section describes the organizational factors that were found to be of influence

on the willingness to perform legitimate tenders.

The flat organizational structure of Municipality X gives employees a lot of freedom to
implement the policy formed by the municipal council. However, the freedom also has its
drawbacks. Interviewee N states: “We have the freedom to do a lot. Sometimes that can go
wrong, because people believe they can just request three offers rather than walk through
an entire European tender procedure”. Next to that, Interviewee L states that through the
freedom, people will just stick to the old and familiar tender procedures, such as simply
requesting three offers and granting the tender to the economic most advantageous tender
(EMAT), because they also do not have sufficient knowledge to realise that there are other

manners to grant a tender or to perform a tender procedure.

Together with the freedom of the flat organization comes responsibility.
Interviewee F mentions that he feels highly responsible for conducting tenders in a
legitimate and right manner. The factor responsibility is not only applicable on individual
responsibility, but also on team responsibility. Not every team contains people with
extensive knowledge on purchasing and tender procedures, but the responsibility of every
team about conducting responsible tender procedures is equal. Also, because there is no
centralized purchasing department, the self-steering teams have a larger responsibility by
having to prepare and conduct the tender procedures themselves. Interviewee A states that
“by the new organizational structure, by this, tender procedures from A to Z have also
become our responsibility”. This indicates an extra workload for the self-steering teams.
The responsibility of the teams also creates a risk that things go wrong. Interviewee N
mentions that “the entire self-steering construction can make it easy for things to go
wrong” because there is less control on what people and teams do, and there is no specific

control on whether people are following the rules.

Regarding knowledge and information sharing, the organizational structure of the
municipality Municipality X with no centralized official purchasing department makes that
all knowledge about purchasing is ‘shattered’ throughout the organization. Interviewee M
mentions that the knowledge is shattered and that there is no one that merged all

knowledge about tenders and purchasing to a certain guide.
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Interviewee N furthermore explains his/her view on sharing knowledge about
tender procedures within self-steering teams: “If within a team there is at least someone
who has the knowledge on the procurement law, the knowledge is more accessible for
others within that team”. Knowledge could not only be shared within a self-steering team,
but it is also possible to share it across teams: Interviewee E mentions that he knows an
employee of another team (not an appointed purchasing advisor) who knows a lot about
tender procedures, which helps Interviewee E to also conduct legitimate tender procedures.
Moreover, Interviewee N mentions that tender procedures are about collaborating, by
which it would help to share knowledge across teams, as everybody would learn from that.
Another thing to consider is that not all information on tender procedures is easily
accessible throughout the organization according to Interviewee F and K, which prevents

them from conducting legitimate tender procedures.

Almost all interviewees (A, B, C, D, E, G, J, K, L, M, and N) indicated that they
appreciate asking for advice by colleagues, within the team, but they also thankfully make
use of the advice by the purchasing advisors. They know who to go to for advice, this is
clear for the interviewees. Therefore, it is important that advice is accessible for all
operational purchasers because it will increase tender legitimacy and the control of whether
the operational purchasers do everything right. People are willing to ask for advice if they

know where to find it.

However, what is important for both knowledge sharing and the responsibility that
comes with the self-steering team organizational structure is the alignment across teams.
Interviewee A mentions the example that he/she sometimes hires temporary external
consultants. The price for one consultant does not exceed the threshold for European tender
procedures, but in the end, it turns out other people from other teams hire external
consultants from the same company and for the same goal. When adding up all expenses, it
turns out that this example should have been granted through a national or European tender
procedure. Interviewee F states about this: “We need each other, because without people
and resources | can’t do my job”. It highlights the importance of alignment across teams,
which increases the ability of team members to perform legitimate tenders. Next to
alignment, trust within teams is mentioned by interviewees K and O. By trusting team
members, they would be more likely to ask someone for help, which could be beneficial

for the willingness to perform legitimate tender procedures.
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Additionally, the time that it takes to adopt a new working method is considered as

an organizational factor. Interviewee G for instance mentions “If someone just graduates

university or start this work, they do not have a lot of knowledge, they need to learn™, and

Interviewee F mentions “it takes time before people know how it works”. An organization

could investigate on how to make this process go smoother with the aim to increase the

legitimacy of tender procedures. The last organizational factor that is believed to have a

low frequency of tenders within the self-steering team. This could mean that knowledge

fades away over time, as no one within the team performs tenders regularly.

Table 13: Organizational factors that are of influence on the willingness to perform

legitimate tenders

Organizational factors

Factors

Freedom

Responsibility

No control

Scattered knowledge
Knowledge sharing
Information sharing
Possibility to ask for advice
Alignment

Trust

Adopting new work method
Experience with tender

procedures

+/- Willingness to perform

legitimate tenders

+

Interviewees

L,N,O

A CEFLLN
L, N

A,M
E.LK,M,N,O
F, K
ABCDEGILJK L MN
A C EHL
K, O

E,F,G KN

B

In table 13, it becomes clear that sharing information, knowledge and advice is beneficial

for the willingness to perform legitimate tenders. The most prevalent answers were the

feeling of responsibility that operational purchasers experience, which is beneficial for the

willingness to perform legitimate tenders. Next to that, sharing knowledge and advice were

found to be drivers for the willingness to perform legitimate tender procedures. We will

now continue the analysis with the actual knowledge factors that were found during the

interviews.
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4.4 Knowledge factors: Ignorance is high, and clear guidelines need to be defined
The fourth set of factors that is believed to influence the willingness to perform
legitimate tenders is knowledge related. This section describes all factors that were found

during the interviews.

The first two factors, ignorance, and knowledge, are closely related to each other
and to the concept ‘knowledge’ itself. All interviewees, except interviewee H, stated they
could imagine that the level of knowledge is highly related to the willingness to perform
tenders. For example, Interviewee C stated, “My knowledge level is just not high enough”,
which Interviewee K agreed on by mentioning “I think I don’t know enough about it”. It is
remarkable that Interviewee H insisted on the fact that the level of knowledge is positively
related to (the willingness to) perform legitimate tenders. During the interview,
Interviewee H mentioned that he would just cut a large contract into smaller contracts if
the tender threshold is exceeded, just so he would not have to perform a tender procedure.
This is prohibited by the European tender law, thus indicating a non-sufficient level of
knowledge on this field by interviewee H. Tender procedures are furthermore perceived as
too complex, as for example mentioned by interviewee O, “People cannot do it alone
anymore”. The lack of knowledge is not only a ‘conscious’ thing. The factor ignorance is
more related to ‘not knowing’ or being unconscious about that a purchase should have
been done through a tender procedure. Interviewee F mentions that “no one would
consciously conduct tenders illegitimately” and that it is more an unconscious thing, which

is done “without malicious intents” according to interviewee C.

Something that could help to improve the willingness to perform legitimate tenders,
is creating a handbook or clear guidelines. The freedom as perceived by the operational
purchasers sometimes strikes with doing legitimate tenders. Interviewee L describes: “the
procurement law says you have to conduct a tender procedure, but the way to do it is not
really clarified or described”. Interviewee C further explains that people tend to contract
very traditionally when they do not have sufficient knowledge of the tender law. This,
together with the statement of interviewee L, indicates that the (willingness to perform)
legitimate tenders would go up if people would have more knowledge on the topic.
Interviewee B besides describes the desire for an easy guide or handbook to look things up,

which makes it easier to perform legitimate tender procedures.
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Many of the interviewees did not have specific purchasing or tender related
education, while they are allowed (by the municipality) to perform tender procedures. The
lack of education may contribute to the level of tender legitimacy. However, interviewees
A, C, J, K, and L state that they like to seek for advice of external advisors, because they
tend to be more neutral towards suppliers and the external advisors have a lot of
knowledge on the tender law. By this, the operational purchasers to not have to have as

much knowledge as they would need when performing tenders themselves.

Lastly, urgency is believed to be of influence on the willingness to perform
legitimate tenders. It turned out that not all interviewees knew there are special speed
procedures for when there is not enough time for a regular tender procedure. Speed
procedures may be conducted when the urgent situation may not arise through the actions
of the procurer or municipality itself, and it must be impossible to meet the regular
deadlines (Pianoo, 2015). Knowing about when, how, and why these speed procedures

may be conducted, the willingness to perform legitimate tenders could increase.

Table 14: Knowledge factors that are of influence on the willingness to perform legitimate

tenders
Knowledge factors
Factors +/- Willingness to perform Interviewees
legitimate tenders
Ignorance - A B CFGHILJMN,O
Knowledge + ABCDEFGILJKL MO
Presence of guidance and + B,L,O

formal procedures

Education + C,D,FH LJK L MO
External advisors + A C J K, L
Urgency - C,FGJILK N

As presented in the table, increased knowledge about tender procedures would increase the
willingness to perform legitimate tenders. The knowledge factors were found to be very
prevalent in general during the interviews. Many interviewees believed the willingness to
perform legitimate tenders could be enhanced by increasing the level of knowledge within
the organization. We now continue with something that arises through a lack of

knowledge: fear to conduct tender procedures.
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4.5 Risk avoidance and fear factors: It is not just knowledge that limits the legitimacy
of tenders, but people just are afraid to do something wrong

In this section, the so-called risk avoidance and fear factors that are of influence on
the willingness to perform legitimate tenders are discussed. Risk avoidance was not
included in the research model; however, it was a factor discovered through the interviews.
In the overarching concept of risk avoidance, six factors are included.

The first factor, pressure, regards the political pressure that individuals experience
when they do (or do not) perform a legitimate tender procedure. In the end, the operational
purchasers spend public money which they feel responsible for, and they feel pressured by
the municipal politics. Interviewee M describes this by mentioning “But you just know that
it could also be very politically sensitive if you do not go through the tender and
procurement procedures all correctly”. In addition to the pressure that is experienced,
shame of not knowing the rules was mentioned during the interviews. Interviewee B
mentioned “Or maybe there is shame there, that they should know the rules but that they
actually do not know them”. The shame indicates that the operational purchasers are aware
of (a part of) the tender rules and regulations, but that they feel like they do not have
sufficient knowledge.

Moreover, it turns out the interviewees have more general fear, they are afraid for
the unknown. Interviewee L describes that “A lot of people are afraid. They do not say it
out loud, but you hear it between the lines. People are afraid to put questions to a
consulting firm and then maybe lose the old, trusted parties that have been around for 20
years and have a newcomer”. This is connectable to the personal preference factors earlier
mentioned in this chapter. Tender procedures additionally evoke a fear of quality loss and a
fear of losing control at the operational purchasers. Interviewee N mentioned: “I have not
experienced anything like this in this municipality, but in recent years people have thought,
we are going to tender privately after all. Because then, we have more control over which
supplier we get”. Additionally, Interviewee E mentioned “In the business world you can
make your own choices about which supplier you choose. And there we work with supplier
assessments, if a supplier does not comply or does not deliver, we would not do business
with the supplier again. But it is not easy for a municipality to arrange it like that. | think
that is a disadvantage of European tender procedures”. This as well implicates a fear of

quality loss and a fear of losing control.
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Furthermore, the fact that it is hard to exclude companies in tender procedures is
mentioned. Interviewee D states about this: “And then you come to the selection, while
you know that there are one or two suppliers among them, you would rather not see. But
they fill out the forms in such a way that you can hardly ignore them.”. The result of this is
risk adverse behaviour, by just selecting a supplier of which they know delivers good

quality.

Table 15: Risk avoidance and fear factors that are of influence on the willingness to

perform legitimate tenders

Risk avoidance and fear factors

Factors +/- Willingness to perform Interviewees
legitimate tenders

Pressure + C,M

Shame - B, L

Fear - L

Fear of quality loss - C,D,E,H,J L N
Exclusion - D,E L M

Risk averse - L, N

It can be seen that shame of not knowing the tender rules and the fear of quality loss and
losing control has a negative influence on tender legitimacy, but that risk avoidance itself
does not directly influence the willingness to perform legitimate tenders, but does this
through knowledge and personal preferences: knowledge (people feel ashamed that they do
not know information that they should have known) and personal preferences (people are
afraid to lose control and get a non-preferred supplier). Next, we continue with the last set

of factors that was found, control factors.
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4.6 Control factors: A lack of control on whether people tender legitimately, and no
organizational overview decrease the legitimacy of tender procedures
The last group of factors that are of influence on the willingness to perform

legitimate tender, are control factors. This section describes the factors related to control.

In municipality X, the self-steering organization structure gives purchasers plenty
of freedom. However, this seems to also have a downside. The organization lacks a form of
control regarding tender procedures and in case a tender is conducted illegitimately, the
purchaser only hears this afterwards sometimes rather than there is a system of prior
control. Interviewee F mentions: “As a budget holder (operational purchaser), | can grant a
tender without properly walking through a legitimate tender procedure. There is nothing
that stops me from awarding a contract that in fact should have gone through a tender.
Except afterwards, the purchasing advisors mention afterwards like, hey, how can you
spend tons of money without a tender procedure?”. Interviewee N confirms this by
mentioning “The disadvantage of those self-managing teams is that you can do quite a lot
of things on an island. So if there is, for example, one person that deals with public
lighting... That person does everything, but if he does not do it legitimately, then it is just a
question if somebody would notice.”. The lack of control furthermore becomes clear
through that it is possible to perform a tender procedure without the help of the purchasing
advisor or just another colleague from the self-steering team. Interviewee F mentions this
through “I think it is still too easy now, without having followed the proper procedure, to
be able to grant a tender. In other words, there is no emergency brake or 4-eyes principle

somewhere”.

Next to the lack of control, there is no structured process on tender procedures
within the organization. Interviewee F states: “I think in our municipality, we are not so
much of a fixer of things. We agree on a lot, but not on securing and writing down these
things. We make little use of standardized procedures, such as a checklist for example.”.
Structuring things, with an eye on the lack of knowledge most purchasers have, would
increase the willingness to perform legitimate tenders. Interviewee N adds to this, “There
are no processes at which the project leader must have something determined, decided or
agreed upon before he can do anything. So there is a lot of freedom, and therefore a lot of

room to make mistakes”.
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Furthermore, Interviewee N mentioned that he/she feels like that the role of the
purchasing advisors could be stronger: “And then the role of procurement, that could be
stronger, | think. If you just have two purchasing advisors who must do everything for the
municipality, just the two of them, that must be very difficult”. Increasing the number of
purchasing advisors within a municipality would increase the level of control on

legitimacy, which in turn could increase the willingness to perform legitimate tenders.

Lastly, interviewees do not experience a central overview on procurement within
the municipality. Interviewee A explains about this: “We hire people from time to time.
Also the field service does a lot with that company. So because we do a lot of business
with that company, apparently that had to be tendered. Yes, if you don't know that or are
unfamiliar with it. Let alone from the new organizational structure, that we have been
given this kind of thing on our plate, you actually expect that it also goes through human
resources, for example, that from human resources that might be monitored, so then you
don't know whether you cross a certain boundary that makes tendering necessary.”. A
central overview would prevent these things to happen and is beneficial for the overall

legitimacy of tenders.

Table 16: Control factors that are of influence on the willingness to perform legitimate

tenders
Control factors
Factors +/- Willingness to perform Interviewees
legitimate tenders
Lack of control - AFLJLN,DO,
No process - F,L,N
Shortage - N
No overview - A E F N

Table 16 shows that the lack of control is of negative influence on the willingness to
perform legitimate tenders. The most prevalent factor here was the lack of control on the

legitimacy of tenders throughout the entire organization.
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4.7. New conceptual model includes knowledge factors, motivational factors,
organizational factors, control factors and personal preference factors, with an
interaction effect between knowledge and personal preferences and Risk avoidance
and fear factors

The previously mentioned literature linked with the interview results lead to the following
revised research model on the next page.

All factors that were expected by the literature are highlighted in red in the figure.
Everything that is marked green, were factors that were not exactly described in the

literature review.

Knowledge, motivation, organization, control and personal preferences are believed to
have direct influence on the willingness to perform legitimate tenders. Meanwhile, fear is
believed to interact with knowledge, because a lack of knowledge creates a fear of making
mistakes and vice versa. Fear furthermore interacts with personal preferences: employees
are afraid to be unable to exclude certain suppliers, and therefore they might not perform a
(legitimate) tender procedure. Next, better organizational alignment is believed to
positively influence the motivation to perform legitimate tender procedures. Finally, there
is an effect between control and motivation: increased control is believed to increase

motivation.



Figure 4: Updated conceptual model
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4.7 Prevalence of factors across respondent groups: conducting fewer tender
procedures indicates higher level of personal preferences

In the methodology section, it was mentioned that interviewees A-E may conduct
tender procedures, but do not do this very often. Interviewees F-N are in charge of projects
or a certain attention field of the municipality. Interviewee O is the town clerk or general
municipality manager. Table 17 shows the sets of factors and the group of respondents in
which it was mentioned most. It is remarkable that personal preferences were most
mentioned by the group of interviewees that perform the least tender procedures.
Respondents F-N had motivation, organization, knowledge, risk avoidance and control as
their most prevalent groups of factors. Knowledge was found to be the most prevalent
factor, as it was mentioned in almost every interview. This indicates self-consciousness
among the respondents. As the interviewees A-E do not very often perform tender
procedures, they might not experience or perceive the various factors as many as
interviewees F-N. It could be stated that interviewees A-E do not, due to a lack of

knowledge, perceive the other factors.

Table 17: Prevalence of factors in respondent groups

Set of factors Respondents
Personal preferences A-E
Motivation F-N
Organization F-N
Knowledge All groups
Risk avoidance F-N

Control F-N
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5. Discussion and conclusion
This chapter discusses the results of the qualitative research that were found in the
previous chapter. First, the results will be discussed, whereafter theoretical and practical
recommendations will be given regarding increasing the willingness to perform legitimate
tender procedures. Then, the limitations of the research will be discussed. Lastly, the

implications and suggestions for future research will be given.

5.1 Discussion of results: Personal preferences, motivational factors, organizational
factors, knowledge factors, Risk avoidance and fear factors and control factors play a
large role in the willingness to perform legitimate tenders

During the interviews, six overarching dimensions of factors which affect the
willingness to perform legitimate tenders: personal preferences, motivational factors,
organizational factors, knowledge factors, Risk avoidance and fear factors and control
factors. The dimensions that were found in literature were knowledge factors, motivational
factors, managerial factors, and personal preference factors. The risk avoidance and control
factors were therefore found by this master thesis research. The ‘managerial’ dimension as
found during the literature review prior to the interviews, was renamed into
‘organizational’ dimension as that name was thought to fit the subject better. Table 17

displays an overview of the dimensions and the factors that each dimension contains.

5.1.1. Agency theory: individuals like to pursue their own interests because of personal
preferences, motivation, knowledge, risk avoidance and the lack of control

In the theoretical framework of this thesis, principal-agent theory was highlighted.
In sense of the legitimacy of tenders, the operational purchasers would not act in the best
interest of the principal (purchasing advisors) by pursuing their own interests rather than
conduct legitimate tender procedures. This was confirmed by the interviews, as some
procurers tend to award a tender to a preferred supplier and by this pursue their own
interest. McTigue et al (2020) and Shrestha et al. (2019) mentioned that this could be due
to moral hazard, this is confirmed by the results of this thesis. The other problem in agency
theory, adverse selection, arises when a selected agent is not the best individual for a
certain task (McTigue et al., 2020; Shrestha et al., 2019). It is connectable to the lack of
knowledge many operational purchasers have, which was a result of the interviews. Also, it
turned out that intrinsic motivation is of high importance. When the operational purchaser
is not intrinsically motivated, the willingness to perform legitimate tender decreases. This
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is supported by the results of this thesis, as multiple respondents indicated that they do not
feel motivated to perform legitimate tenders. Moreover, Chrisidu-Budnik & Przedanska
(2017) write about miscommunication between principal and agent. As discovered during
this master thesis research, it is important to make clear information available on tender

procedures, so the ignorance of the operational purchasers on the topic decrease.

5.1.2 Non-compliant working behaviour: Tender procedures are perceived as
complicated because of a lack of knowledge, furthermore personal preferences play a
large role

The next topic that was covered in the theoretical framework, were the drivers for
non-compliant working behaviour and maverick buying. Kulp et al. (2006) have identified
multiple drivers for maverick buying: aim to increase efficiency, personal supplier
preferences, non-appropriate frame contracts, and a quick need for a purchase. All of these,
except for non-appropriate frame contract, were supported by the interviews as having a
negative effect on the willingness to perform legitimate tenders. However, ‘aim to increase
efficiency’ was found not to be a literal aim to increase of efficiency but preferring an
efficient process over following the rules and staying legitimate. The personal preferences
were furthermore found to be mostly related to granting tenders to local suppliers.

Rothkopf and Pibernik (2016) furthermore have mentioned the lack of information.
The interviews supported this. It turns out many operational purchasers do not have
sufficient knowledge on tender procedures and legitimacy; therefore they automatically
perceive tender procedures as complicated and burdensome. Bergman and Lundberg
(2013) furthermore mention aim for the best price-quality ratio as a driver for non-
compliant behaviour. This was not supported by the interviews to be of influence on the
willingness to perform legitimate tenders. In fact, through the interviews was discovered
that many operational purchasers do not strive for the lowest price, because they are afraid
a supplier is incompetent or delivering bad quality products and services. It turns out that

many operational purchasers put quality as their number one criterium to select a supplier.
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5.1.3. A free organizational structure decreases the level of creativity, alignment, and
control, information streams are important

The last topic covered in the theoretical framework was the flat organizational
structure that many Dutch municipalities maintain. Reiter-Palmon et al. (2021) defined
four success factors that are of influence on team performance: cognition, communication,
coordination, and coaching. Team cognition, both within and across teams, was found as
important for the willingness to perform legitimate tenders as well. For team members, it is
important that information is easily accessible, e.g. by having team members that have
extensive knowledge on tender procedures. This links to Reiter-Palmon et al.’s (2021)
communication success factor. The better the within- and across team communication, the
higher the willingness to perform legitimate tenders. Concerning coordination, the
alignment of teams is of high importance and was supported by the interviews in this
thesis. When teams within an organization are well aligned, the distribution of knowledge
and information tends to be better and therefore the willingness to perform legitimate
tenders increases. Lastly, coaching. Respondents have mentioned they have a lot of
freedom within the municipality, so much freedom that they even think no one would
mention if they willingly performed illegitimate tenders. By better coaching by purchasing
advisors, operational purchasers would experience more control and therefore are more
pressured to perform legitimate tenders. Future research could be conducted in this area,
by, for instance, researching the relationship between organizational control and the
willingness to perform legitimate tenders with the level of pressure employees perceive as

a mediator.

5.2 Practical implications

This research furthermore brings practical implications to purchasing advisors of
(Dutch) municipalities. Organizations could stimulate their employees’ willingness to
perform legitimate tenders by responding to the six found dimensions of this research:
knowledge, motivational, organizational, control, risk avoidance and personal preferences.
To enhance knowledge (1), and by that the willingness to perform legitimate tenders,
organizations could develop trainings, handbooks, and guidelines for their operational
purchasers. To increase employee motivation (2), the amount of paperwork required for a
tender procedure could be reconsidered and lowered. In an organizational perspective (3),

the alignment across work teams should be enhanced so information will be more
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accessible. The accessibility of information could further be implemented by appointing a
member in each team that knows more about tender procedures, who functions as a person
who people in their team could go to with their questions. Furthermore, the control on
tender procedures should be sufficient (4). With a sufficient amount of control, the
willingness to perform legitimate tenders is expected to increase. Fifthly (5), Risk
avoidance and fear factors. By enhancing knowledge on tender procedures, the fear of
people about conducting tender procedures could be decreased. Lastly the personal
preferences (6), which are thought to be the hardest to influence, as they are intrinsic. Clear
agreements on which grounds suppliers could be excluded, could help with the personal

preferences.

Figure 5 shows the six dimensions on two various scales: the impact (high or low)
on the willingness to perform legitimate tendres when the factors in a certain dimension are
positively influenced and the ease of implementation (high or low) that comes with it. The
control and organizational dimensions can be seen as quick wins: it must be rather easy to
implement a system of control and communication to enhance the willingness to perform
legitimate tenders, and it is believed to have a large impact. The knowledge and
motivational dimensions would also have a large impact on the legitimacy to perform
legitimate tenders as found in the interviews, but changing mindset is hard and it takes time
before people learn, as mentioned by interviewee G. However, creating a handbook for
purchasing is not that hard, but motivating people to stick to it is harder. This brings a
challenge not to just Municipality X, but also to other municipalities and even the
provinces and national government by having to motivate purchasers to perform legitimate
tenders and stating the importance of it. Influencing people’s personal preferences and the
fear people experience are believed to have a low impact, because personal preferences

will always remain.
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Figure 5: Impact and ease of implementation of dimensions
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5.3 Limitations and implications for future research

Although the literature review and qualitative research within this master thesis
were conducted in a systematic manner, the research also contains several limitations,
which could also be seen as opportunities for future research, which will as well be

mentioned in the next section.

The first limitation of this master thesis is generalizability. The sample group for
the qualitative research, the interviews, consisted of 15 people that all work for the same
Dutch municipality. The respondents were from just one organization, in contrary to for
instance Hoda et al. (2013), who have sourced their respondents in their teams research
through a network of software organizations, resulting in respondents from 23 different
software companies which increases the generalizability of the research. Therefore the
generalizability of this master thesis could be questioned, although many found factors
were already present in literature. It gives an opportunity for future research by researching

the generalizability of this research among other municipalities. However, in organizations
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with a different organization structure, problems as a lack of motivation and knowledge are
still believed to be persistent, because this research has shown that the employees from
Municipality X all have different backgrounds and prior employers at which they could
have gained additional knowledge on tender procedures. Another limitation of the research
Is that it does not measure the actual behaviour of the participants. Therefore, the
respondents could have given socially desired answers in the interviews. Future research
could make use of observations or a document analysis to limit the risk on socially desired

anNSWEers.

For future research, it would be interesting to consider peoples actual actions and
behaviour in tender procedures. This could be measured through e.g. document analysis,
where documents of previous tenders are analysed and assessed on the degree to which the
tender rules and regulations are followed and considered, such as Jeong and Kim (2019)
did in their research. Another possible research method would be observations. Through
observations, a researcher could observe the behaviour of purchasers of what they do when
they have the need for a purchase. Both studies could then include the results from this
master thesis as a basis of factors to focus on in the document analysis and observations.
Interviewing people from other municipalities to confirm the research results, and by that

increase the reliability of this master thesis, would also be desired.
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Appendix 1: Journal Research

Table 18: Journal research
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Journal Papers in  Papers Usable  Keywords
period relevant  and
2019- according assessed
2021 to papers
abstract
Journal of Supply 33 3 Public procurement,
Chain Management government policy,
commitment
Journal of 97 7 Organizational structure,
Purchasing and collegial advice, involvement,
Supply Management tender
International Journal 91 19 Change management, public
of Procurement procurement, barriers, ethical
Management issues
Journal of Public 38 10 Fraud, tenders, regulatory
Procurement framework, legal
International Journal 34 0 0 -
of Integrated Supply
Management
Supply Chain 134 14 Cognitive capital,
Management: An organizational relationships,
international journal purchasing function, HRM,
commitment, cross-functional,
competences
Strategic 288 11 Non-hierarchical teams,
Management Journal purchasing, organizational
change, change management,
engagement
Journal of 207 26 Rule complexity, advice
Management seeking, organization theory,

work teams, unethical

behaviour



Organization Science 161 18

Journal of Public 88 15
Administration

Research and Theory

Journal of

Organizational

Change Management

Legitimacy, organization
theory, resource provision,
inter-organizational
relationships, specialist vs
generalist,

Public organization,
behavioural model, legitimacy,

bureaucratic, policy
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Appendix 2: Keyword Research

Table 19: Relevant hits in keyword research

Keywords

Initial
hits

Limit to
1996-
2021

Usable
and
assessed
papers

Hits
only in
relevant
subject
areas

Search key

Public
Procurement

Tender

Commitment

Change
management

Municipality

Legitimacy
AND
purchasing

Maverick

11,444

21,760

183,805

508,163

71,082

68

1,491

9,840

17,396

154,665

443,668

63,755

64

131

1,988

1,348

24,656

40,877

4,306

26

120

TITLE-ABS-KEY ( public
AND procurement ) AND
PUBYEAR > 1996 AND
PUBYEAR < 2021 AND (
LIMIT-TO ( SUBJAREA,
"BUSI"))
TITLE-ABS-KEY ( tender)
AND PUBYEAR > 1996
AND PUBYEAR < 2021
AND (LIMIT-TO (
SUBJAREA, "BUSI"))
TITLE-ABS-KEY (
Commitment ) AND
PUBYEAR > 1996 AND
PUBYEAR < 2021 AND (
LIMIT-TO ( SUBJAREA ,
"BUSI"))
TITLE-ABS-KEY ( change
AND management) AND
PUBYEAR > 1996 AND
PUBYEAR < 2021 AND (
LIMIT-TO ( SUBJAREA ,
"BUSI"))
TITLE-ABS-KEY (
municipality ) AND
PUBYEAR > 1996 AND
PUBYEAR < 2021 AND (
LIMIT-TO ( SUBJAREA,
"BUSI"))
TITLE-ABS-KEY (
legitimacy AND purchasing )
AND PUBYEAR > 1996
AND PUBYEAR < 2021
AND (LIMIT-TO (
SUBJAREA, "BUSI"))
TITLE-ABS-KEY ( Maverick
) AND PUBYEAR > 1996
AND PUBYEAR < 2021
AND (LIMIT-TO (
SUBJAREA, "BUSI"))



Self-
regulating
AND team
OR self-
steering AND
team OR self-
managing
AND team

38

21

19

64

TITLE-ABS-KEY (self-
regulating AND team OR
self-steering AND team OR
self-managing AND team)
AND PUBYEAR > 1996
AND PUBYEAR < 2021
AND (LIMIT-TO (
SUBJAREA, "BUSI"))
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Appendix 3: Interview backup protocol

Prior to the interview:

Thank you for participating in this interview for my Master thesis research project. By this
interview, | aim to retrieve answers to either confirm or reject my propositions. | kindly
ask you to honestly answer the questions. In case there is a question you would rather not
give an answer to, please notify me. In this way, | could report the question as missing data
for your case, and there are no false results. The interview will approximately take 45
minutes. During the interview, | will try to discover which internal, external and process
factors are of influence on the legitimacy of tenders. By the legitimacy of tenders, | mean
conducting tenders according to the rules and regulations that were set up by Municipality
X and the government. Your answers and identity will stay anonymous so please feel free
to answer all questions as honest as possible. If you have any questions during, before or

after the interview, please also feel free to ask them.

Informed consent:
Would you mind if I record the interview? Yes/No

Before we start, do you already have questions? Yes/No

The questions
Note for the interviewer: for each question, if desired, ask: “why?”.
a. General
a. For which municipality do you work?
b. Could you please tell me a little more about your job position?
c. Did you participate in any purchasing-related education?
b. Questions regarding knowledge factors
Knowledge
a. Do you feel like you have enough knowledge of tender procedures to
perform legitimate tenders?
b. Do you feel like public procurement is too complicated to perform
legitimate tenders?
c. Do you always look things up or do you know rules by heart?

Lack of information

a. Do you feel like you are well-informed enough to perform legitimate tender

procedures?
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Unawareness of existing contracts

a. Do you always look for existing contracts when looking for suppliers?
b. Do you know where to find information on existing contracts?
c. Questions regarding motivational factors

Motivation for legitimacy

a. Do you feel like you are motivated to comply to the tender rules?
b. If you had to choose, would you rather choose legitimacy or efficiency in
tenders?

Overall team performance

c. Do you feel like the team you are working in is aiming to do its best, and is
it helpful to keep performing legitimate tenders?
d. Do you feel like your colleagues bring the best in you above, i.e. do they
motivate you to perform legitimate tenders?
d. Questions regarding managerial factors

Poor principal-agent management

a. Do you feel like the purchasing advisors are helpful for conducting
legitimate tender procedures?

b. Do you know where to find information on tender procedures on your
municipality’s intranet?

c. Do you feel like you are the right person to perform legitimate tenders?

d. Do you know what is expected from you?

e. Questions regarding personal preference factors
Personal supplier preferences

a. Have you ever awarded a tender to a supplier which you previously knew,
and by that did not follow the tender rules?

b. Have you ever awarded a tender to another supplier than from a frame
contract?

c. Do you think the principle of ‘conceding something to someone’ is
important in procurement, even though that could harm the tender
legitimacy?

Quick need for a purchase

d. Do you feel like you put less effort into applying the tender rules when you

are in a rush?



67

Closing of the interview
Thank you for participating, these were my questions. Would you have anything to add to
your answers? Or do you have any questions? The results of the research will be available

after my graduation via the University of Twente Thesis Repository.



Appendix 4: Coding scheme of the interviews

Table 20: Coding scheme of the interviews
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Category Axial code

Open code

Control Pull down

Lack of control
No process
Lack of control
Shortage

No overview
Lack of control
Larger whole

Lack of control

Risk avoidance Pressure

Shame

Fear

Fear of quality loss

Exclusion

Risk averse
Knowledge Ignorance

Ignorance

Knowledge

Guide

Education

Procedures

External advisors

Urgency
Ignorance
Complicated

Managerial/Teams Expectations

people strengthen each other in
doing things wrong

no 4-eye principle

no structured process
checking legitimacy

just two purchasing advisors
no overview

lack of control

part of larger purchase
possible to perform tenders
without purchasing advisors
political pressure

people feel ashamed that they
don't know the rules

afraid for the unknown
quality

hard to exclude companies
risk averse behaviour
ignorance

they think they do it good
lack of knowledge

desire for easy guide

no purchasing related
education

vague legal procedures
making use of external
advisors

urgency

not knowing the rules
Complicated

expectations known
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Motivation

Shattered knowledge

Knowledge sharing
Knowledge sharing
Advice

Knowledge sharing
Within team knowledge
Freedom

Organization structure
No control

Costs
Misunderstanding
Trust

Responsibility

Knowledge sharing
Transparency
Advice

Knowledge sharing
Alignment

Time-consuming

Unfrequently

Resources

Advice
Responsibility

Workflow

Time-consuming

shattered knowledge through
organization

share knowledge within team
share knowledge across team
asking purchase advisors
advice

knowledge sharing

no within team knowledge
freedom

flat organization

self-steering teams no control
costs money
misunderstanding

trust within team

extra responsibility self-
steering teams

within team warning
transparency

asking colleagues within team
for advice

hard to find things

alignment between teams
takes time to adopt new work
method

team does not perform many
tenders

need people and tools
internal advisors

Responsibility

happens in flow of work

time consuming
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Personal preferences

Priorities
Administrative
Motivation
Workflow

Stubborn

Preference

Trust

Supplier relationship
Local

Supplier relationship

Specific product/service

Good experience

Supplier preference

other priorities

lot of administrative work
motivation

another thing to consider
stubbornness

efficiency over legitimacy
trust

relationship with supplier
local businesses

creating relationships with
suppliers

specific tender just one
supplier

good experience with previous

supplier

personal supplier preferences
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Appendix 5: Interview matrix

Table 21: Summary of dimensions and factors that were found

Dimension Factors A B CDEFGHI JKULMNDNDO

Personal Supplier X X X X X X X
preferences relationship
Good X X X X X X X
experience
Trust X X X X
Local supplier X X X
Specific X X
product or

service

Motivational Workflow X X
factors Time-

x
x

consuming
Priorities
Administrative

Stubbornness X

X X X X
X X X X
x

Intrinsic

motivation

Organizational Freedom X X X
factors Responsibility X X X X X X X
No control X X
Shattered X X
knowledge
Knowledge X X X X X X
sharing
Information X X
sharing
Advice X X X X X X X X X X X X
Alignment X X X X X
Trust X X
Adopting new X X X X X
work method

Frequency X




Knowledge

factors

Ignorance

x

Knowledge
Guide
Education

x

External X
advisors

Urgency

X X X| m

X X| T

x x| @

x| I

X X X X

><><Z

x| 2

X X X X| QO

Risk
avoidance and

fear factors

Pressure
Shame

Fear

Fear of quality
loss

Exclusion

Risk averse

x

Control

factors

Lack of control X
No process
Shortage

No overview X

X X| X X

X X X X| X




