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ABSTRACT

Globally, corruption presents a major risk that reduces construction project performance by inflating
costs and reducing the quality of infrastructure commissioned. In developing countries, corruption 8
stifles economic development and engenders social inequality. This paper uncovers the prevalence and
forms of corrupt practices within the developing country of Ghana using a structured questionnaire
survey to elicit direct knowledge and lived experiences of construction practitioners. Research findings
illustrate that habitual corruption and unethical behaviour prevails amongst public officials, contractors
and construction professionals during the bid evaluation, tendering and contract implementation stages
13 of a construction contract. This research proffers that corruption is driven by a toxic concoction of
high

political connections, excessive and reckless sole sourcing of public construction projects, lack of
commitment by construction companies to address corruption and the inherently idiosyncratic

operational environment of the construction sector. The top-five forms of corruption frequently
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encountered, in descending order, are kickbacks (extortion), bribery, collusion and tender rigging,
conflict of interest and fraud. The research presents a rare glimpse of construction industry corruption
in a developing country and provides polemic clarity geared to intellectually challenge readers in 20
government and industry. Future work is required to explore and develop appropriate countermeasures

to address the corrupt practices and behaviours.

Keywords: Corruption, kickbacks, bribery, construction industry, developing country
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INTRODUCTION

The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP 2008) defined corruption as: “the misuse
of entrusted power for private gain.” Corruption represents a major and persistent obstacle to
governments and businesses that seek to achieve sustainable social and economic development
(Pillay 2004; World Bank 1997). According to the World Economic Forum et al.

(2012), corruption accounts for > 5% of the world’s gross domestic product, which translates
into some US$2.6 trillion, with over US$1 trillion paid in bribes annually. The construction
sector in particular has been described as an inherently dishonest industry (Transparency
International 2005, 2011, 2013) and corrupt practices occur at all stakeholder levels and phases
of project development (Brown and Skitmore 2015; de Jong et al. 2009; Shakantu 2006). These
malpractices include fraud, fronting, bribery, kickbacks, conflict of interest, collusion and
bidrigging, nepotism and other unfair/ unethical conducts (Brown and Skitmore 2015; Le et al.
2014; Bowen et al. 2012; Tabish and Jha 2011; Zarkada-Fraser and Skitmore 2000; Sohail and
Cavill 2008). The repercussions of corruption include stifled economic development, absence
of competition in prices and quality and poor workmanship (Sohail and Cavill 2008; Uneke
2010). The industry’s susceptibility to corruption is attributed to its inherently idiosyncratic
characteristics such as: the size, uniqueness and complexity of constructed products; lengthy
and sophisticated construction processes; fragmented structure with multiple contractual
relationships; adversarial culture; and poor professional ethical standards (Sohail and Cavill

2008; Transparency International 2013; Shan et al. 2015).

The parlous state of developing countries demands effective and efficient construction outputs
to initiate affordable housing and infrastructure to fuel economic growth and circumvent
poverty; yet paradoxically such countries are most vulnerable to corruption (Fanteye 2004). Le

et al. (2014) recommended more empirical research should be commissioned within
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developing countries that are challenged with addressing corruption. Their review (ibid) of 56
pertinent published articles between 1990 and 2012 revealed that more empirical research is
needed to investigate corrupt practices in developing countries. The nature and extent of corrupt
practices varies across countries, owing to differences in maturity and/ or availability of
effective procurement structures and, regulatory and administrative systems (Le et al. 2014;

Heywood and Rose 2014; Sampford et al. 2006; Shakantu and Chiocha 2009). Shan et al.
(2015) reinforces this assertion, reporting that tenuous regulatory structures — underpinned by
inadequate sanctions and negative leadership — have a strong effect on corruption
vulnerabilities. Within the developing country of Ghana, widespread dishonest practices
amongst public and government officials has engendered public disquiet (World Bank
Enterprise Surveys 2013; CDD-Ghana 2000; Mensah et al. 2003). In response, the government
enacted the Public Procurement Act in 2003 (i.e., Act 663) to reform and regulate public works
procurement and combat corruption (Government of Ghana 2003). However, despite the Act
633, corruption remains an importunate and unrelenting issue (Osei-Tutu et al. 2010), for
example, Ameer (2015) recently reported that contractors pay 10-20% of the tender sum in
bribes to secure public contracts. Ghana has not improved its scores on the Transparency
International’s (TI) corruption index and has consistently fallen below the midpoint of TI’s
scale of 0 (highly corrupt) and 100 (very clean). Figure 1 shows Ghana’s ranks and scores on
the Corruption Perception Index (CPI) between 2007 and 2016. The country is described as the
second worst decliner in the 2016 CPI in the Sub-Saharan region, scoring 43 (equivalent to the
global average) on the index. These scores indicate pervasive corruption in Ghana’s public

sector (Transparency International 2016).
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[Insert Figure 1 around here]
Against this background, an empirical investigation of corruption in public infrastructure works
procurement is conducted in Ghana. Specifically, the research reports upon the personal
experiences of construction practitioners regarding the extent and nature of corruption. This
research will assist policy makers to develop workable anti-corruption strategies that are

formulated upon a cogent understanding of the extent and nature of this omnipresent problem.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Corruption and the Construction Industry

The Chartered Institute of Building’s (CIOB 2006) construction industry-wide survey indicated
that there was no clear and commonly accepted definition of ‘corruption’ within the UK
construction industry. Indeed, results showed that the respondents held conflicting perceptions
as to what constitutes corruption. Hence, for this study corruption is defined as the: “offering,
giving, receiving or soliciting, directly or indirectly anything of value to influence the action of
an official in the procurement or selection process or in [construction] contract execution”
(United Nations 2006). Within construction literature, various research studies have
investigated corruption and ethics. In the UK, the Charted Institute of Building (C1IOB 2006)
found that 51% of the 1,404 practitioners had direct experiences of corruption and that on at
least one occasion, 41% of the respondents had been offered bribes. The study found that
corruption is “present in many aspects of the UK construction industry” (pg. 3) and
recommended that industry and government must do more to eliminate corruption. In response,
the UK government introduced the Bribery Act 2010 (with effect from April 2011) which
requires construction firms to demonstrate their commitment to battling corruption (Bribery
Act 2010; Donohoe 2011). The Bribery Act is extra-territorial and holds senior officials of

companies liable for not fighting corruption.
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In South Africa, Bowen et al. (2012) surveyed the views and experiences of construction
practitioners and clients. They concluded that corruption is pervasive and that contractors,
subcontractors and public officials are actively implicated in such practice; this finding
concurred with the earlier work of Zou (2006). Government officials frequently engage in
nepotism, dishonesty and unfairness, tender irregularities, and extortion of bribes/kickbacks
whilst architects and engineers are guilty of negligence and financial maladministration (Zou
2006; Bowen et al. 2007b). In Australia, May et al. (2000) revealed that bid cutting amongst
main contractors and subcontractors is widely practiced; however, whilst main contractors
regarded bid cutting as perfectly ethical, subcontractors vehemently disagreed. Zarkada-Fraser
and Skitmore (2000) investigated Australian construction professionals’ attitudes towards
collusive tendering. Three major collusive tendering practices were identified (ibid), namely
submission of cover prices, inflation of tender prices and withdrawal from the tendering
process. Similarly, Vee and Skitmore (2003) surveyed the views and personal experiences of
Australian construction professionals on industry ethics and found that all respondents had
experienced or witnessed corrupt or unethical behaviour. Most recently, Brown and Skitmore’s
(2015) exploratory study found that corruption was widespread in the Australian construction

sector and was attributed to personal reward.

Elsewhere, Tabish and Jah (2011, 2012) studied corruption in public construction project
procurement in India and hypothesized that anti-corruption strategies eradicate corruption. In
the United States (US), a survey found that 84% of the responding construction professionals
have experienced corrupt acts or transactions (FMI/CMAA 2004). Chotibhongs and Arditi
(2012) confirmed the existence of collusive bidding in the US and revealed that five out of 80
bidders were jointly awarded 72% of the contracts, and identified a widespread use of cartel

bidders. Similarly, Bajari (2001) observed bid-rigging in paving, school construction and
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bridge repair projects in New York City and Chicago. From the industrial organisational theory
perspective, Dorée (2004) discussed the problem of collusion in response to an extensive use
of cartels and structural bid-rigging in the Dutch construction industry. Doreée (ibid) linked this
persistent malpractice to the Dutch culture, improper market functioning and changes in

antitrust legislation.

This synthesis of extant literature illustrates that corruption is a persistent and endemic issue
within the construction industry internationally. Indeed, corruption is so pervasive and

entrenched that it permeates both process and professionalism.

Forms of Corruption

Corrupt and unethical practices within the construction industry exist in many guises and
include: bribery (Gordon and Miyake 2001; Amundsen 2000); fraud (Tabish and Jha 2011;
Vee and Skitmore 2003; United Nations 2006); kickbacks (Sohail and Cavil 2008; Osei-Tutu
et al. 2010; Aluutu 2007); collusive tendering and bid rigging (Chotibhongs and Arditi 2012;
Dorée 2004; Bajari 2001); embezzlement (Hartley 2009); conflict of interest (Brown and
Skitmore 2015; Bowen et al. 2007b; Osei-Tutu et al. 2010; Vee and Skitmore 2003); and

fronting (Le et al. 2014; de Jong et al. 2009).

. Bribery is widespread in developing countries and whilst difficult to define, it includes
speed and grease money (payments), gifts and gratuities, hospitability and the use of
intermediaries (Gordon and Miyake 2001; Amundsen 2000).

. Fraud is an economic crime involving acts such as swindle, trickery, misinformation or
deceit (Tabish and Jha 2011; Vee and Skitmore 2003). Fraud represents a false

misrepresentation or concealment of facts for commercial gain (United Nations 2006).
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Kickbacks are illicit economic incentives used to obtain a favourable decision from a
person in a position of power, for example, in contractor selection (Aluutu 2007; Sohail
and Cavil 2008; Osei-Tutu et al. 2010). Kickbacks typically inflate the cost of
construction but rarely the quality (Aluutu 2007).

Collusive tendering and bid-rigging refers to a “secret agreement between two or more
parties for a fraudulent” reason (Le et al. 2014). Collusive tendering includes
compensation of unsuccessful bidders, cover pricing, hidden fees and bid cutting
(Chotibhongs and Arditi 2012; Dorée 2004; Bowen et al. 2007a; Zarkada and Skitmore
2000; Bajari 2001). Bid-rigging occurs between the tenderer and the tenderee where the
former creates constraints that elevates the preferred tenderee to win a contract (Le et al.
2014).

Embezzlement occurs when an official (with the client’s organisation) misappropriates or
intentionally misuses project funds for personal rewards or political gain (Hartley 2009).
Repercussions of embezzlement include unfinished projects, delayed or non-payment of
contractors and suppliers, and below-standard workmanship.

Conflict of interest is frequently cited in construction procurement (Brown and Skitmore
2015; Bowen et al. 2007b; Osei-Tutu et al. 2010; Le et al. 2014; Vee and Skitmore 2003)
and is defined as a clash between the interest of the client organisation and personal
interest of the client organisation’s official (United Nations 2006).

Fronting occurs when officials within government agencies or client organisations create
front companies to obtain construction contracts. Front companies obtain unfair or illegal
benefits in awarding public contracts because of their owners’ powerful positions in
government (de Jong et al. 2009; Bowen et al. 2007a). These contracts are subsequently

delegated to other construction firms for personal gains.

RESEARCH METHODS
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Questionnaire Survey

A questionnaire survey conducted sought to solicit views and personal experiences of
construction practitioners regarding: the extent and forms of corruption; participation in
corruption; causal factors of corrupt acts; and measures needed to fight corruption. This data
collection method was used because it provides valid and reliable information about the
respondents’ experiences and knowledge of corruption at a reasonable cost (Hoxley 2008).
Questionnaire surveys can also ensure anonymity of respondents when researching into
sensitive topics such as corruption. The questionnaire design was adopted from Bowen et al.
(2012) but with some modification to suit the current research. The questionnaire comprised of
closed and forced-choice, declarative, multiple-choice and dichotomous questions to elicit the
respondents’ experience and views. The responses were captured using five-point grading

scales.

Survey Participants

The survey was conducted with practising quantity surveyors, architects, engineers and project/
construction managers from public agencies that sponsor construction projects and construction
and consultancy firms that work for public clients. A selection exercise was first conducted to
select a panel of practitioners who: i) are members of a construction industry professional body;
ii) hold director and other senior management level positions in the public and private sectors;
iii) have more than 10 years working experience in the construction industry; and iv) have
personal experience of corruption. In order to avoid bias in the survey responses, respondents
were selected from private construction companies, professional consulting firms and public
sector agencies/departments (refer to Table 1). This selection strategy was adopted to secure
quality respondents and to guarantee credible and balanced feedback. The selection exercise

yielded thirty-five practising construction professionals from public and private organisations
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who participated in the questionnaire survey; thirty-four are members of the main industry
professional bodies, namely: Ghana Institution of Surveyors (GhIS); Ghana Institution of

Engineers (GhIE); and Ghana Institute of Architects (GIA).

Given the contextual sensitivity of corruption, acquiring a larger sample size is problematic
(Brown and Skitmore 2015; Tabish and Jha 2011). Indeed, respondents were initially
concerned with preserving their anonymity and preventing reprisal. To alleviate these concerns,
ethical control measures were implemented and respondents were: given an opportunity to
withdraw from the survey at any stage in the process; given assurances that all data would
remain strictly confidential and would be securely disposed of post survey analysis; and
informed that their personal details would be omitted from the questionnaire. These ethical
control measures ensured that the sample size compared favourably with previous studies; for
example, Vee and Skitmore’s (2003) and Brown and Skitmore’s (2015) surveys were based on
responses of 31 and 23 respondents, respectively whilst Tabish and Jha’s (2011) findings were

based on six respondents. Therefore, the sample size is considered to be sufficient.

[Insert Table 1 around here]

THE SURVEY RESULTS
Survey results were analysed using descriptive statistics including mean, relative significance
and standard deviation. The mean and relative index were applied as consensus approaches
(Murphy et al. 2105; Jannadi 1996). The results are structured to iteratively report upon key
sections of data collected from the questionnaires, namely: prevalence and forms of corruption;

participation in corruption; facilitators of corruption; and control of corruption.
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Prevalence and Forms of Corruption

Overall, 97% of the survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed that corruption is widespread,
with a mean level of agreement of 4.40 (refer to Table 2). This result reinforces TI’s corruption
index findings on Ghana, which indicate that the country declined in the 2016 CPI to a score
of 43 from 47 in 2015. As shown in Figure 1, between 2007 and 2016, Ghana’s scores on the
corruption index range between 37 and 48, below the midpoint of the scale. When requested to
indicate on a five-point scale the project stages during which they have experienced or observed
various corrupt activities, the respondents overwhelmingly indicated the tendering and bid
evaluation phases, with high frequency indexes of 0.85 (mean = 4.25) and 0.86 (mean = 4.31),
respectively. The tendering and bid evaluation phases are critical in construction contracts,
ranging from invitation to tenders to contracts award. According to European Union (2013),
direct losses resulting from corruption during the tendering process for rail and road transport
construction and urban and utility construction in Europe is estimated at 17% and 20% of
procurement cost respectively. The findings suggest that public officials within client
departments exert influence upon the tender process (tenders and tender results) for personal
reward or political gain. As indicated by Tullock (2001), decision makers favour an individual
construction firm, for example, through a reduction in the number of bidders. Corruption during
tendering and bid evaluation processes mean that tenders are deemed non-responsive for trivial
reasons in order to elevate favoured tenderers; tender prices being leaked in exchange for
payments; government officials abuse their administrative powers to award public contracts;
and projects that are re-tendered in the absence of due diligence. The results also revealed that
the contract implementation and administration phase is vulnerable to corruption with a score
of 0.77 (mean = 3.84). Various malpractices occur during this stage of construction projects,
including: approval of shoddy works by consultants; over-measurement of works by quantity

surveyors; over-payment of contractors by corrupt officials; and kickbacks (Dorée 2004;

11
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OseiTutu et al. 2010). These survey results illustrate that most industry stakeholders are

actively engaged in various corrupt acts (refer to Tables 3 and 4).

[Insert Table 2 around here]

[Insert Table 3 around here]

Regarding prevalence of the seven forms of corruption, Table 3 shows that kickbacks (mean =
3.97) is the most prevalent, followed by bribery (mean = 3.91), collusion and bid-rigging (mean
= 3.76), conflict of interest (mean = 3.63), fraud (mean = 3.41), fronting (mean = 3.22) and
embezzlement (mean = 3.00). Kickbacks and bribes are often used to obtain contracts, or secure
a professional appointment and failure to participate in this corrupt practice results in either
unemployment or difficulties in executing the job if employed. The order of prevalence of these
corrupt practices varies across countries; for example, Bowen et al.’s (2012) survey revealed

collusive tendering and bid-rigging, fronting and kickbacks in South Africa.

[Insert Table 4 around here]

Table 4 reports upon the forms of corruption experienced and/ or witnessed by respondents.
The analysis indicated that 46-81% of respondents had a personal experience of, or witnessed
various corrupt acts — namely: conflict of interest (81%); bribery (78%); collusion and
bidrigging (78%); kickbacks (77%); fraud (61%); and fronting (52%). These findings illustrate
that the construction supply chain allows greater interactions among upstream (consultants and
clients) and downstream (material suppliers, contractors and subcontractors) stakeholders.
Construction and consulting companies and their executives develop relationships with

government officials and both sides could exploit these for economic benefits (Jamie et al.

12
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2009). Conflict of interest, involves the shared interest of consultants and the client on a project,
the consulting engineer working on a project for both the contractor and client, and government
officials awarding public projects to private firms in which they have financial interests (Bowen
et al. 2007a). Some contractors may offer bribes to public officials and consultants in exchange
for tender information to secure contracts. Embezzlement is the least experienced corrupt
practice. This is probably because (public and government) officials often embezzle project
funds without knowledge of other industry participants, hence they are not easily exposed to

the general public.

Participation in Corruption

The respondents’ experiences regarding the parties involved in corruption were also explored
(refer to Table 5). Public and government officials, who serve as clients for public construction
projects, actively engage in corruption (mean agreement = 4.23 or index = 0.85). The next most
corrupt stakeholder groups are contractors and sub-contractors, with a mean agreement score
of 3.79 (or index = 0.76) and 3.90 (or index = 0.79), respectively. Public or government officials
engage in corruption for personal gain while contractors and subcontractors perceive that
winning contracts is more important than observing the rules of procurement or breaking the
law in order to remain in business (Brown and Skitmore 2015; Chotibhongs and Arditi 2012).
Government officials and contractors and subcontractors’ active involvement in corruption is
attributed to their extensive involvement in the construction process (Bowen et al. 2007a).
Thus, there is some government-contractor interaction which facilitates corrupt activities. The
amount of time contractors devote in dealing with public/government officials is related to the
extent of corruption (Svensson 2003; Jamie et al. 2009). The analysis further illustrates that

professional stakeholder groups (quantity surveyors, project managers, engineers and

13
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architects) are involved in corruption, as indicated by a reasonable level of consensus among

the survey respondents.

[Insert Table 5 around here]

[Insert Table 6 around here]
Respondents were also requested to indicate the forms of corrupt acts that industry stakeholders
frequently engage in. The survey allowed multiple responses. Table 6 illustrates that
government officials (clients) mostly participate in conflict of interest (22 responses),
kickbacks (21 responses), tender rigging and collusion (18 responses), bribery (16 responses),
and embezzlement (16 responses). These results augment and concur with the survey findings
of Vee and Skitmore (2003) in Australia and instantiate the theory that conflict of interest is a
major concern internationally. Table 7 shows specific corrupt activities of public officials
witnessed or experienced by the respondents. There is a high consensus that they primarily
award contracts for political gains (mean = 4.47); extort bribes as inducement for awarding
contracts (mean = 4.26); leak information to preferred bidders in exchange for payments (mean
= 3.82); and awarding contracts to family members or friends (i.e., conflict of interest) (mean

= 3.74).

[Insert Table 7 around here]
[Insert Table 8 around here]

[Insert Table 9 around here]

Contractors are reported to be associated with bribery (21 responses), fraud (17 responses), and
fronting (11 responses) to win tenders, thereby undermining any possibility for competition
(refer to Table 6). Contractors frequently offer bribes in the form of gifts and payments to
obtain government construction contracts (Doh et al. 2003; Gordon and Miyake 2001), or

obtain government approval or permit for a profitable public contract (DeSoto 2000; Jamie et

14
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al. 2009). In the latter case, construction firms are more likely to speed up approvals through
corrupt payments (Martin et al. 2007). Table 8 further illustrates that contractors collude with
other contractors, for example, to win contracts (mean = 3.70); produce fraudulent invoices
(mean = 3.67); and manufacture fraudulent timesheets (mean = 3.58). Subcontractors were
found to primarily engage in bribery (Table 6). The respondents have also experienced or
witnessed acts similar to contractors (see Table 9) such as: production of fraudulent timesheets

(mean = 3.58); and collusion with other subcontractors to dictate the market (mean = 3.36).

Among the professionals, Table 6 shows that quantity surveyors are found to primarily engage
in tender rigging and collusion, and kickbacks, followed by bribery and conflict of interest.
Table 10 reveals that the respondents have experienced or witnessed quantity surveyors being
involved in specific corrupt behaviours such as: working for both client and contractor on a
project (mean = 3.26) which creates conflict of interest; delaying issuance of payment
certificates to contractors (mean = 3.26); and deliberate under-payment of interim payments to
contractors (mean = 3.24). These corrupt behaviours are in expectation of gifts and payments

from contractors for personal gain.

[Insert Table 10 around here]

Facilitators of Corruption

High political connections is considered to be the most important facilitator of corruption (mean
=4.28 or index 0.86 - refer to Table 11). This factor is important, because it facilitates secrecy
in the award of public construction contracts in developing countries. The Bowen et al. (2012)
survey reinforces this finding, reporting that the process of awarding construction projects in

South Africa lacks transparency and accountability. Ghana is no exception; award of potentially
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lucrative public construction contracts is shrouded in secrecy and lacks transparency (Osei-

Tutu et al. 2010).

[Insert Table 11 around here]

Excessive and reckless sole sourcing for public projects is also ubiquitous as indicated by a
high consensus mean score of 4.06 (index = 0.81). Excessive and reckless sole sourcing
eradicates competitive tendering and affords ample opportunities for malpractices particularly
inflated prices. Respondents also agreed that a lack of commitment by contractors in addressing
corruption in their activities also provides a platform for corruption (mean = 3.94). This may
be explained by the profit motive of contractors and other professionals, and a lack of ethical
standards in the construction industry. Many construction companies operating in the
construction industry of Ghana lack ethical codes of practice and/ or do not enforce these codes.
In addition, government and public officials do not have a clear code of conduct to check their

behaviour in performance of their duties.

Control of Corruption

Efforts at controlling corruption start by an individual or organisation experiencing or
witnessing corruption reporting it to the appropriate authorities or persons. Sohail and Cavill
(2008) proposed that accountability initiatives could help to minimise corruption in
infrastructure projects. Similarly, Le et al. (2015) asserted that anti-corruption strategies (e.g.,
rules and regulations, training, leadership, and sanctions) are key to curbing corrupt practices
within public construction projects. However, several barriers that impede the reporting of
corruption are apparent amongst respondents (refer to Table 12); the two highest rated being:
fear of dismissal or imposition of an occupational penalty by the employer (mean = 4.42 or

index = 0.88); and a concern that the ‘whistle-blower’ is not adequately protected and may be
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exposed (mean = 4.38 or index = 0.88). Three other important barriers indicated by respondents
were: lack of confidence in the national anti-corruption agencies and the judicial system (mean
=4.22 or index = 0.84); loyalty to friends and organisations (mean = 4.16 or index = 0.83); and

a belief that no serious action will be taken (mean = 4.03 or index = 0.81).

[Insert Table 12 around here]

DISCUSSION

Construction industry stakeholders are expected to discharge their duties devoid of corrupt acts
and with honesty and fairness, in order to deliver value for money for public construction
clients (Bowen et al. 2007b). Thus, the Public Procurement Act, 2003 (Act 663) (Government
of Ghana 2003) and ancillary codes of conduct promulgated by various construction industry
professional bodies (GhlE, GhlS, GIA) invoke an expectation on government / public officials
and construction professionals to observe high ethical standards and behaviours. The Act 663
is underpinned by five themes relating to public procurement processes, namely: i) a
transparent legal and institutional framework; ii) clear and standardized procurement
procedures and standard tender documents; iii) independent control systems; iv) proficient
procurement staff; and v) anti-corruption measures (Government of Ghana 2003; Osei-Tutu et
al. 2010, p. 246). Therefore, government/public officials within client bodies, professional
consultants and private sector firms are expected to adhere to procurement laws and
regulations, carry out duties with fairness and competence and avoid or disclose conflict of

interest.

The general presupposition of the Ghanaian Government is that this legislative framework and
auxiliary codes of professional conduct purge the construction industry of corruption — but this

research points to the habitual use of corrupt activities. These findings support the assertions
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of previous studies in other countries (Brown and Skitmore 2015; Dorée 2004; Bowen et al.
2012; Tabish and Jha 2011; CIOB 2006; Vee and Skitmore 2003). The prevalence of corruption
is the result of widespread secrecy (or a lack of transparency), from high level political
connections in the award of public construction projects, excessive and reckless sole sourcing
of public contracts, and absence of commitment by contractors in addressing corruption. These
factors have led to intense and unfair competition among professional consultants and
contractors in winning government contracts in order to stay in business (Zhang et al. 2016;
Doh et al. 2003). Unfortunately, such competition maintains high pricing because the motive
is for economic survival rather than economic efficiency. This situation presents opportunistic
corruption — construction and consulting firms resort to offering kickbacks and bribes to

public/government officials in exchange for public contracts (see Table 3 and 5).

The research findings indicated a high level of pathological corruption amongst government
officials and contractors compared to other construction industry stakeholder groups. Several
reasons include: top-level political connections coupled with excessive sole sourcing breed
secrecy in awarding contracts; the complexity and huge costs of construction projects that
provide opportunity to conceal procurement-related malpractices and their extensive
involvement throughout the construction contract lifecycle — from project planning and design
to contract close-out. As Jamie et al. (2009) observed, membership in, and support for, political
parties serve as a vehicle for promoting willingness to engage in corrupt activities by ignoring
legal proscription on corruption. Consequently, government and public officials are frequently
identified as being inveterate fraudsters by awarding contracts to ‘dummy’ companies or family
and friends of state officials/ politicians. They also abuse their positions of power and influence
to advance political affiliations by using contract awards to extort funds for the ruling party,

especially during elections (Bowen et al. 2012). The perceived high level of corrupt contractors
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allows them to compete effectively, avoid becoming disadvantaged and/or insolvent, to get
things done and to do business with government/public officials (World Bank Enterprise

Survey 2013).

The various corrupt practices and behaviours identified in this research emanate from improper
market function (c.f. Dorée 2004) with concomitant late delivery of projects, sub-standard
workmanship and late payment or non-payment of employees, suppliers and subcontractors
costing more money to the industry stakeholders. Economic growth and social equity can be
achieved by addressing market failures and ensuring a corruption-free society (United Nations

2006; OECD 2006).

Culture is a vehicle for corruption (Beets 2005; Husted 1999; Robertson and Watson 2004;
Maingot 1994) and may partly explain widespread corruption in Ghana’s construction industry.
In traditional Ghanaian contexts, traditions of gift-giving and gift-taking are ‘expressed in
customary exchanges whose functions are primarily symbolic.” Gift-giving involves various

‘material and symbolic goods provided as part of the services due a chief [traditional ruler]’
(Le Vine 1975, p. 49). Wrath and Simpkins (1964) and Mends (1970) contend that these
customary practices have been ‘abused’ (converted to reasons far removed from their
traditional ones) within business environments, and this partly explains the widespread
corruption in society today. For example, World Bank Enterprise Surveys (2013) found that
businesses in Ghana are expected to give gifts to government procurement officials to secure
public contracts. Gifts are used as a mechanism to improve the responsiveness of, and to
enhance and maintain relationships with, government officials for present and future favourable

contract opportunities.
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Further, a strong tradition of familial ties in Ghana could explain the prevalence of corrupt
behaviours. A government official’s decisions may be affected by family members or friends,
and there is tendency to favour one’s ingroup (i.e., family and friends) in awarding public
construction contracts (Husted 1999; Hooper 1995). This research found that government
officials frequently engage in conflict of interest (Table 7) by awarding contracts to family
members and/or friends. Officials of construction firms with familial ties to these government
officials may engage in corrupt transactions to secure competitive advantage, favourable

opportunities and contract terms (Jamie et al. 2009).

Maingot (1994) indicates that certain aspects of social structures of some countries provide a
tendency to resort to acts of corruption to attain socially approved status and/or personal gain.
In some cultures, material success is paramount, with little regard to ethics (Gonzalez-Fabre,
1996; Beets 2005; Husted 1999). Adinkrah (2016, pg. 40) notes that a consumerist ethos has
engrossed the Ghanaian society, evident by an uncontrolled pursuit for material prosperity “and
the obstentious display of opulence in the form of handsomely furnished mansions, luxury
automobiles, electronics, clothes, jewellery ...” This focus on material prosperity is more likely
to lead to a greater willingness of both government officials and construction professionals to

engage in ill procurement transactions in the quest for material riches.

Again, the prevalence of corrupt acts may be seen as a mechanism to avoid or minimise
uncertainty (Husted 1999), regarding outcomes of contract awards at tendering and bid
evaluation phases of project development. The research findings showed that corruption is
widespread at both phases, and that contractors frequently offer bribes or pay kickbacks to
government officials (see Table 6) to secure a more certain outcome of public procurement

exercises. Rashid (1981) concludes that bribery minimises uncertainty in public utility services
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contracting in developing countries. Government officials may cause delays and uncertainty in
approving construction permits for potentially lucrative contracts, with the intention to obtain

speed payments from contractors (Martin et al. 2007; DeSoto 2000).

To the consternation of both government and the general public, corruption remains a major
concern (CDD-Ghana, 2000; Mensah et al., 2003; Abbey, 2005). Strategies to control
corruption are myriad and include: whistle-blowing facilities and effective protection of
whistle-blowers; increased transparency in government procurement processes; internal audit
and monitoring of public contracts; good governance and accountability; sanctioning corrupt
individuals and companies; and effective implementation of codes of conduct within public
and private organisations (Gordon and Miyake 2001; Osei-Tutu et al. 2010; Le et al. 2015;
Tabish and Jha 2011; Sohail and Cavill 2008). An intricate network of political affiliations and
the personal financial rewards that these offer may prove difficult to eradicate particularly
because government officials are implicated. Nevertheless, and despite immense challenges
ahead, concerted and prodigious effort by both government and industry would radically
change the corruption culture within Ghana’s construction industry and in so doing, transform

economic performance and concomitant prosperity.

CONCLUSIONS
This research presents evidence of widespread corruption within the Ghanaian construction
industry; this is despite the Public Procurement Act and ancillary codes of conduct for industry
professional bodies. Because corrupt officials within government represent the industry’s
biggest and most prominent client, contractors are more concerned about placating these
officials to secure business survival than observe procurement rules/ laws. These inextricably
linked political-industry connections and the operating environment of construction projects

restrict competitive pressure in the construction industry to yield poor performance. Based
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upon a survey of construction industry practitioners, the most endemic corrupt practices were
revealed to be: kickbacks, bribery, tender rigging and collusion, and conflict of interest which

predominantly occur at bid evaluation and tendering phases of project development.

The results hold practical implications for detecting and tackling corruption in the construction
industry across developing countries. A major observation from this study is the ease with
which corruption occurs (high incidence of corruption) in public infrastructure works
procurement in Ghana. This situation is facilitated by high-level political connections in
awarding contracts, the excessive and reckless sole sourcing for public contracts and
contractor’s lack of commitment in tackling corruption. Addressing these challenges requires
improvement in the transparency and accountability environment in public procurements
throughout the project development phases, including a strict enforcement of the Public
Procurement Act (Act 663). This will help to create an environment for fair competition,
enabling contracts to be won and awarded on merit. Another critical issue to tackling corruption
is to give priority to certain aspects of the Ghanaian culture/traditions that influence corruption

in public procurements; these include gift-giving and gift-taking and strong familial ties.

The results show that the strategies used by project stakeholders to engage in corruption are
wide-ranging, including approving/awarding contracts for political and personal gains, leaking
confidential information for payment (by government officials); collusion among contractors
and sub-contractors, production of fraudulent invoices and timesheets (by contractors and
subcontractors); and delayed issuance of payment certificates, deliberate conflict of interest
situations (by quantity surveyors). The extant literature illustrates that these corruption

strategies are equally applicable to other countries.
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Successful implementation of anti-corruption measures is beyond the scope of the research
reported herein. Hence, given the widespread of corruption, further research is needed to
explore and develop appropriate anticorruption measures to address corrupt practices and
behaviours. The research should also collaborate more closely with public and private sector
organisations provided robust ethical controls and procedures can be implemented. Strategies
to be explored should include adequate protection of whistle-blowers, tightened procurement
procedures, use of codes of conduct and detection of corrupt activities. Controlling the
influence of cultural and traditional practices on corruption in public infrastructure works
procurements in Ghana is currently lacking, and further empirical investigation of its role in
corruption is needed to provide a deeper understanding of corruption and improve efficacy of

anti-corruption strategies.

The research has some limitations. First, it is exploratory and does not consider any theoretical
or philosophical approach to investigating corruption. Second, the work was based upon direct
experiences of construction practitioners. Hence, hard facts and evidence of corruption are
urgently required to develop and implement effective anti-corruption measures expediently.
Third, the survey sample size was relatively small but adequate for an exploratory research that
deals with a highly sensitive subject (Vee and Skitmore 2003; Tabish and Jha 2011). Future
research will address these issues, and greater collaboration with industry and government will
present the best opportunity to achieve success in this respect and engender much needed

cultural change.

Supplemental Data

Table S1 Sample Questionnaire Template is available online on the ASCE Library (asce.org).
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Table Click here to download Table Tables - revised.docx

Table 1 Respondents’ background and experience in the construction industry

Item Category Count %
Years of experience 1-10 0 0.00
11-20 7 20.00
21-30 23 65.71
Above 31 5 14.29
Total 35 100
Job level Director level 19 54.29
Senior management level 16 45.71
Total 35 100
Affiliation Construction company 14 40.00
Public sector agency/department 12 34.29
Professional consulting firm 9 25.71
Total 35 100
Professional association  Ghana Institution of Surveyors (GhlS) 14 40.00
Ghana Institute of Architects (GIA) 11 31.43
Ghana Institution of Engineers (GhIE) 9 25.71
Not indicated 1 2.86
Total 35 100
Job sector (profession)  Quantity surveying* 11 31.43
Engineering** 7 20.00
Project/Construction management*** 8 22.86
Architecture and design**** 9 25.71
Total 35 100

*Quantity surveyors; **Engineers; ***Project/Construction managers; ****Architects/designers

I+


http://www.editorialmanager.com/jrnmeeng/download.aspx?id=125708&guid=8ed4cf79-2c4b-4051-98ee-aa078af9c5e8&scheme=1

Table 2 Prevalence of corruption in industry and project phases associated with corruption

(a) How widespread is corruption? Mean Index Standard deviation
Prevalence of corruption 4.40 0.88 0.76

(b) Project phases Mean Index Rank Standard deviation
Bid evaluation 4.31 0.86 1 0.95
Tendering 4.25 0.85 2 0.94
Contract implementation and administration 3.84 0.77 3 0.62
Project planning and design 3.03 0.61 4 1.07
Contract close out (final account) 291 0.58 5 0.91

Likert sale: (a): 1 — 5 (strongly disagree to strongly agree); (b): 1 — 5 (never to very frequently)



Table 3 Prevalence of forms of corruption ta

Corrupt acts Mean Index Rank Standard deviation
Kickbacks 3.97 0.79 1 1.16
Bribery 3.91 0.78 2 1.07
Tender rigging and collusion 3.76 0.75 3 1.03

3.63 0.73 4 1.16
Conflict of interest 3.41 0.68 5 0.90
Fraud 3.22 0.64 6 1.14
Fronting 3.00 0.60 7 0.84

Embezzlement

Likert scale: 1 — 5 (Never to Very frequently)



Table 4 Personal experience and/or witness of corruption

Conflict _ Tender rigging ) )
of interest Bribery  andcollusion  Kickbacks Fraud Fronting ~ Embezzlement
Yes: 1 25 25 25 24 17 14 13
No: 2 6 7 7 7 11 13 15
Total 31 32 32 31 28 27 28
Yes % 81 78 78 77 61 52 46
No% 19 22 22 23 39 48 54
Rank 1 2 2 4 5 6 7

Table 5 Industry participants to corruption

Participants Mean Index Rank Standard deviation




Government officials
Contractors

Sub-contractors

Quantity surveyors

Material suppliers

Project managers

Professional architects/engineers
Developers/investors

4.23
3.82
3.79
3.57
3.55
3.49
3.43
3.31

0.85
0.76
0.76
0.71
0.71
0.70
0.69
0.66

O ~NO Ol s WN -

0.72
0.86
0.99
0.87
0.86
0.84
0.84
0.92

Likert scale: 1 — 5 (Never to Very frequently)



Table 6 Industry participants’ association with forms of corruption

Government Developers  Project  Professional Professional — Quantity Subcontractors Material
officials ~ /investors managers  architects engineers  surveyors Ccontractors suppliers Total %

Fraud 10 9 4 3 4 5 17 12 8 80  10.88
Collusion and bid 18 5 11 10 15 18 9 9 4 104 14.15
rigging
Embezzlement 16 1 8 6 3 3 7 7 4 62 8.44
Fronting 7 6 5 6 4 3 11 8 8 61 8.30
Bribery 16 11 15 16 18 15 21 17 15 167 22.72
Kickbacks 21 9 20 16 18 17 14 12 13 155  21.09
Conflict of interest 22 7 11 11 14 14 3 4 9 106 14.42
Total scores 110 48 74 68 76 75 82 69 61 735
% 14.97 6.53 10.07 9.25 10.34 10.20 11.16 9.39 8.30 100.00
Rank 1 9 5 7 3 4 2 6 8

Table 7 Government officials’ involvement in corrupt activities

Corrupt acts Mean Index Rank Standard deviation

Approval/awarding contracts for political gain 4.47 0.89 1 0.65



Extortion of bribes from contractors, sub-contractors or  4.26 0.85 2 0.70
suppliers as an inducement for awarding of contracts

Leaking of confidential information to a bidder in 3.82 0.76 3 1.01
return for payment or payment in kind, thereby
giving the bidder unfair advantage

Awarding contract to a family member, friend or 3.74 0.75 4 1.09
business, where there is conflict of interest

Reject qualified contractors, sub-contractors, or 3.61 0.72 5 1.01
suppliers without valid reason

Likert scale: 1 — 5 (Never to Very frequently)

Table 8 Contractors’ participation on corrupt activities

Corrupt acts Mean Index Rank Standard deviation

Collusion with other contractors in order to dictate the markets 3.70 0.74 1 1.09
Production of fraudulent invoices 3.67 0.73 2 1.12



Production of fraudulent timesheets 3.58 0.72 3 1.13

Provision of false extra costs to a contract claim as a “negotiation

. 3.55 0.71 4 1.23
margin” **
Employment of illegal workers 3.24 0.65 5 1.26
Refusal to work with a subcontractors or supplier unless some
benefit is provided to the contractor 321 0.64 6 1.01

**The claimant’s logic in including this margin may be that it believes that the opponent will attempt to reduce the claim, and so a
sufficient margin must be added to enable negotiations to arrive at the correct figure. Likert scale: 1 —5 (Never to Very frequently)

Table 9 Sub-contractors’ participation on corrupt activities

Corrupt acts Mean Index Rank  Standard deviation

Production of fraudulent timesheets 3.58 0.72 1 1.13

Collusion with other subcontractors in order to dictate the 3.36 0.67 2 1.07
markets

Production of fraudulent timesheets 3.27 0.65 3 1.11

Providing lesser standard of work rather than what was stated 3.24 0.65 4 1.10

in the contract specification
Employment of illegal workers 3.06 0.61 5 1.20




Likert scale: 1 — 5 (Never to Very frequently)

Table 10 Quantity surveyors’ participation on corrupt activities

Corrupt behaviours Mean Index Rank  Standard deviation
Deliberate delayed issuing of payment certificates to the contractor 3.26 0.65 1 1.02*
Working for both the client and contractor on a project, creating a

conflict of interest 3.26 0.65 2 1.08*
Deliberate under-payment of interim payments to the contractor 3.24 0.65 3 1.14

Biased decision-making in the expectation of additional contracts from

clients (such as withholding valid payments, or extension of time, or 3.23 0.65 4 1.10
claims to which the contractor is entitled)

Willingness to issue improper payment certificates or approve invalid
claims and extensions of time, due to fear of repercussion for

negligence (e.g. over-measurement) 3.14 0.63 5 1.25



Preparation of unfair final accounts, favouring the client 3.09 0.62 6 1.16

Likert scale: 1 — 5 (Never to Very frequently); *When different factors have the same mean score, the highest rank is assigned to the factor with the least
standard deviation

Table 11 Facilitators of corruption in the construction industry Corruption

facilitators
Mean Index Rank Standard deviation
High political connections enhance secrecy in the award of public contracts 4.28 0.86 1 0.98
Excessive and reckless sole sourcing for public procurement contracts breeds 4.06 0.81 2 0.97
corrupt practices*
The lack of commitment by construction firms in addressing the issue of corruption 3.94 0.79 3 0.90
in their mission statement contributes to the prevalence of corruption within the
industry
The operating environment of construction projects provides opportunity to conceal 3.88 0.78 4 0.96
corrupt activities
Private opening of tenders provides more opportunities for corrupt practices to occur by 3.84 0.77 5 0.91

modifying the result during the tender adjudication period



The lack of accountability through the use of internal auditing on construction 3.81 0.76 6 0.98
projects is a reason for the existence of corruption within the industry

Lack of transparency in awarding of contracts (no reason provided for unsuccessful 3.75 0.75 7 1.03
bidders in a non-competitive procurement system)
The absence of high competition between locally-based foreign and Ghanaian firms 3.44 0.69 8 1.00

promotes corrupt practices

*e.g., inflated cost prices
Likert scale: 1 — 5 (strongly disagree to strongly agree)

Table 12 Barriers to reporting corruption practices

Barriers Mean Index  Rank Stapdgrd
deviation
Fear of dismissal (or other occupational penalty) imposed by your employer 4.42 0.88 1 0.70
The perception that the ‘whistle-blower’ is not well protected and may be exposed 4.38 0.88 2 0.60
No confidence in the national anti-corruption agencies and the judicial system 4.22 0.84 3 0.70
Loyalty to friends or organisation prevents individuals from reporting any illicit activity 4.16 0.83 4 0.75
A belief that it will be a waste of time as no serious action will be taken 4.03 0.81 5 0.90



Do not want to be seen as a “whistle blower” syndrome (stigma) 3.94 0.79 6 0.90

The fear of physical harm to one’s self and/or one’s family 3.81 0.76 7 0.95
Do not know the reporting procedures to be followed 3.75 0.75 8 0.90

Likert scale: 1 — 5 (strongly disagree to strongly agree)
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The authors wish to thank the referees for their constructive comments and suggestions which
aimed at improving the paper. Each individual comment has either been addressed or
defended as appropriate (refer below) and a final file resubmitted for your consideration. Once
again, thank you.

Reviewers’ Comments Authors’ response

All authors

This manuscript was submitted as a Case Study. Does the
reviewer think this is the appropriate article type? To see
descriptions of the article types, <a
href="download.aspx?scheme=7&amp;id=28">Click

Here</a>.
Reviewer #1: Yes. The author is using the correct We thank the Reviewers for the
article type. agreement

Reviewer #2: Yes. The author is using the correct
article type.

Reviewer #4: Yes. The author is using the correct

article type.

Reviewer #3: No. The author should revise as a We believe that it is appropriate to

Technical Paper. present this research as a Case Study
given its specific focus on a developing
country.

Reviewer #1

This is a well written case study that addresses an The authors are delighted to read this

important construction issue in developing countries. comment - thank you.

A copy of the questionnaire used for data collection needs
to be added as an appendix to the paper to enhance reader | As recommended, we have also made
understanding of the tabular data presented. available a copy of the questionnaire to
enhance readers’ understanding of the
tabular data.

Reviewer #3

This is a fine written paper, following the classical IMRaD We thank the Reviewer for the
methodology. The abstract is well written and so is the inner | comment.

text.

There are just couple of concerns before the paper could be We thank the Reviewer for the following

recommending for final acceptance: comments.
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1. it would be interesting to use Transparency International
findings on Ghana (incl. the global rank) and include it in
this research - when giving the intro, but also discussing
the results.

We thank the reviewer for the comment.
We have included Transparency
International’s corruption index scores
and ranks on Ghana in the Introduction
(Lines 63 — 69) and in presentation of
results (Lines 225 — 225). Figure 1 is also
included to show trends in the scores
and ranks over the last 10 years (2007 to
2016)

2. the research community would benefit from attaching the
sample of the survey to the appendix, so it could be used
in and compared with the other developing countries.

We thank the reviewer for the comment.
A copy of the Questionnaire is provided
(uploaded).

3. the tables 4 and 6 could be omitted. The text is more then
grateful...

Thank for the observation.

Although the main text provides details
of the results, inclusion of tables 4 and 6
provide further details. For example,
Table 6 indicates associations between
various forms of corruption and industry
stakeholders. As the text highlights only
corrupt acts associated with government
officials, Table 6 further informs the
reader of various malpractices in which
other stakeholders are involved in.

4. the public procurement act is not put to referenced or is
referred wrong.

The Public Procurement Act is
referenced where it first appears (in
Discussion section) (Lines 385 — 386).

5. the conclusions declared at In 425-428 are a bit bold,
considering the citation from 1975 (!1?)

We submitted that culture may explain
the widespread corruption in Ghana’s
construction industry. The point about
gift-giving and gift-taking in the
Ghanaian culture still holds in today’s
cultural practices/traditions of the
country. And therefore, our emphasis is
on the abuse of these cultural practices
in the business environment, which is
supported by the World Bank Enterprise
Surveys (2013):

“... businesses in Ghana are expected to
give gifts to government procurement
officials ...Gifts are used as mechanism
to improve the responsiveness of, and to
enhance and maintain relationships,
with government officials for present
and future favourable contract
opportunities” (see Lines 446 — 449).

The above violates the traditional
purpose of gift-giving and gift-taking in
Ghana.

Hence, the declaration is still valid
within the Ghanaian context regarding
corruption.




6. explain how to impose such anti-corruption measures (In
490-492). This is important for the readers

Thank you for the comment.

Given the scope of this paper, and space
limitation imposed by the Journal,
implementation of the anti-corruption
measures mentioned is recommended
for further research. This aspect will
appear in a subsequent publication as
part of the research project being
undertaken by the researchers.

We submit that (Lines 528 — 531):

“Successful implementation of
anticorruption measures is beyond the
scope of the research reported herein.
Hence, given the widespread of
corruption, further research is needed
to explore ...”.

Just an advise... When using the Likert scale it's better if the
even scale would have been used. Hence the respondents

We thank the reviewer for the advice, it
is accepted.

would have been averted from using the neutral and middle
value.

Lastly, this paper is clearly written in a research fashion and
should not be classified as case study.

We believe that it is appropriate to
present this research as a Case Study
given its specific focus on a developing
country.

Reviewer #4

This type of research is needed to make these practices and
their extent of use known to the society. It also serves as an
alert to locals and foreigners doing business in Ghana. The
research can also inform actions that need to be taken to
combat corruption.

We are grateful to the Reviewer for the
comment — thank you.

The paper is very well organized and easy to read. The tables
are necessary but Figure 1 could be removed, as it is not
informative.

Thank you for the comment.

Figure 1 is removed from the
manuscript.




The methodology is explained but it is not clear how the
main sections of the questionnaire were defined and/or how
they directly relate to a review of the literature reviewed. It
would be useful to know how the authors singled out specific
questions and whether or not they were reviewed or
pretested.

The literature is well covered and integrated throughout the
paper, and could be better used to explain the method as
well.

Thank you for the comment and the
authors are pleased to read that the
literature is well covered.

The key sections of the questionnaire
were based on the literature and guided
by the overall objectives of the research.
The main aspects covered in the current
paper are: prevalence and forms of
corruption, parties involved in
corruption, enablers or facilitators of
corruption, and barriers to reporting
corruption. Further, the questionnaire
was reviewed and modified by the
research team to ensure its suitability for
the study Ghanaian environment,
particularly the construction industry.
Hence, the authors report that:

Lines 219 — 220: The results are
structured to iteratively report upon
key sections of data collected from the
questionnaires.

The research methods are well
explained, connecting to relevant
literature. We describe our overall
approach to the study, highlighting the
identification and selection of
experienced construction practitioners
as survey respondents (Lines 186 — 212).

The results need to be evaluated to check their significance,
from an Statistics standpoint. The tables present the
frequency of responses and the analysis is shallow in terms of
what could be done with this dataset. Which types of
correlations can be verified in the dataset. Are there bias in
the responses?

Or certain participants tended to answer in one way or
another. For instance, contractors pointing to problems with
owners, and owners pointing to contractors. There seems to
be a lot of blame assigned to public servants/officials,
however, were they given a chance to fill this questionnaire?
Is this a one-sided assessment of the situation? There needs
to be some comment on that.

The authors thank the reviewer for the
comment.

This paper — which emanates from a
larger-scope, ongoing corruption
research — is exploratory, based on
direct experiences of construction
practitioners/professionals. This helps
to build and inform the next stage of the
research project. Also,
advanced/sophisticated statistics are not
employed in the analysis of data due in
part to the small sample size (this
limitation is acknowledged in the
‘Conclusions’ section). Despite their
simplicity, the methods of analysis used




are appropriate for a study of this genre,
and have been used in previous studies
(e.g., Tabish and Jha 2011; Bowen et al.
2007).

We are of the view that the respondents
were fair and drew on their lived
experiences of corruption and
professional knowledge; recall that the
respondents were experienced
construction professionals from private
construction companies, public sector
agencies/departments and professional
consulting firms, and with affiliations to
the construction industry professional
bodies in the country (see Table 1: GhIS,
GIA, and GhIE)). Hence, there was no
one-sided assessment of corruption
situation. Drawing on the professional
knowledge and lived experiences of
corruption of the professional
respondents is a major strength of this
paper. We have commented on this:

Lines 193—195: In order to avoid bias in
the survey responses, respondents were
selected from private construction
companies, professional consulting
firms and public sector
agencies/departments (refer to Table 1).
This selection strategy was adopted ...
and to guarantee credible and balanced
feedback.

The discussion could be organized in subtopics to make the
points clearer and more impactful and also make a more
directly link to what is presented in the conclusions.

We thank the reviewer for the comment.

We structured the paper as follows. The
survey results are structured into four
broad subheadings under ‘The Survey
Results’, namely:

» Prevalence and forms of corruption
» Participation in corruption

* Facilitators of corruption

* Control of corruption

This structure helps to report upon key
sections of data collected from the
questionnaires (see Lines 219 — 221).

Following the above, we provide a
discussion that integrates ad reflects
results of the four key subheadings.




The conclusions should reflect the results of the paper. How
specific results should be addressed, instead of some blanket
statements about the need for ethics reform or regulation.
Address results separately, as well as address the results that
point to the most frequent problems/barriers/facilitators.

We thank the review fort the comment.

We have revised/re-written the
Conclusions section so that the results
are reflected. Blanket statements are
removed or revised. Further research is
recommended to address relevant issues
that are beyond the scope of this

research, including development of
anticorruption strategies and the role of
cultural and traditional practices in
facilitating corruption in public
procurements (Lines 501-529; 534 —
538).

Editor’s comments

Editor: First of all, I would like to thank you for considering
Journal of Management in Engineering to publish your work.
I have read the paper and the comments of the reviewers.
The reviewers have recommended revise and resubmit the
manuscript. Based on my own reading of the paper and the
comments of review team and AE, I agree with the reviewers
to invite you to revise your manuscript. During the revision
process, I strongly recommend that you conduct a thorough
literature review on the subject to discuss your work's
importance/significance and clearly explain why your work is
appropriate for the diverse readership of Journal of
Management in Engineering.

We thank the Editor for the interest in
our research.

We have responded to the reviewers’
comments, and where necessary, further
clarification is provided.

In our concluding remarks, we state the
study’s potential contribution to practice
and transparency and accountability
environment in public procurements,
and the role of local cultural/traditional
practices in the tackling corruption in
the construction industry.

Please incorporate all reviewers' comments thoroughly and
fully and submit a revised manuscript along with the detailed
response to reviewers' comments for full re-review. Thanks
for your interest in the Journal of Management in
Engineering. We look forward to receiving the revised
manuscript from you. The reviewer comments are listed
below.

We have responded to the reviewers’
comments point-by-point as shown in
this Response sheet.

As requested by the reviewers, we have
uploaded a sample of our
questionnaire template under

‘Supplemental Data’ section: Table S1
Sample Questionnaire Template is
available online on the ASCE Library
(asce.org).

Associate Editor’s comments

Associate Editor: Thanks for your submission to JME. The
paper was reviewed by three experts who acknowledged its
value. However, the same reviewers also suggested various
remarks to hone the quality of the paper. The authors should
address these comments in their revision.

We thank the AE for the interest in
this paper.

Each individual comment is either
addressed or defended as appropriate.
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