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Fig.1 Origin of investigation object
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Table 2 The reliability coefficient of the whole scale and
each sub-scale about the effectiveness and feasibility of
prevention measure
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Table 3 Ranking of the effectiveness of prevention

measures by all survey respondents
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Table 4 Results of the effectiveness and feasibility of prevention measures by all survey respondents
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Table 5 The analysis of variance on effectiveness of prevention measures among 4 survey groups
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Table 6 The analysis of variance on feasibility of prevention measures among 4 survey groups
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Fig.2 Established system in preventing collusion in bidding of construction market in China

KT (BREAREV B RARE SHER G RIRT b 247
Table 7 Comparative analysis on preventing collusion between The Bidding Law and

Implement Regulations on the Bidding Law
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Table 8 Comparative analysis on preventing collusion between the traditional bidding and the e-bidding
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Table 9 Comparative analysis of the comprehensive bidding-evaluation and the evaluated lowest tender price method
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The establishment of collusion prevention system in

bidding in construction market
—based on analysis of the effectiveness and
feasibility of prevention measures

Qin Xuan, Wang Jing, Zhan Zhaoxi

(College of Civil Engineering, National Huagiao University, Xiamen, Fujian 361021, China )

[Abstract] The collusion action in bidding system of our construction field is seriously damaging the nor-
mal order of bidding. The purpose of this paper is to effectively manage the collusion in bidding and to promote
the healthy development of bidding market. Based on 36 currently used preventive measures in terms of effective-
ness and feasibility in construction market, statistic analysis is taken by SPSS software to analyze the opinions of
investigated experts in construction field through 112 valid questionnaires. The result shows that the effectiveness
of 36 measures is generally higher than the feasibility, and poor feasibility is an important factor to block the ef-
fect of preventive measures. Based on this, the paper established a collusion prevention system in bidding of our
construction market according to the measures with high effectiveness. The prevention mechanism of each mea-
sure is stated in detail. The aim is to increase the feasibility of the measure and provide some helpful advice to
prevent collusion in bidding.

[Key words] construction market; collusion in bidding; questionnaire; preventive measure; prevention

system; effectiveness; feasibility
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