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faces several challenges in many countries, including Indonesia. Maluku Island, one of
Indonesia's main islands, is experiencing growth in the construction sector. However, it
faces challenges, especially in improving the quality of contractor companies in
implementing tenders. This research attempts to examine the issue of tender failure more
comprehensively. This study aims to identify and analyze the dominant factors that can
affect contractor failure in the tender process. The research methodology includes a
literature study developed through relative importance index analysis to determine the
dominant factors. The results showed that 36 factors affected contractor failure in the tender
process for government construction projects in Maluku province. Factors affecting
contractor failure in tendering for government projects are divided into four main
categories: administrative document evaluation with an RI1 value of 0.65, qualification with
an RII value of 0.71, technical with an RII value of 0.73, and price with an RII value of
0.73. Technical and price evaluation are the most crucial factors. This research is expected
to help contractors prepare better strategies in the tender process, especially in terms of

technical and price documents.

Keywords: Bidding document, Contractor company, Contractor failure, Government project, Tender.

1. Introduction

Construction is one of the industries that plays an essential role
in a country's structural development, especially for developing
countries still under development, such as Indonesia [1], [2]. In
the age of globalization and industrial revolution 4.0, the
government is challenged to focus on massive infrastructure
development [3]. At present, the government is concentrating
on growth both inside and outside Java Island, including in
Maluku Province, with the aim of equitable distribution of
infrastructure throughout Indonesia [4]. According to
McNamara and Sepasgozar [5], to support the development of
infrastructure, it is necessary to support various parties,
including the construction service industry. The construction
service industry is responsible for procuring and maintaining
the country's physical assets to achieve social and economic
goals [6], [7]. This demand is increasingly essential in
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government projects subsidized by taxation and fiscal estimates
(8].

Based on Fig. 1, the distribution of construction companies in
Maluku Province as of 2023 is visible.

The qualifications of construction business entities are
categorized into three groups: small, medium, and large. This
categorization is regulated by Law Number 2 of 2017
concerning Construction Services, which was amended by Law
Number 11 of 2020 concerning Job Creation Article 20
paragraph (1). The number of construction companies in
Maluku Province contained in the sampling frame of the 2023
construction company survey is 1,631. This number increased
by around 17.00 percent from 2022, reaching 1923
companies/businesses.
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Figure 1. Construction companies’ distribution in Maluku Province 2023

According to Presidential Regulation No. 16/2018 on
Government Procurement of Goods/Services, the procurement
of construction financed by the State is carried out through an
E-procurement electronic tender process [9], [10]. A tender or
auction is a process of bidding to determine and select the most
suitable and feasible contractor or company to complete a work
package [11]. Tender qualifications and requirements must
fulfill various chapters, including the administrative,
qualification, technical, and price evaluation stages. These
stages were last amended by Presidential Regulation Number
12 of 2021 concerning Guidelines for Procurement Through
Providers [12]. The stages of the selection process in the
prequalification assessment of providers are carried out before
the offer is submitted [13], [14]. At the same time, post-
qualification is carried out together with the offer evaluation
process. In principle, the qualification assessment of public
auction participants' competence and business capability is
carried out by post-qualification [15]. Complex work can be
done by prequalification, especially [16].

There must be fair and equal competition between equal service
providers. It is a series of activities that provide goods/services
during the selection process [17], [18]. The core of the selection
activity is bidding, where the participant who submits the best
bid, fulfills the requirements, and can be accounted for, will be
selected to work on the project [19]. According to applicable
regulations, the procurement service unit working group selects
the procurement tender winner by examining and evaluating the
tender and qualification documents submitted by the bidders
[20]. Errors in assessing bidding documents and company
qualifications can lead to incorrect determinations of the
auction's winner, resulting in poor quality goods/services
produced [21]. Failure can be caused by various factors from
related parties (stakeholders), from the government
procurement service unit, budget users, and partners
participating in the government procurement process [22]. The
risk of failure experienced by contractors in the tender process
must be responded to accurately, precisely, and efficiently [23].
Risks arising from the tender activity process, from the
formation of the tender team to determining the potential
winner, are sometimes unknown, or the contractor's response is
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not appropriate. This results in tender failure and can reduce the
value and quality of tender handling [24].

Based on the facts described above, despite the increase in
infrastructure development, the number of construction service
providers has also increased significantly beyond the
availability of existing projects. It results in fierce competition
among construction service providers in tenders, with both
winners and failures. Therefore, it is essential to research the
factors that cause contractors to fail when participating in
construction project tenders. By knowing the factors that cause
failure and the probability of occurrence, contractors will
become more vigilant and better prepared for all requirements.
Thus, the contractor is expected to minimize the possibility of
failing the Tender.

2.
2.1 Research Strategy

Methodology

The research strategy begins with preparing the research
questions. Several formulations describe how research
questions are developed, which then become the basis for
determining the research methods to be used, as stated in Table
1.

2.2 Data Collection
2.2.1 Data types

Primary data were obtained from the outcomes of
questionnaires distributed to contractors who participated in
government construction project tenders in Maluku Province.
Questionnaires were distributed via Google Forms to obtain
research data. Secondary data in this study include information
from relevant journals, previous studies, and activity reports,
such as literature reviews and statistical data for Maluku
Province 2023.

2.2.2 Population and sample

The population element is the subject to be measured, the unit
under study. This study's target population is contractor
companies with small and medium qualifications based in
Maluku Province. The number of contractor companies in
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Maluku Province with minor qualifications is 1365, and the
median number is 257. This study's samples were taken from
30 small and medium-sized qualification contractor companies
located in Maluku Province. They participated in the tender

process for government construction projects in Maluku
Province.

Table 1. Research strategy

Question

Strategy

Expected Outcomes

What factors cause contractor failure
in the tender process for construction
projects in Maluku Province? .

mapping

Data collection:
o Literature study and previous research

Factors causing contractor
failure in the tender process for
construction projects in Maluku
Province

e Survey questionnaire

Data Analysis:

e Using IBM SPSS Statistics 27 statistical

application

Validity test and reliability test

To what extent are the dominant Data Collection:
factors causing contractor failure in
the tender process for construction

projects in Maluku Province?

Data Analysis:

e Question 1 outcomes

Advanced factor analysis using Relative

Dominant  factors  causing
contractor failure in the tender
process  for  construction
projects in Maluku Province

Index Importance (RII)

The sample size was taken as 30 because the Maluku province
region consists of many islands. If you consider all areas, it will
require a lot of time and money. Therefore, the research
objectives can be achieved by selecting a representative sample
of the region's characteristics in Maluku province, eliminating
the need to take samples from all islands.

The requirements for selecting a sample are based on
experience in participating in the tender process for at least 2
years in a position as a director, manager, HSE (Health, Safety,
and Environment) specialist, or Site Engineer in a contractor
company.

2.2.3  Literature study

In the first stage, a literature study and secondary data collection
were conducted from relevant journals, previous studies, and
activity reports related to the research. This literature study is
carried out to discover the factors that cause contractor failure
in the construction project tender process.

2.2.4  Respondent opinion

At this stage, opinions will be collected from respondents
related to the factors causing contractor failure in the tender
process for construction projects in Maluku Province. The
questionnaire is prepared using a value measurement scale with
a Likert scale of 1 to 5, with 1 (Very Rarely Fails), 2 (Rarely
Fails), 3 (Neutral), 4 (Frequently Fails), 5 (Very Often Fails).
This questionnaire will be distributed to contractors based on
the minimum amount of data required for processing using the
SPSS application. Furthermore, the results of the questionnaire
data collection will be processed to identify the dominant
factors causing contractor failure in the tender process for
government construction projects in Maluku Province.
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2.3 Data Analysis
2.3.1  Validity test

The validity test helps establish the suitability of the
questionnaire used by the observer to measure and obtain
research data from respondents. IBM SPSS Statistics 27
software assisted in conducting the validity test, which involved
collecting data from 30 respondents, resulting in an r-table
value of 0.361. The basis for taking the Pearson validity test is
to contrast the r-count and r-table values.

e If the value of r-count > r-table = valid data
e If the value of r-count < r-table = invalid data
2.3.2  Reliability test

The reliability test aims to determine if the questionnaire is
consistent when measurements are made repeatedly. The basis
for taking the reliability test is that the questionnaire is
considered reliable if the Cronbach Alpha value is greater than
0.6. In SPSS, there is no need to use a manual formula to
calculate Cronbach's Alpha reliability because SPSS
automatically performs this calculation based on the data
entered.

2.3.3  Relative importance index

Data analysis was carried out using the Relative Importance
Index (RII). The Relative Importance Index (RII) method is
often used because of its simplicity and ease of application. RI1I
allows quick processing of survey or assessment data,
especially in rankings or ratings of essential factors. This
method provides clear and measurable results with an index
between 0 and 1, making it easy to interpret and helping
decision-makers determine priorities. RII is also very flexible;
it can be applied to various criteria and measurement scales.
The RII in this study aims to rank each factor that affects the
failure of contractors in the tender process. RIl analysis is
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particularly suitable for ordinal data, such as survey results or
questionnaires that use Likert scales. Since we often work with
ordinal data, RII provides a way to combine preferences of
different levels of importance. The result is a number between
0 and 1, which is easy to interpret. The higher the RII, the more
important the factor is. The formula for determining the ranking
with the RII method can be seen in (1).

_ 5(n5) + 4(n4) + 3(n3) + 2(n2) + n1

RII = 1
Wx(n5 + n4 +n3 +n2 +nl) M

Description;

RII = Relative Importance Index of each factor
n5 = Respondents who filled in scale 5

n4 = Respondents who filled out scale 4

n3 = Respondents who filled out scale 3

n2 = Respondents who filled out scale 2

nl = Respondents who filled out scale 1

W = The most enormous Likert scale used.

3. Result and Discussion
3.1 Identification of Contractor Failure Factors

This section will discuss the outcomes of the research,
beginning with the identification of variables related to the
research data. It will also cover validity and reliability tests to
determine the accuracy of an instrument in measurement and
ensure that a measuring tool is used reliably and remains
consistent if the measurement is repeated. The relative
importance index test analyzes the dominant variables
influencing contractor failure in the tender process.

The results of the literature study show that four variables and
36 sub-variables cause contractor failure in the tender process
for government construction projects in Maluku Province.
Based on Table 2, the variables for (X1) Administrative Bid
Document Evaluation consist of 6 variables, (X2) Qualification
Bid Document Evaluation consists of 13 variables, (X3)
Technical Bid Document Evaluation consists of 12 variables,
and (X4) Price Bid Document Evaluation consists of 5
variables. The above variables are then included in a research
questionnaire distributed to respondents, specifically the
construction service provider company.

3.2 Validity Test

The validity test helps assess the questionnaire used by
researchers to collect data from respondents. In carrying out the
validity test, IBM SPSS Statistics 27 software assisted with
analyzing the data from 30 respondents. The basis for taking the
Pearson validity test is to compare the r-count and r-table
values. Based on the data in Table 3 of the Validity test above,
it is known that all factors are declared valid because the r-count
> r-table value and the significance value < 0.05.

Table 2. Factors causing contractor failure in the tender
process for government construction projects in Maluku
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Province
Code Variables/Sub-variables of Factors References
Causing Contractor Failure in the
Tender Process
X1 EVALUATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE
BIDDING DOCUMENTS
X1.1  The implementation period offered exceeds [25]
the period stipulated in the election
document.
X1.2 There is no date on the bid letter. [26], [27]
X1.3 It does not provide bid price details [28], [29],
(quantity and price list). [30]
X1.4 The bid guarantee letter is not issued by a [25], [29],
commercial bank, guarantee company, or [31], [32]
insurance company that has a suretyship
program as determined by the Minister of
Finance.
X1.5 The participant's name differs from the [32], [33],
name stated in the bid guarantee letter. [34], [35]
X1.6 The amount of the bid guarantee is less [29], [35],
than the guarantee value stipulated in the [36]
selection document.
X2 EVALUATION OF QUALIFICATION
BIDDING DOCUMENTS
X2.1 It does not have a business identification [37]
number.
X2.2 It does not have/expire a business entity [38], [39],
certificate. [40]
X2.3 It does not have/attach the original taxpayer  [39], [40]
identification number.
X2.4 It does not attach an identity card. [41]
X2.5 There is no proof of the VAT report. [29], [41]
X2.6 It does not attach/fulfill the deed of [41], [42],
establishment. [43]
X2.7 It does not attach/fulfill the deed of [44]
amendment (if there is a change).
X2.8  There is no statement about achieving good  [45], [46],
performance or excluding partners from the [47]
blocklist.
X2.9 There is no statement that the company is [31], [34],
not under court supervision, not bankrupt, [48], [49],
not having its activities terminated, or not [50]
undergoing criminal sanctions.
X2.10 It does not attach an integrity pact. [28]
X2.11 There has been no construction work [32], [41],
experience for at least the last four years, [45], [46],
both in the government and private sectors, [51]
including subcontracting experience.
X2.12 It does not attach the remaining package [52]
capability.
X2.13 It does not attach the basic capability form.  [39], [40],
[53]
X3 EVALUATION OF TECHNICAL

BIDDING DOCUMENTS
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X3.1 It does not fulfill the proof of ownership for  [38], [42],
equipment with self-owned status or the [46]
evidence of lease purchase payment for

equipment with lease purchase status, nor
does it provide the proof of
ownership/control of equipment from the
hirer.

X3.2  They need to fulfill the history list and a list ~ [49], [50],
of work experience or work references [51]

from service users.

X3.3 It does not attach a construction safety plan. [52]

X3.4 It does not attach the implementation [36], [53]

method.

X3.5 The schedule does not match the work [371, [39]

method and implementation schedule.

X3.6  Technical specifications are not included in ~ [41], [42],

the provisions of the selection document. [46]
X3.7  The procurement documents do not include  [51], [53]
the type, capacity, composition, or number
of equipment.

X3.8 The personnel letter of intent is not [54]

attached and is not appropriate.

X3.9 There is no reference letter/contract [55], [56]

supporting work experience.

X3.10 Personnel requirements do not match the [55], [56]

education level requirements.

X3.11  The original personnel diplomas cannot be [43]

shown.

X3.12 There is no certificate of competence [57]

attached/fulfilled.
X4 EVALUATION OF PRICE BID
DOCUMENTS

X4.1 The bid price is not reasonable. [46], [47]

X4.2 The bid price lacks competitiveness [44], [58]

compared to other participants.

X4.3 The total corrected bid price exceeds the [59]

total value and ceiling value.

X4.4 The unit price analysis does not show the [51], [56],

unit requirements for labor, materials, and [59]
equipment.

X4.5 The unit price analysis does not show the [60]

unit requirements for labor, materials, and
equipment.
Table 3. Validity test result
Code R-count R-table Significance Status
X1.1 0.728 0.361 0.01 Valid
X1.2 0.523 0.361 0.003 Valid
X1.3 0.566 0.361 0.01 Valid
X1l.4 0.535 0.361 0.002 Valid
X1.5 0.678 0.361 0.001 Valid
X1.6 0.717 0.361 0.001 Valid
X2.1 0.887 0.361 0.001 Valid
X2.2 0.692 0.361 0.001 Valid
X2.3 0.854 0.361 0.001 Valid
X2.4 0.846 0.361 0.001 Valid
X2.5 0.887 0.361 0.001 Valid
X2.6 0.797 0.361 0.001 Valid
X2.7 0.892 0.361 0.001 Valid
X2.8 0.87 0.361 0.001 Valid
X2.9 0.813 0.361 0.001 Valid
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X2.10 0.853 0.361 0.001 Valid
X2.11  0.843 0.361 0.001 Valid
X212  0.833 0.361 0.001 Valid
X213 0.891 0.361 0.001 Valid
X3.1 0.859 0.361 0.001 Valid
X3.2 0.856 0.361 0.001 Valid
X3.3 0.779 0.361 0.001 Valid
X3.4 0.796 0.361 0.001 Valid
X3.5 0.719 0.361 0.001 Valid
X3.6 0.762 0.361 0.001 Valid
X3.7 0.725 0.361 0.001 Valid
X3.8 0.492 0.361 0.006 Valid
X3.9 0.774 0.361 0.001 Valid
X3.10 0.86 0.361 0.001 Valid
X3.11 0.88 0.361 0.001 Valid
X3.12  0.843 0.361 0.001 Valid
X4.1 0.657 0.361 0.001 Valid
X4.2 0.545 0.361 0.002 Valid
X4.3 0.802 0.361 0.001 Valid
X4.4 0.778 0.361 0.001 Valid
X4.5 0.710 0.361 0.001 Valid

3.3 Reliability Test

The reliability test aims to determine if the questionnaire is
consistent when measurements are made repeatedly. The
questionnaire is considered reliable if the Cronbach's Alpha
value is greater than 0.6. Based on the data in Table 4, it can be
seen that all variables have a Cronbach alpha value of 0.979-
0.980, indicating that these variables are reliable in this study
because the value is greater than 0.6.

Table 4. Reliability test result
Code Cronbach Alpha

X1.1 0.979
X1.2 0.980
X1.3 0.980
X1.4 0.980
X1.5 0.980
X1.6 0.979
X2.1 0.979
X2.2 0.979
X2.3 0.979
X2.4 0.979
X2.5 0.979
X2.6 0.979
X2.7 0.979
X2.8 0.979
X2.9 0.979
X2.10 0.979
X2.11 0.979
X2.12 0.979
X2.13 0.979
X3.1 0.979
X3.2 0.979
X3.3 0.979
X3.4 0.979
X3.5 0.979
X3.6 0.979
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X3.7
X3.8
X3.9
X3.10
X3.11
X3.12
X4.1
X4.2
X4.3
X4.4
X4.5

0.979
0.980
0.979
0.979
0.979
0.979
0.980
0.980
0.979
0.979
0.979

3.4 Relative Importance Index Analysis

RIl is a relatively simple method in which calculations are made
based on the responses or preferences of a group of respondents
to a particular factor. The result is a number between 0 and 1,
which is easy to interpret. The higher the RII, the more
important the factor is. RII analysis is very suitable for ordinal
data, such as survey results or Likert scale questionnaires. Since
we often work with ordinal data, R1l provides a way to combine
preferences of different levels of importance. In this study, one
example of calculating the RII value is based on the results of
the questionnaire on variable (X1.1). The period of
implementation offered exceeds the period stipulated in the
election document, as shown in (2).

RII — 5(n5) + 4(n4) + 3(n3) + 2(n2) + nl
Wx(n5 + n4 + n3 +n2 + nl)
RIl = 5(1) +4(8) +3(6)+2(8)+7
5x(1+8+6+8+7)
RII = 0.52

(2)

This research is based on four main factors, with the RII
analysis presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Relative importance index analysis

Code Rank RII

Price bid document evaluation 1 0.73
Technical bid document evaluation 1 0.73
Qualification bid document evaluation 2 0.71
Administrative bid document evaluation 3 0.65

Explicitly, the results of the analysis can be seen in Table 6
below.

Table 6. Relative importance index analysis

Code Rank RII

X3.1 1 0.73
X4.2 1 0.73
X3.7 2 0.72
X2.1 3 0.71
X3.10 3 0.71
X2.3 4 0.7
X2.5 4 0.7
X3.12 4 0.7
X3.2 5 0.69
X3.8 5 0.69

X3.9 5 0.69
X2.6 6 0.67
X3.11 6 0.67
X2.11 7 0.66
X15 8 0.65
X2.8 8 0.65
X3.3 8 0.65
X3.6 8 0.65
X4.3 8 0.65
X2.10 9 0.64
X2.13 9 0.64
X4.1 9 0.64
X2.4 10 0.63
X212 10 0.63
X3.4 10 0.63
X2.7 11 0.62
X2.9 12 0.61
X3.5 12 0.61
X1.3 13 0.59
X1.4 13 0.59
X4.4 13 0.59
X4.5 13 0.59
X1.6 14 0.58
X2.2 14 0.58
X1.1 15 0.52
X1.2 16 0.49

Based on the results of Table 5, it is evident that the most
dominant factor causing contractor failure in the tender process
for government construction projects in Maluku Province is
factors (X3.1) and (X4.2), which rank first and have the highest
Relative Importance Index (RI1) value of 0.73. The second rank
is occupied by factor (X3.7) with an RII value of 0.72, while
factors occupy the third rank (X2.1) and (X3.10), each of which
has an RII value of 0.71. In the fourth rank, there are factors
(X2.3), (X2.5), and (X3.12) with an RII value of 0.70. The fifth
rank is filled by factors (X3.2), (X3.8), and (X3.9) with an RII
value of 0.69. The sixth rank is occupied by factors (X2.6) and
(X3.11) with an RII value of 0.67, while the seventh rank is
filled by a factor (X2.11) with an RII value of 0.66.

The eighth rank includes factors (X1.5), (X2.8), (X3.3), (X3.6),
and (X4.3), which have an RII value of 0.65. In ninth place are
factors (X2.10), (X2.13), and (X4.1), with an RII value of 0.64.
Factors (X2.12) and (X3.4) are ranked tenth with an RII value
of 0.63, and factor (X2.7) is ranked eleventh with the same RII
value of 0.63. The twelfth factors are (X2.9) and (X3.5), with
an RII value of 0.61. The thirteenth rank is occupied by factors
(X1.3), (X1.4), (X4.4), and (X4.5), with an RII value of 0.59.
In the fourteenth rank, there are factors (X1.6) and (X2.2) with
an RII value of 0.58. Finally, the fifteenth rank is filled by a
factor (X1.1) with an RII value of 0.52, and the sixteenth rank
is occupied by a factor (X1.2) with an RII value of 0.49.

4. Conclusions

Based on the results of processing the validity and reliability
test data, 36 factors influencing contractors' failures in the
tender process of government construction projects in Maluku
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province are identified. These factors are divided into four main
categories: administrative, qualification, technical, and price
bid document evaluation.

Based on the results of the Relative Importance Index (RII)
analysis, it is known that the most dominant factor influencing
contractor failure in the tender process for government
construction projects in Maluku province with the highest
Relative Importance Index (RII) value is: Factor (X3.1) Not
fulfilling proof of equipment ownership for equipment with
self-owned status or proof of lease purchase payment for
equipment with lease purchase status along with proof of
ownership/control of equipment from the hirer with a RIl value
of 0.73 and Factor (X4.2) Bid Price is less competitive with
other participants with a RIl value of 0.73.
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