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Abstract

Purpose: This conceptual paper develops a framework linking procurement information,

citizen feedback, and local public financial accountability. Method: A purposive narrative

synthesis draws on accountability theory, the PEFA framework, and public-procurement

guidance. It introduces no local-government dataset or procurement allegation.

Framework: Transparency can support accountability when information is understandable

and traceable, citizens have a usable route to raise questions, and an authorised forum

can investigate and require a response. The paper separates disclosure, answerability,

correction, and learning. Contribution: It identifies why publication volume alone cannot

establish accountability and proposes evidence requirements for following an issue from

disclosure to resolution. Implications: Local institutions should connect contract

information with delivery evidence, record responses to substantiated questions, and

protect legitimate confidentiality. The framework supplies testable propositions and

candidate indicators; it does not score a jurisdiction or establish the effectiveness of a

particular platform.
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1. Introduction

Local procurement converts public resources into goods, works, and services that

residents experience directly. Financial accountability therefore concerns more than

whether a spending figure appears in a report. Residents may need to understand what

was purchased, which outcome was intended, whether delivery occurred, and what

institution can respond when the evidence raises a question. The existence of an online

disclosure portal does not answer all of these concerns.

Transparency is often used as shorthand for accountability, yet the concepts describe

different relationships. Disclosure makes information available. Answerability requires an

actor to explain conduct to a forum capable of questioning it. Correction requires authority

and an operational route to change an unsatisfactory state. This paper examines how

procurement information and citizen feedback could be connected through those

relationships without assuming that disclosure automatically produces a remedy.

The analytical starting points are Bovens (2007), the PEFA Secretariat (2016), and the

OECD (2015). They support attention to answerability, public financial management, and

procurement governance. The contribution is a conceptual sequence for local institutions:

traceable information, usable feedback, competent investigation, reasoned response, and

organisational learning. No procurement irregularity is alleged, and no observed

government performance is reported. The framework is intended to guide future research

and the design of a reviewable accountability process.

2. Constructs and institutional relationships

Procurement transparency is defined here as the availability of relevant information in a

form that supports meaningful understanding and scrutiny. Relevance concerns the

question being asked; traceability concerns the ability to connect a decision, commitment,

delivery, and payment. More documents do not necessarily provide more transparency if

their identifiers, dates, and classifications cannot be reconciled.
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Citizen feedback includes questions, reports of experienced service problems, and

submissions of relevant evidence. It does not make every allegation correct or every

preference representative. An accountable process distinguishes a request for

explanation, a delivery complaint, and an allegation requiring specialist investigation. The

person raising a question should receive an appropriate response, while the rights and

legitimate confidentiality of other parties remain protected.

Accountability is conceptualised as a relationship involving an actor, a forum, questions,

explanation, and potential consequences (Bovens, 2007). The PEFA framework supplies

a broader public-financial-management reference (PEFA Secretariat, 2016). The model

developed in this paper focuses on the connection between information and response, not

on replacing official audit, procurement review, or judicial authority. Citizen scrutiny can

complement those institutions, but its existence does not eliminate the need for competent

evidence and lawful decision making.

3. Conceptual method

The method is purposive conceptual synthesis. The selected sources address

accountability, public financial management, and procurement governance. The paper

does not claim a systematic literature search, a coded sample of contracts, interviews,

field observations, or an evaluation of a disclosure platform. The references are used to

establish distinctions and develop a proposed institutional mechanism.

The analysis follows an information-to-response chain. It begins with a procurement

decision and asks what evidence would connect that decision to intended delivery and

payment. It then considers how an external user could raise a question, how the institution

would classify and investigate it, and how a reasoned response could lead to correction or

learning. Potential failure points include disconnected records, inaccessible feedback

channels, unclear ownership, and a forum unable to require action.
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This reasoning establishes propositions rather than empirical conclusions. The examples

are hypothetical and do not describe misconduct by any named institution or supplier. The

framework also does not interpret current procurement law or specify a legally binding

disclosure schedule. Local application requires attention to the relevant mandate, review

procedure, information-access obligations, and confidentiality protections. The article's

purpose is to make the relationship between information and institutional response

analytically explicit.

4. The disclosure-to-response chain

The first link is traceable disclosure. A user should be able to identify which commitment,

supplier, delivery requirement, and payment relate to the same procurement. This does

not mean publishing protected personal information or commercially sensitive material

without a lawful basis. It means designing a record structure in which an authorised

disclosure can be understood and connected to the underlying decision.

The second link is usable feedback. A channel should allow a question to be directed to an

appropriate owner without requiring specialist knowledge of the institution's internal

structure. The third link is investigation and response. An authorised unit assesses the

evidence, seeks relevant records, provides reasons, and identifies whether further action

is required. Acknowledging receipt is an intermediate step, not proof that the issue has

been resolved.

The fourth link is correction and learning. Where a problem is substantiated, the institution

needs a feasible response and a way to examine recurrence. Where the evidence does

not support the claim, the response should explain the reasoning to the extent permitted.

Table 1 presents the chain's main questions. The argument is conditional: transparency

can support accountability when these links operate together. A portal containing many

records may remain weak if no forum can question or act on them.
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Table 1. Proposed framework

Link Evidence question

Traceable disclosure Can decision, commitment, delivery, and payment be connected?

Usable feedback Can a non-specialist direct a question to an appropriate owner?

Competent response Can the forum obtain evidence and require an explanation?

Correction and learning Can a substantiated issue lead to action and routine revision?

5. Delivery evidence and proportional disclosure

Financial and physical evidence answer different questions. A valid payment record does

not by itself establish that a road, supply delivery, or maintenance service met its intended

requirements. Conversely, a resident's experience of poor service does not automatically

show a procurement breach. The framework requires a defensible connection between the

contract or service requirement, delivery evidence, and the issue raised.

Disclosure design should consider actual users. An identifier understandable only to a

database administrator may impede scrutiny. A plain-language description can improve

comprehension, but should not replace the authoritative record or obscure a material

qualification. The OECD (2015) provides a broad procurement-governance reference; the

linkage and usability requirements proposed here are a specific conceptual application

rather than a claim of conformity with a certification standard.

Proportionality is also important. Publishing excessive personal detail can create avoidable

harm without improving public understanding. Institutions should identify the accountability

purpose of each information category and apply the relevant rules on access and

protection. When information cannot be disclosed, a reasoned explanation and an

appropriate review route may still support answerability. The framework does not assume

that complete openness is always lawful or desirable.



KISA INSTITUTE  |  E-ISSN 3031-884X

KISA INSTITUTE  |  Vol. 3 No. 11 (November 2026) 6

Published: 1 November 2026  |  www.kisainstitute.com

6. Designing feedback and institutional ownership

A feedback process should classify submissions before assigning a response. A question

about the meaning of a published figure may be answered through explanation. A

complaint about incomplete delivery may require verification. A serious allegation may

require referral to a competent investigative body. Treating all three as ordinary

customer-service messages can lead either to inadequate scrutiny or to an unfair

presumption of wrongdoing.

Ownership must remain clear across organisational boundaries. Procurement, finance,

service delivery, and oversight units may hold different parts of the evidence. The citizen

should not be required to coordinate all of them. A case owner can organise the handover,

record what remains unresolved, and communicate the next appropriate step. Internal

ownership does not determine the result in advance; it establishes responsibility for

moving the question through the authorised process.

The feedback channel itself should be assessed for accessibility and potential exclusion. A

process requiring detailed legal language or continuous internet access can

underrepresent residents who experience the service problem most directly. At the same

time, an open channel may receive irrelevant or unsupported claims. The design therefore

needs fair triage, clear reasons, and protection against misuse. These are institutional

proposals whose costs and effectiveness require subsequent evaluation.

7. Measurement and testable propositions

Measurement should distinguish disclosure availability, traceability, response quality, and

correction. Candidate indicators include procurements with a coherent public record,

eligible questions assigned to an accountable owner, reasoned responses within a defined

period, and substantiated problems with documented corrective action. Table 2 gives

safeguards. No observed values or performance thresholds are supplied in this study.
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Proposition 1 states that traceable and understandable disclosure supports informed

scrutiny more effectively than disconnected publication volume. Proposition 2 states that

usable feedback contributes to answerability when submissions reach a forum with

relevant authority and evidence access. Proposition 3 states that feedback contributes to

correction when ownership and response capacity persist beyond acknowledgement.

Proposition 4 states that documented learning reduces recurrence only when findings can

change operating routines.

These propositions should be tested against competing explanations. Well-resourced

institutions may both publish better information and resolve questions more effectively.

More active citizens may submit more feedback where service quality is poor, creating an

ambiguous relationship between complaint volume and performance. A future study

should consider institutional capacity, procurement complexity, citizen access, and the

severity of the issues raised. It should not classify an administration as accountable solely

because it reports many responses.

Table 2. Candidate indicators and interpretation safeguards

Candidate indicator Safeguard

Procurements with linked disclosed
records

Assess completeness and usability, not file count alone.

Eligible submissions with an assigned
owner

Separate acknowledgement from investigation.

Reasoned responses / cases requiring
response

Define a sufficient reason and report unresolved cases.

Substantiated issues with corrective
action

Verify action and distinguish outcome from intention.
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8. Discussion, implications, and limitations

The framework shifts attention from a publication event to an institutional relationship. Its

practical question is whether a person can raise an evidence-based concern and obtain a

reasoned response from a competent forum. That relationship may exist through several

channels, including public reports, service offices, authorised review processes, and digital

tools. The preferred channel should depend on the task and the people who need to use it.

An implementation can begin with one procurement category and a small set of traceable

records. Management can examine whether a question can be followed from submission

to classification, evidence review, decision, and response. The exercise should include a

case where no problem is substantiated, so that procedural fairness is not confused with

automatically accepting every claim. Public reporting can then describe outcomes without

exposing protected information.

The limitations are substantial. The paper contains no contract sample, citizen interviews,

audit findings, or causal evaluation. It cannot establish that a particular transparency

initiative reduces misuse of funds or improves service delivery. Its selective sources do not

provide a comprehensive review of all accountability literature. Future studies should

examine implementation costs, institutional incentives, the quality of reasons, and the

experience of people who cannot use the main reporting channel.

9. Illustrative case and evidence classification

Consider a hypothetical purchase of maintenance services for a public facility. A resident

reports that the facility remains unusable. That report is relevant to service delivery, but its

meaning cannot be settled from the payment amount alone. The institution would need to

identify the agreed scope, delivery period, acceptance evidence, and any outstanding

work. The problem could involve incomplete performance, a different maintenance

responsibility, or a service issue outside the procurement scope. These are alternative

explanations, not findings about an actual contract.
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The example illustrates the value of classifying evidence before drawing a conclusion. An

invoice establishes a claim for payment, an acceptance record documents an

administrative judgement, and physical inspection may provide information about the

condition of the facility. Each has limits. A reasoned response should explain which

evidence addresses the question and whether further assessment is required. The

process should protect both the resident's ability to raise a concern and the supplier's right

to fair treatment.

A future evaluation could trace cases through disclosure, classification, investigation,

response, and any corrective action. Researchers should distinguish an unsupported

claim, a substantiated delivery problem, a referral, and an unresolved case. A binary

closed-case count would conceal these differences. The study should also report the

period of observation and explain whether closure was independently verified or recorded

only by the responsible unit. This would generate more informative evidence about

accountability than the number of files or acknowledgements published on a portal.

10. Conclusion

Procurement information supports accountability through its relationship to questioning,

explanation, investigation, and response. Disclosure is an important input, but it does not

by itself establish answerability or correction. This article develops a conceptual chain that

keeps those stages distinct and makes their interdependence visible.

For local public financial management, the main implication is to connect information about

commitments and payments with delivery evidence and an accountable feedback process.

A case should have an owner, an appropriate forum, a reasoned response, and a

documented outcome. Legitimate confidentiality and fair treatment remain part of that

process. The framework does not treat every allegation as proof or every unpublished

detail as evidence of misconduct.
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Future research should test the proposed mechanisms with transparent sampling and

attention to institutional capacity and citizen access. It should report unresolved cases and

unsuccessful interventions as well as favourable results. The contribution of this paper is a

set of distinctions, propositions, and evidence questions for examining public

accountability, rather than a performance judgement about any institution.
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