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Abstract— This study analyzes the relationship factors influencing PhilRice-Supplier partnerships, focusing 

on mutual trust, integrity, shared objectives, communication, clarity of understanding, and shared resources. 

This research also addresses the challenges encountered by the local private suppliers about the 

procurement projects of the government specifically with PhilRice. A descriptive research design was used 

to gather data from the 30 local private suppliers of PhilRice within Nueva Ecija, Philippines. The study's 

findings reveal that the respondents emphasized the importance of effective communication between the two 

contracting parties, ethical behavior, sharing of resources, and support from the staff that leads to a strong 

and smooth partnership between the government and its suppliers. Several challenges highlighted by the 

respondents such as slow response to inquiries, payment delays, and unclear project specifications were 

identified as significant barriers. The study's insights are valuable and relevant for government agencies, 

private suppliers, and future researchers to improve and strengthen their partnerships and to make the 

procurement process more efficient. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Government-supplier partnerships play a crucial role in the 

successful implementation of public projects and services.  

These partnerships involve collaboration between 

government agencies and private suppliers to address the 

needs of society. Relationship factors refer to the variables 

that affect the dynamics and interactions between 

government agencies and suppliers in a partnership. These 

factors can include communication, trust, cooperation, 

mutual understanding, and conflict resolution mechanisms. 

A strong and positive relationship between the government 

and suppliers is essential for achieving the goals and 

objectives of the partnership. Conversely, a weak or strained 

relationship can hinder progress and lead to inefficiencies 

and conflicts. 

The effectiveness of these partnerships is heavily influenced 

by various relationship factors and the terrain of these 

collaborations is not without its challenges. According to 

Pellegrino and Tracey (2012); and Roehrich and Lewis, 

(2007), misaligned goals, ethical dilemmas, and 

communication breakdowns can lead to conflict and hinder 

partnership effectiveness. However, understanding and 

analyzing these factors is essential for developing strategies 

that can enhance the performance and outcomes of 

government-supplier partnerships. Moreover, Xiong et al. 

(2019), distinguished four main reasons: institutional issues 

such as a poor social environment; organizational issues 
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such as trust, communication, and transparency; contractual 

issues such as inadequate risk allocation and distribution 

mechanisms; and managerial issues such as inefficient 

partnering capacity. 

Apart from considering the said factors, the researcher 

aimed to describe the challenges encountered in 

participating in government procurement projects. Thus, by 

combining these two concepts, the researcher could 

formulate effective partnership strategies that focus on both 

government agencies and private suppliers, especially in the 

government procurement processes and to strengthen or 

develop their partnerships and achieve better outcomes for 

society. 

 

II. METHODOLOGY 

According to Shuttleworth (2019), descriptive research 

design is a scientific method that entails observing and 

describing a subject's behavior without influencing it in any 

way. The primary objective of this design is to "describe" 

individuals, situations, issues, behaviors, or phenomena in 

nature (Siedlecki, 2020). Therefore, in this study, the 

researchers adopted a descriptive research design. 

This study utilized a survey questionnaire strategy to collect 

data on thoughts and perceptions from the local private 

suppliers of PhilRice within the province of Nueva Ecija. 

To do this, the researchers targeted 30 local private 

suppliers within Nueva Ecija. 

For a thorough comprehension of the data, the researcher 

used the following statistical tools to classify, tabulate, and 

analyze the data following the objectives of the research 

study. 

1. To describe the profile of the suppliers, the researcher 

used frequency and percentage; 

2. To analyze the relationship factors influencing the 

government-supplier partnerships, frequency, and 

percentage were employed; 

3. To describe the challenges encountered by the private 

suppliers in participating in the government procurement 

projects, weighted mean and Likert scale was utilized: 

Scale on Data Interpretation (Tables 2 and 4) 

SCALE VERBAL INTERPRETATION 

5 Strongly Agree 

4 Agree 

3 Neutral 

2 Disagree 

1 Strongly Disagree 

 

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Business/Company Profile of Respondents 

The largest group of respondents making up 36.7% of the 

total are from San Jose, Nueva Ecija. Following this, 26.7% 

are from Munoz, Nueva Ecija while Talavera and 

Cabanatuan, Nueva Ecija tied with 16.7% each. The 

smallest group of respondents making up 3.3% are from Sta. 

Rosa, Nueva Ecija. 

As for the product or service category, 26.7% of the 

respondents are in General Merchandise / Multi-Products 

followed by Food and Meals, Appliances, Ink, Toner 

Cartridges, and other Office IT supplies, Agricultural 

Supplies, Materials, and Equipment with 13.3% each. 10% 

are in Automotive Supplies while a smaller percentage are 

in Aircon Service Center and Repairs,  Hardware & 

Construction Supplies and Materials, and Office Supplies 

and Equipment with 3.3% each. Based on their PhilGEPS 

Membership, Platinum and Red tied with 50% each. 

Duration of Partnership with PhilRice 

The respondents' distribution is based on their duration of 

partnership with PhilRice, where 56.7% or a majority of the 

respondents are in 1 to 5 years, followed by 6 to 10 years 

with 30% while less than 1 year and 11 years and above are 

tied with 6.7% each. 

Table 1. Relationship Factors According to Importance 

RANK RELATIONSHIP FACTOR FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 

1 Integrity 17 56.7% 

2 Mutual Trust 14 46.7% 

3 Communications 18 60% 

4 Clarity of understanding 30 100% 

5 Shared Objectives 20 66.7% 

6 Shared Resources 20 66.7% 

 

Table 1 shows the relationship factors according to 

importance. Integrity dominates the 1st rank with 56.7% or 

a majority of the respondents believing that Integrity is a 

very important factor in a government-supplier partnership. 

Mutual Trust dominates the 2nd rank with 46.7% while 

Communications dominates the 3rd rank with 60%. The 4th 
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rank was occupied by Clarity of Understanding alone with 

100%. Shared Objectives made up at 5th rank with 66.7% 

and Shared Resources were the 6th and last rank with 33.3%.  

Table 2. Private Suppliers Perceived Practices of PhilRice in Terms of Relationship Factor 

STATEMENT 
WEIGHTED 

MEAN 
VERBAL INTERPRETATION 

A. Mutual Trust 

I am confident that PhilRice honors its commitments to 

suppliers. 

4.67 Strongly Agree 

B. Integrity 

PhilRice adheres to ethical standards in its dealings with 

suppliers. 

4.73 Strongly Agree 

C. Shared Objectives 

PhilRice effectively communicates its long-term objectives to 

suppliers involved in procurement projects.  

3.90 Agree 

D. Communication 

Communication between PhilRice and its suppliers is frequent 

during procurement projects. 

4.37 Strongly Agree 

E. Clarity of Understanding 

There is a shared understanding of objectives and processes in 

procurement projects between PhilRice and its suppliers. 

 

4.43 

 

Strongly Agree 

F. Shared Resources 

PhilRice is willing to share resources (e.g., information) with its 

suppliers during procurement projects. 

4.07 Agree 

 

Table 2 shows a comprehensive assessment of PhilRice's 

relationship with its suppliers, emphasizing relationship 

factors such as mutual trust, integrity, shared objectives, 

communication, clarity of understanding, and shared 

resources. The highest ratings are observed in the areas of 

integrity (4.73) and mutual trust (4.67), both receiving a 

"Strongly Agree" interpretation, indicating that suppliers 

have strong confidence in PhilRice's commitment and 

ethical standards. Communication is also rated highly 

(4.37), reflecting frequent interactions during procurement 

projects. Clarity of understanding scores similarly high 

(4.43), suggesting a well-aligned perception of objectives 

and processes between PhilRice and its suppliers. However, 

the shared objectives category, while still positive, has a 

slightly lower score (3.90), indicating room for 

improvement in conveying long-term goals to suppliers. 

Table 3. Relationship Factors According to Most Problems or Challenges Encountered 

RANK RELATIONSHIP FACTOR FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 

1 Communications 20 66.7% 

2 Clarity of understanding 18 60% 

3 Integrity 15 50% 

4 Mutual Trust 16 53.3% 

5 Shared Objectives 20 66.7% 

6 Shared Resources 20 66.7% 

 

Table 3 shows the ranking of relationship factors according 

to most problems or challenges encountered. 

Communication dominates the 1st rank with 66.7% or a 

majority of the respondents believing that Communication 

is often the reason why the partnership with PhilRice is 

sometimes not effective. Clarity of understanding 

dominates the 2nd rank with 60%. Integrity dominates the 

3rd rank with 50%. Mutual Trust dominates the 4th rank with 

53.3%. Shared Objectives make up at 5th rank with 66.7% 

while Shared Resources is the 6th and last rank with 33.3%.  
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Table 4. Private Suppliers Concerns or Challenges Encountered with PhilRice 

STATEMENT 
WEIGHTED 

MEAN 
VERBAL INTERPRETATION 

A. Mutual Trust 

There is a lack of confidence in PhilRice's ability to meet the 

agreed payment terms and schedules. 

3.97 Agree 

B. Integrity 

PhilRice often fails to fulfill its contractual obligations. 
3.83 Agree 

C. Communications 

PhilRice shows little commitment to achieving common goals 

with suppliers.  

3.77 Agree 

D. Communications 

PhilRice is slow to respond to supplier inquiries and concerns.  
3.50 Agree 

E. Clarity of Understanding 

The terms and conditions of procurement agreements are often 

unclear. 

3.67 Agree 

F. Shared Resources 

PhilRice provides insufficient support and guidance throughout 

the procurement process.   

3.53 Agree 

 

Table 4 outlines various concerns or challenges faced by 

private suppliers in their transactions with PhilRice, as 

reflected in six relationship factors. Private suppliers 

express moderate agreement (3.97) with a lack of 

confidence in PhilRice's ability to meet payment terms and 

schedules, indicating a significant trust issue. Likewise, 

there is concern regarding PhilRice's adherence to 

contractual obligations (3.83). Communication challenges 

are also evident, with suppliers agreeing that PhilRice 

shows little commitment to common goals (3.77) and is 

slow in responding to inquiries (3.50). In addition, terms 

and conditions in procurement agreements are perceived as 

unclear (3.67), and there is a consensus that PhilRice 

provides inadequate support and guidance throughout the 

procurement process (3.53). Overall, these ratings suggest 

that while the issues are still manageable, PhilRice must 

improve its interactions and support for suppliers to make 

the procurement process more efficient and to strengthen 

their partnership. 

 

IV. CONCLUSIONS 

The following conclusions were made based on the data 

collected and the findings obtained: 

1.Integrity, communication, mutual trust, clarity of 

understanding, shared objectives, and shared resources 

were identified as the key factors influencing government-

supplier partnerships. 

2.Suppliers expressed strong confidence in PhilRice's 

integrity and adherence to ethical standards. Clarity of 

objectives and processes was also perceived positively. 

Communication emerged as the most frequent challenge 

faced by suppliers. Additionally, suppliers reported 

concerns regarding PhilRice's ability to meet payment 

terms, fulfill contractual obligations, and provide adequate 

support throughout the procurement process. 

 

V. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following are recommended based on the findings of 

the study: 

1. PhilRice has to be more transparent and 

communicate better. They have to talk about 

project updates, resolve issues, and promote 

teamwork. Create and put into place clear routes of 

contact for questions and comments. These could 

be hotlines, internet portals, or assigned staff. 

Finally, PhilRice needs to make their long-term 

goals and the importance of supplier participation 

in procurement projects very evident. 

2. PhilRice has to make the expectations more clear. 

To prevent misunderstandings, create uniform 

procurement agreements with precise, succinct 

terms and conditions. Pre-bidding conferences are 
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another way to assure fair competition, address 

supplier inquiries, and define project requirements. 

3. PhilRice needs to help its suppliers more. Simplify 

procurement procedures to increase their 

effectiveness and supplier friendliness.  
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