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Abstract 

The primary purpose of this study is to measure the readiness of the municipalities of the 

Republic of Kosovo if they are ready to apply Lean Six Sigma (LSS) philosophy to local 

governance administration. When it comes to applying LSS to local government, it means using 

the LSS techniques and tools that will improve the processes and provide a more efficient, speed-

based, more-efficient, cost-effective administration with reduced cost for a municipality and 

increase citizens' satisfaction. The LSS philosophy is the best option that instructs the institutions 

on how to address the problems with local governance and guides how to improve the critical 

factors for local quality governance. 

The study was conducted with the municipalities of the Republic of Kosovo, including local 

government experts, public administration experts, municipal leaders and managers, 

administrative officials and political bodies of the local legislature. To complete this study, more 

than a year has been spent to select and hear the opinions of local government experts and 

municipal officials across 18 municipalities across Kosovo, first to build the readiness 

measurement instrument and secondly to carry out a broad survey in the selected cities. To 

complete this study, various research methods, qualitative and quantitative methods for data 

collection and analysis have been used, deductive and inductive approaches have been developed 

to build stable theories, empirical and narrative analyses have been conducted to respond to 

research questions. These methods are implemented to understand the issue of readiness both in 

the statistical aspect as well as in the psychological aspect.  

Through the analysis of collected data it is achieved to understand the level of the readiness of 

the municipalities to apply LSS in the municipal administration. From the point of view of 

municipal officials, who are experts of local government, differences and variations between the 
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groups divided by gender, age, education, function and working experience, that were involved 

in the study have been identified. Also, by applying qualitative methods, the reason that has 

affected the evaluation is understood too. 

This study has measured the readiness level in the municipal administration but not in other 

specific municipal institutions that also deliver essential services to the citizens. This study does 

not include independent institutions that are founded by the municipalities.  

In essence, this study has made possible to understand the importance of the LSS philosophy, the 

benefits that its application can bring to public administration and local government, the 

difficulties of installing this philosophy and the benefits that municipalities can get if they decide 

to apply this managerial philosophy.  

Key Words: Lean Six Sigma; Local Government; Public Administration 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



viii 

 

Table of Contents 
Acknowledgments....................................................................................................................... v 

Abstract ...................................................................................................................................... vi 

List of tables .............................................................................................................................. xii 

List of figures ........................................................................................................................... xiv 

List of Abbreviations ............................................................................................................... xvi 

1 Chapter one: Introduction ....................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Structure of the thesis ..................................................................................................... 12 

2 Chapter two: Literature Review ............................................................................................ 17 

2.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................... 17 

2.2 Lean ................................................................................................................................ 18 

2.3 Six-Sigma ....................................................................................................................... 22 

2.4 Lean Six Sigma .............................................................................................................. 29 

2.5 Lean Six Sigma Critical Success Factors ....................................................................... 34 

2.6 Lean Six Sigma in State Organizations .......................................................................... 36 

2.7 Public Sector Context ..................................................................................................... 42 

2.8 State Organizations ........................................................................................................ 42 

2.9 State Administration Context in the Republic of Kosovo .............................................. 49 

3 Chapter three: Research Methodology.................................................................................. 58 

3.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................... 58 



ix 

 

3.2 Research Design ............................................................................................................. 59 

3.3 Applied Research Methodology ..................................................................................... 63 

3.3.1 Systematic Literature Review – Phase one ............................................................. 65 

3.3.2 CSFs and Indicators Evaluation and Validation – Phase two ................................. 82 

3.3.3 Testing the Readiness Measurement Instrument – Phase three .............................. 99 

3.3.4 Field Survey – Project Research Methodology .................................................... 117 

3.3.5 Ethical Consideration of the Research .................................................................. 125 

3.4 Overview on Selected Critical Success Factors for Local Government ...................... 126 

3.4.1 Management Commitment and Involvement........................................................ 127 

3.4.2 Leadership ............................................................................................................. 128 

3.4.3 Managerial Skills .................................................................................................. 129 

3.4.4 Employee Involvement and Commitment ............................................................ 130 

3.4.5 Communication ..................................................................................................... 132 

3.4.6 Organizational Culture .......................................................................................... 133 

3.4.7 Transparency, Visibility and Information ............................................................. 134 

3.4.8 Continuous Improvement...................................................................................... 135 

3.4.9 Resource Allocation .............................................................................................. 136 

3.4.10 Project Selection and Prioritization ...................................................................... 137 

4 Chapter four: Results of the Research ................................................................................ 139 

4.1 Descriptive Analysis .................................................................................................... 140 



x 

 

4.2 CSF Sample Means ...................................................................................................... 155 

4.3 CSF Variations Observation ........................................................................................ 157 

4.4 Level of Municipal Readiness ...................................................................................... 160 

4.5 Variations within the Groups ....................................................................................... 172 

4.6 Differences between groups ......................................................................................... 182 

4.7 CSF Ranking ................................................................................................................ 194 

4.8 Readiness Challenges ................................................................................................... 196 

4.8.1 Management Involvement and Commitment Readiness Challenges .................... 197 

4.8.2 Leadership Readiness Challenges ......................................................................... 198 

4.8.3 Managerial Skills Readiness Challenges .............................................................. 199 

4.8.4 Employee Involvement and Commitment Readiness Challenges ........................ 201 

4.8.5 Communication Readiness Challenges ................................................................. 201 

4.8.6 Organizational Culture Readiness Challenges ...................................................... 202 

4.8.7 Transparency, Visibility and Information Readiness Challenges ......................... 204 

4.8.8 Resource Allocation Readiness Challenges .......................................................... 205 

4.8.9 Continuous Improvement Readiness Challenges.................................................. 206 

4.8.10 Project Selection and Prioritization Readiness Challenges .................................. 207 

5 Chapter five: Discussion ..................................................................................................... 209 

5.1 Articulation of selected CSFs ....................................................................................... 210 

5.2 Articulation of readiness level...................................................................................... 212 



xi 

 

5.3 Articulation of differences between municipalities and groups ................................... 215 

6 Chapter Six: Limitations, Implications, Recommendation and Conclusions ..................... 218 

6.1 Limitations ................................................................................................................... 218 

6.2 Research Implications .................................................................................................. 219 

6.3 Recommendations ........................................................................................................ 223 

6.4 Conclusions .................................................................................................................. 224 

References ................................................................................................................................... 226 

Appendices .................................................................................................................................. 266 

APPENDIX 1 .......................................................................................................................... 266 

APPENDIX 2 .......................................................................................................................... 270 

APPENDIX 3 .......................................................................................................................... 274 

APPENDIX 4 .......................................................................................................................... 276 

APPENDIX 5 .......................................................................................................................... 279 

APPENDIX 6 .......................................................................................................................... 289 

APPENDIX 7 .......................................................................................................................... 298 

APPENDIX 8 .......................................................................................................................... 321 

 

 

 

 



xii 

 

List of tables 

Table 2-1 Lean Principles ............................................................................................................. 20 

Table 2-2  DMAIC Steps to be Taken, Tools to be Used .............................................................. 26 

Table 3-1  Systematic Literature Review ...................................................................................... 67 

Table 3-2  List of Papers with Adequate CSFs and Indicators..................................................... 69 

Table 3-3  CSFs Ranking According to their Appearance ........................................................... 75 

Table 3-4 Second Round CSF Selection for Further Study - Item Statistics ................................ 89 

Table 3-5 Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Statistics - Reliability Statistics ..................................... 89 

Table 3-6  Test Statistics - CSF ranking according to Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance .... 90 

Table 3-7  The Preliminary Ranking of CSFs According to Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance 

W2 ................................................................................................................................................. 91 

Table 3-8 Relevant Indicators ....................................................................................................... 92 

Table 3-9 Indicators validation Reliability statistics - Reliability Statistics ................................ 94 

Table 3-10 Indicators Ranked by the Highest Average - Item Statistics ...................................... 95 

Table 3-11 LSS Readiness Measuring Instrument for Local Government ................................... 98 

Table 3-12 Experimental Means of Readiness in Peja / Pec Municipality................................. 102 

Table 3-13 The Experimental Mean Differences within the Gender Group in Peja / Pec 

Municipality ................................................................................................................................ 104 

Table 3-14 Mean Ranks .............................................................................................................. 115 

Table 3-15 Experimental CSFs Ranking According to the Highest Level of Readiness ............ 116 

Table 3-16 Municipalities Involved in the Study ........................................................................ 118 

Table 4-1 Gender Basis Descriptive Analysis ............................................................................ 140 

Table 4-2 Age Basis Descriptive Analysis .................................................................................. 141 



xiii 

 

Table 4-3 Function Basis Descriptive Analysis .......................................................................... 141 

Table 4-4 Education Level Basis Descriptive Analysis .............................................................. 142 

Table 4-5 Years of Working Experience Basis Descriptive Analysis ......................................... 142 

Table 4-6 Description of Elite Officials in Prishtina / Pristina Municipality ............................ 143 

Table 4-7 Description of Elite Officials in Prizren Municipality ............................................... 144 

Table 4-8 Description of Elite Officialsi in Peja / Pec Municipality .......................................... 145 

Table 4-9 Description of Elite Officials in Gjakova / Djakovica Municipality .......................... 147 

Table 4-10 Description of Elite Officials in Vushtrri / Vucitrn Municipality ............................. 148 

Table 4-11 Description of Elite Officials in Lipjan / Lipljane Municipality .............................. 149 

Table 4-12 Description of Elite Officials in Fushë Kosova / Kosovo Polje Municipality .......... 150 

Table 4-13 Description of Elite Officials in Istog / Istok Municipality ...................................... 152 

Table 4-14 Description of Elite Officials in Mamusha / Mamusa Municipality ......................... 153 

Table 4-15 Description of Elite Officials in Junik Municipality ................................................. 154 

Table 4-16 CSFs Mean Scores / Large Field Survey .................................................................. 156 

Table 4-17 Mean Differences between Gender-Based Group .................................................... 182 

Table 4-18 CSF Evaluation by Municipalities............................................................................ 194 

Table 4-19 CSF Ratings by Municipalities and Kendall’s W2 ................................................... 195 

Table 4-20 CSF Final Ranking According to the Level of Readiness ........................................ 196 

 

 

 

 

 

 



xiv 

 

List of figures 

Figure 1-1. Thesis process and structure ...................................................................................... 14 

Figure 2-1. Five stage of lean process .......................................................................................... 19 

Figure 2-2. Six-sigma’s objectives ............................................................................................... 25 

Figure 2-3. Integration of lean and six-sigma, Source: www.greycampus.com .......................... 30 

Figure 2-4. Lean, six-sigma and lean six-sigma functions, Source: Drohomeretskia et. al. (2014).

....................................................................................................................................................... 32 

Figure 2-5. Administrative map of Republic of Kosovo .............................................................. 53 

Figure 2-6. The administration structure in the municipality ....................................................... 55 

Figure 3-1. Instrument building process ....................................................................................... 64 

Figure 3-2. Municipalities involved in the Delphi study .............................................................. 84 

Figure 3-3. The experimental level of readiness of the Peja / Pec municipality ........................ 103 

Figure 3-4. The experimental mean differences by gender ........................................................ 105 

Figure 3-5. The experimental mean differences within the age group ....................................... 107 

Figure 3-6. The experimental mean differences within the function group ............................... 110 

Figure 3-7. The experimental mean differences within the education level group .................... 112 

Figure 3-8. The experimental mean differences within the group of years of working experience

..................................................................................................................................................... 114 

Figure 4-1. Municipal variation observation .............................................................................. 158 

Figure 4-2. Prishtina / Pristina municipality readiness level ...................................................... 161 

Figure 4-3. Prizren municipality readiness level ........................................................................ 162 

Figure 4-4. Peja / Pec municipality readiness level .................................................................... 163 

Figure 4-5. Gjakova / Djakovica municipality readiness level .................................................. 164 



xv 

 

Figure 4-6. Vushtrri / Vucitrn readiness level ............................................................................ 165 

Figure 4-7. Lipjan / Lipljane readiness level .............................................................................. 166 

Figure 4-8. Fushë Kosova / Kosovo Polje readiness level ......................................................... 167 

Figure 4-9. Readiness level in Istog / Istok municipality ........................................................... 168 

Figure 4-10. Readiness level in Mamusha / Mamusa municipality ........................................... 169 

Figure 4-11. Readiness level in Junik municipality ................................................................... 170 

Figure 4-12. Differences between gender basis groups.............................................................. 184 

Figure 4-13. Differences between age basis groups ................................................................... 186 

Figure 4-14. Differences between function basis groups ........................................................... 188 

Figure 4-15. Differences between education level groups ......................................................... 190 

Figure 4-16. Differences between years of working experience groups .................................... 193 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



xvi 

 

List of Abbreviations 

  

C  |  Communication  

CI   |  Continuous Improvement  

CSFs  |  Critical Success Factors 

DMAIC |  Define, Measure, Analyze, Improve, and Control 

EIC  |  Employee, Involvement and Commitment 

L  |  Leadership 

LSS  |  Lean Six Sigma 

MIC  |  Management Involvement and Commitment 

MS  |  Managerial Skills 

OC  |  Organizational Culture 

PSP  |  Project Selection and Prioritization 

RA  |  Resource Allocation 



1 

 

1 Chapter one: Introduction  

Changes are happening everywhere in the world, as well as the ongoing global financial and 

economic crisis, governments are engaged in concrete public reforms in the public sector 

administration. Numerous scholars, Sehested (2002), Alford & Hughes (2008), Alonso, Clifton, 

& Díaz-Fuentes (2013), Gupta, Chopra, & Kakani (2017) and Hammerschmid, Van de Walle, 

Andrews, & Mostafa (2018) have emphasized the increasing pressure on public administration, 

their need to perform and provide quality services with ever-fewer resources and to face 

additional stress emanating from the increasing global economic, social, political and cultural 

integration. Montgomery & Woodall (2008), Antony et al. (2016) as well (Fletcher, 2018) have 

argued that the improvement of quality in processes has been the main strategy of many 

companies around the world, and the same improvement is required by the public sector. 

According to Osborne & Brown (2011) the recent public sector reforms (new public 

governance), have increasingly focused on the service processes and outcomes. The public sector 

innovation is crucially important to our overall well-being and in our roles as citizens, voters, 

and human beings (Stewart-Weeks & Kastelle, 2015). The concept of local communities’ good 

administration reflects the way modern administration understands the managing of local needs 

and interests (Matei & Băieşiu, 2014). Understanding the needs of citizens, focusing on solving 

their problems whenever and wherever it is deemed necessary, is what the citizens need, thus it 

simultaneously creates a positive impact and confidence in them (Simmons & Brennan, 2017). 

Developments have in general become more dynamic, and consequently the needs and 

requirements of physical and legal entities have changed with faster and more quality services 

being demanded. This seeks for further engagement of public institutions in finding innovative 

ways in the provision of more quality services that would respond to these demands. Public 
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institutions are encouraged to create progressive policies, engage dedicated administrative staff, 

and use innovative models and modern technology to provide qualitative public administrative 

services. Meeting the demands of public administration requires a unique combination of 

knowledge, skills, attitudes and behaviours, which are commonly referred to as competencies 

(Gupta, Chopra & Kakani, 2017). Institutions should build public administrative processes by 

taking into consideration the stakeholders' requirements and that would include citizens, 

petitioners, taxpayers, voters, local companies, schools, communities and all persons, groups and 

organisations (Wiśniewska & Szczepańska, 2014). State institutions are required to establish a 

value–based-culture related to Total Quality Management. Thus, the work must permanently be 

supported by methodologies (i.e. ways of working) such as process management, benchmarking 

or improvement teams, which, in turn must be supported by suitable concrete tools, such as 

routines, diagrams and matrices (Bergvall-Kåreborn, Bergquist & Klefsjö, 2009). Qualitative 

administrative services should imply technical quality referring to the quick service provision, 

functional quality services referring to the means that enable the arrangement of the service and 

the excellent service which implies the arrangement of the expected service. Lopez-Littleton & 

Blessett (2015) argue that more is needed to ensure that future public administration 

professionals have acquired the knowledge, skills, and attitudes to meet the needs of an 

increasingly diverse citizenry. Future public administration leaders must be prepared to address a 

bevy of social, economic, political, and cultural changes (Lopez-Littleton & Blessett, 2015). 

Public institutions are required to create access to services for each citizen, acceptable 

communication language, competent and friendly staff, credibility and reliability, comfortable 

spaces for service-seeking citizens, quick problem-solving skills or giving up the immediate 
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answer.  But whether it is achievable, how it is achieved, who can help in making these 

standards, this is the topic that has continuously been provoking the public administration.  

Everywhere in the world, it is the public institutions that usually suffer from inappropriate 

managerial infrastructure, which means administrative services built for the system management 

with the aim of achieving specific objectives are not of the right quality (Hansen & Stoner, 

2009). Some institutions do not have sufficient human resources, and their capacities are limited. 

Some others do not have the capable leadership to understand the role and importance of public 

administration; hence they do not treat the administrative services with priority. In some 

institutions, the allocated financial means for the supply of the public administration needs are 

not sufficient. Informational technology is not duly applied, and there is a lack of integrated 

information systems. Naturally, if these deficiencies appear, the quality of administrative 

services will not be at the desired level; and at the same time the quality of the life of citizens 

worsens.  

In order to have the citizens satisfied and their lives improved it is necessary to change this 

situation. Public institutions need to find a new and useful model that they would understand and 

embrace (Vigoda, 2002). The public sector scholars have consistently been discussing about the 

importance of changes, whether in private or public organizations. According to Macredie, 

Sandom, & Paul (1998) the successful organizations of the future, be it private or public, must be 

prepared to embrace the concept of change management or face the extinction. In response to 

these needs, a lot of public institutions in different parts of the world have begun to apply the 

managerial concept LSS. This model has proved to be successful and has been used by public 

institutions such as health (Mason, Nicolay, & Darzi, 2015); education (Sunder, 2016); military 

(Hardy, 2018), and government organizations (Kregel & Coners, 2018). It has also proven to be 
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a convenient concept because it has helped to streamline the processes by eliminating the 

defects. Having this concept applied, there are evident benefits both tangible and intangible. In 

the tangible terms, the quality improvements refer to time reduction, cost reduction, and space 

improvement, whereas in the intangible terms the quality improvements refer to increasing 

customer understanding, high cross-sectorial cooperation and motivation as well as improved 

morale in the workforce (Radnor & Boaden, 2008). This concept has made it possible for public 

institutions to identify undervalued potentials and to change the access towards them. According 

to Radnor (2010), over the past few years public service organizations have experienced a rise in 

the focus of the use of business process improvement methodologies, particularly Lean and Six 

Sigma. The public service strategy should be the foundation, supported by decisive leadership 

and an engaged workforce in understanding the processes and then use a range of tools and 

techniques to improve the processes (Andrews, Beynon, & Genc, 2017). Lean is a powerful 

engine and it has a high potential when it comes to the reform of the public services (Radnor & 

Osborne, 2013). According to Drotz & Poksinska (2014), the importance of employee 

engagement has been understood by the application of the LSS; whereas the improvement of the 

public services is achieved based on the empowering of employees by giving them more duties 

and responsibilities for specific projects. It also finds that LSS tools and techniques enable the 

waste elimination and reduce the process defects, thus improve the service performance. LSS is 

considered a methodology that focuses on the removal of waste and variation, in order to achieve 

customer satisfaction as far as quality, delivery and cost are concerned (Mousa, 2013). Snee 

(2010) describes LSS as a well-structured theory-based-methodology for improving the 

performances, developing effective leadership, customer satisfaction and having bottom line 

results (as cited in Zhang et al., 2012). LSS encompasses many standard features of Lean and Six 
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Sigma, such as an emphasis on customers’ satisfaction, a culture of continuous improvement in 

the search for root causes, and extensive employees’ involvement. In each case, a high degree of 

training and education takes place, from the upper management to the shop floor (Maleyeff, 

2007). The integration of LSS aims to target every kind of opportunity for perfection within an 

organization. LSS should be seen as a precursor to producing more responsive supply chains 

through effective communication leading to strategic alliances and visibility (Pepper & 

Spedding, 2010). According to Pepper & Spedding (2010), the integration of the two 

methodologies attempts to provide the empowerment even at the stages of higher-level process 

analysis, so that the employees have a real ownership of the process. Lean and Six Sigma 

complement one another and can be integrated in forming a superior methodology (Salah, 

Rahim, & Carretero, 2010). According to George (2003), lean identifies inefficiencies and waste 

in all processes in both manufacturing and service, addressing speed, flexibility and quality while 

Six Sigma’s data-driven analysis delivers precision and accuracy (Hilton & Sohal, 2012). The 

lean philosophy was developed by the Japanese in the mid ’50s which encompasses a set of lean 

practices and was first proposed by (Womack, Jones, & Ross, 1990). According to Womack & 

Jones (2003) earlier applications only focused on manufacturing companies but quickly moved 

to the new areas such as services, trade and the public sector. 

On the other hand, the other component Six Sigma was launched by Motorola, in 1987. In 1988, 

when Motorola won the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award, Six Sigma was 

acknowledged as the reason for the company’s success. Between the 80s and 90s, Motorola 

gained profits of 2.2 billion dollars as a result of applying the model (Drohomeretski et al., 

2014).   
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Up to this point, an introduction to public institutions and the LSS model is presented; moreover, 

it has been argued that public institutions need to change due to the increased needs and 

demands, and that the LSS is a model that is suitable for the improvement of public 

administration. However, since this study focuses on LSS installation in local governance, there 

is also a need for an introduction to municipalities and the impact of LSS in the municipality. 

There have been some recent studies that explored a municipality need to find forms and models 

of new quality management for the provision of better services to citizens while being careful not 

to raise taxes for the same (Nelson & Svara, 2010; Speer, 2012; Fletcher, 2016). There are also 

numerous challenges that local governance in the 21st century has been facing up with such as: 

delivering services, lack of finance, managing staff, engaging citizens, forming new partnerships, 

and rapidly evolving technologies as well as socio-economic demographics (Megele, 2019). 

Perhaps, LSS can be an option that gives answers to these challenges. According to Maleyeff 

(2007), any organization may benefit from a disciplined process improvement methodology, 

such as LSS, starting from large corporations up to small municipalities. There are evidences 

published  (in goleansixsigma.com, 2018) which confirm that many municipalities like City of 

Irving, City of Tyler, City of El Paso, City of Oshawa, City of San Diego, City of Wisconsin, 

Oklahoma and Nebraska etc., have applied LSS and have managed to save city finances and 

improve the services towards their citizens. Why would this practice not be useful for other 

municipalities as well all around the world?  

Since many different municipalities in developed countries have succeeded in the successful 

deployment of this philosophy and have proven it to be useful, it would be helpful for emerging 

countries to apply this philosophy in their public administration as well . It would be a good 

opportunity for the Republic of Kosovo as a new independent state, to apply a new efficient 
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philosophy such as the LSS for an efficient administration. Kosovo's public body has to be 

seriously engaged in implementing the changes within the public administration due to the rapid 

global developments and its need for the integration into the European Union and various 

important international organizations. Changes are necessary for the structure, culture, 

environment, processes and everything that enables the improvement of the quality of 

administrative services for citizens. Reforms must occur as soon as possible with a view to 

building an administration in line with EU regulatory standards. On the other hand though, it is 

not clear if there is readiness to change and accept qualitative and innovative managerial models 

like LSS. The ability to change rapidly, efficiently and almost continually is a major dilemma for 

organizations in today’s rapidly changing environment (Zafar & Naveed, 2014). Considering that 

change is one of the most important and difficult problems which organizations have to deal 

with, it is necessary to measure the readiness within the organization before installing LSS in the 

local administration. By measuring the readiness within the organization it is meant specifically 

to see whether the management, employees and the environment are supportive, to see if they are 

ready to adopt such a new administrative philosophy. The resistance to change is often cited as a 

reason for difficulties in implementing and the failure of change initiatives (Erwin, 2010). 

According to Nakhai & Neves (2009), installing and accepting LSS in local governance is 

unlikely to happen unless employees are trained to understand the philosophy and use LSS 

techniques and tools. Thus, each organization, in this case each local government should be 

interested in installing LSS in the administration and they should ensure that the organization's 

culture is in line with its principles and philosophy. It is necessary to measure the organization's 

culture and assess whether it is in line with the LSS principles. Additionally, change is much 

more difficult for the municipalities that have emerged from one system to another, as in the case 
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of Kosovo, where the institutions have been going through a transitional process, from socialist 

to modern systems. It is not easy for those institutions to immediately embrace the advanced 

managerial models where a lot of democracy, innovation and creativity are required ranging 

from the highest level of leadership to the lowest operational levels. Bearing in mind this fact, 

embracing and applying a model such as LSS for quality improvement is not easy at all although 

for a country like Kosovo it is considered necessary and almost imperative for local governance 

improvement. Kosovo, which was a constitutive part of the former Yugoslavia, announced its 

independence eleven years ago. It is a new independent state that is undergoing a transition and 

that has overtaken all dimensions of society. Changes have been happening in the organization of 

the social, economic, political and administrative system. These changes are necessary as 

Kosovo is a seriously convinced aspirant for its integration into EU organizations. This 

integration made Kosovo undertake steps to change and these changes have been occurring in 

many aspects, including the terms of administrative reforms.  Kosovo is required to make 

changes into public administration in compliance with EU standards. In this case, embracing the 

promoted quality standards of the LSS philosophy would be appropriate for Kosovo to accept it 

and embrace it for the purpose of improving municipal governance. As mentioned before, LSS 

launch requires visionary leadership, management as well as employees’ commitment and 

engagement, data management, finances for human resources as well as for technological 

equipment, and loads of other challenging factors. According to Zefaj (2017) municipalities in 

Kosovo lack efficient means to perform quality administrative services. Based on the views of 

civil servants, municipalities do not currently provide administrative services in line with Total 

Quality Management standards, and it is required to increase the leadership’s engagement and 

commitment in improving the current situation. The key challenges to embracing LSS in local 
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governance are assumed to be the changes in the way of thinking, in the culture, systems, 

expert’s involvement and proper resource allocation that depend on the priorities of politicians 

and institutions responsible for the implementation of government policies. To measure the 

compatibility of the organization's culture towards LSS principles and philosophy, the use of a 

specific measuring is required. Hence, this will be the main purpose of this dissertation, the 

construction of a measuring instrument and the measuring of the readiness of municipalities to 

embrace the LSS philosophy. Initially the focus will be on the construction of a measuring 

instrument which will further be used for the measurement of the local government's readiness to 

embrace LSS within the municipal administration. In order to achieve this goal, the following 

objectives are pursued: 

•    Identification and selection of LSS Critical Success Factors (CSFs) that fit at best with local 

government administration.  

•    Identification and selection of the most important indicators to measure local governance 

quality. 

•    Development and testing of a measuring instrument for readiness.  

•    Assessing the consistency of LSS principles with the actual quality level of municipal 

governance. 

In order to achieve the target objectives, the following are the research questions this study 

intends to address: 

•    RQ1 - What are the most appropriate LSS - CSFs to improve local governance? 

•    RQ2 – Are the municipalities in Kosovo ready to apply the LSS standards?  
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•    RQ3 – What is the level of the readiness of municipal governance to apply LSS principles? 

•    RQ4 – Are there differences between the municipalities on the level of readiness as far as the 

application of LSS standards is concerned? 

•    RQ5 – Are there differences between the elite officials regarding the level of readiness when 

it comes to the application of LSS standards? 

This project develops a management model that consists of quality factors which guarantee local 

quality governance. The best and most proper CSFs have been identified and analyzed in 

cooperation with local governance experts in order to achieve this objective and only the ones 

that are most acceptable and appropriate are selected. CSFs analysis was carried out with 

scientific methods, and the CSFs that have reached the highest values were chosen to be the part 

of the measuring instrument. Measurements were performed by comparing the estimates of 

experts from the municipalities involved in the study. Only those CSFs that are evaluated with 

maximum quality values are considered in accordance with the standards of the LSS philosophy. 

To reach the objectives mentioned above, the researcher is committed to: 

•    Build a measuring instrument to measure the municipalities’ readiness in embracing the LSS 

philosophy. 

•    Measure the current state of local governance quality of municipalities and their readiness to 

apply quality methods for the provision of quality administrative services. 

•    Understand the readiness differences and variations between the municipal officials who are 

responsible for the application of administrative services quality. 

•    Understand the challenge for municipalities to achieve LSS standards. 
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The LSS managerial concept has been applied to various manufacturing and service industries in 

both private and public sectors, and useful, concrete results have been achieved. The LSS 

application has impacted on the improvement of the processes, human relationships, decision-

making, resource allocation, implementation of specific projects, improvement of 

communication, increase of transparency, saving the finance, reducing the time as well as the 

movements. In this perspective, local governments are also organizations that have been facing 

the same problems on daily basis. While every organization can benefit from LSS philosophy, 

according to the experiences we come across in the literature, the local government can also be 

upgraded with the LSS application. By applying LSS concept, municipalities may benefit on the 

improvements of the relationship between managerial and operative levels, the interaction 

between sectors, fair and accurate allocation of financial and non-financial resources, access to 

citizens, improvement of procedures and processes. By applying LSS philosophy, more projects 

could be accomplished with the same finances, their implementation will be faster, better and at 

the same time the citizens will be more satisfied.  

This project is essential for two reasons; firstly, because of encouraging the scientific and 

professional opinion to a new provable management option that guarantees quality improvement 

in local governance and secondly, the project brings and promotes a measuring instrument of 

local governance quality that can be used by municipalities and other organizations in measuring 

their performance and identifying the defects and improving their administration. With the LSS 

application to local governance, numerous issues in the decision-making, monitoring, and 

organizational, environmental and procedural processes can be improved. With the LSS 

application, operations will be streamlined and faster, vertical and horizontal communication 
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likewise the relationship with citizens will enhance. LSS philosophy will plant a new culture into 

the municipality’s employees in their duties’ performance and in their approach towards citizens.  

Literature has been explored and researched with the sole aim of confirming everything that was 

stated above; therefore sufficient arguments were identified regarding the LSS application by 

state institutions. Findings in the research have made it possible to understand the gap between 

the current local governance quality and the preferred one if the LSS application would be 

conducted by the state institutions and this fact has created the opportunity to formulate research 

questions and raise new hypotheses. Further, through systematic literature review, CSFs and 

Indicators for the LSS application in the state institutions are identified and extracted. CSFs and 

indicators have been tested and validated with public administration experts, and a measuring 

instrument has been built which has served the purpose of measuring the readiness of 

municipalities in the implementation of LSS philosophy. The readiness measuring instrument 

was used in extensive research in some selected Kosovo municipalities in order to get the 

findings and recommendations for the LSS application by the municipalities.  

1.1 Structure of the thesis  

To illustrate the structure of the thesis, the project is outlined in the figure 1-1. The thesis begins 

with the introduction part and proceeds further with literature review, research methodology, 

research results, discussion and conclusion.  On the right side of the figure, the contents of each 

chapter are presented. The figure reveals the understanding of the topics treated in every chapter. 

In the first chapter the introductory part of the dissertation has been carried out while in the 

second chapter the literature review has been conducted. The topic discussed in the literature 

review is LSS by being treated firstly just as lean, secondly as six sigma and then thirdly as an 

integrated concept into lean six sigma. In the third chapter the entire process flow for the 
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construction and validation of the instrument is presented which was subsequently used for 

measuring the level of the municipalities’ readiness in embracing the LSS philosophy. The third 

section of this chapter also presents the methodology for testing and implementing the readiness 

measuring instrument. Further, the results of the research are presented and discussed from 

different perspectives. As shown in figure 1.1, various analytical methods have been used and 

they will be thoroughly explained below. The final step is the chapter of the conclusions where 

the study limitations, implications, recommendations and conclusions are presented. As it can be 

seen in the figure, the process is divided into three columns, the first column presents the 

chapters, the second column presents the process itself and the third column presents the content 

of the chapters.   
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Figure 1-1. Thesis process and structure 
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The introductory chapter presents the current situation of administrative services in the state 

organizations, their importance, needs and requirements for changes. This section also reveals 

the situation of administrative services in Kosovo municipalities, their need for changes as well 

as the doubts whether these municipalities are ready to change. In order to find answers to the 

raised doubts, research questions which are essential for the study have been created. However, 

to give value to the survey, the justifications have been provided for the need of this study and 

the goals that are intended to be achieved are presented as well. 

In chapter two, the literature review was conducted for two purposes; the first goal is the 

construction of the theoretical framework on LSS and on state institutions that are subject of this 

study, and the second goal was the identification and selection of CSFs and indicators that are 

the core of the research. In the first phase, the research papers that treat LSS in state 

organizations are identified. Aiming to identify those scientific articles, the author has explored 

reliable publishers. The research for each article started with Google scholar in order to find the 

right items. All articles which treat LSS and contain information on CSFs and indicators 

adaptable to state organizations are taken into consideration. Only peer-reviewed journals have 

been considered, whereas conference and other scholar articles were excluded.  

In the third chapter, the research methodology is presented into three sections. In the first section 

a theoretical framework of the research methodology is presented, in the second section the 

practical process for constructing the instrument for measuring the readiness is presented, while 

the third section presents and explains the application of the readiness measurement instrument 

in the selected municipalities for this project. In the section on the theoretical framework of the 

methodology, the role and importance of the structure and the process of the research, data 

collection as well as their analysis are discussed. The second section discusses the methods used 
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and the process applied to construct the readiness measuring instrument. In the third section the 

methods used to validate the measuring instrument and to realize the field survey are discussed.   

The fourth chapter, the results achieved after the end of the field survey. Descriptive analysis and 

averages for each CSF are presented. Variations of each CSF compared to the municipalities 

involved in the survey are observed and interpreted. Level of the municipal readiness is 

measured. The variations of the estimates of the municipal officials included in the study are 

given. The differences between groups divided by age, gender, function, level of education and 

work experience are measured and presented. And most importantly, the ranking of CSFs is 

given by listing them from the least to the most challenging ones. 

In the fifth chapter, the results achieved in the field survey are discussed. The readiness of the 

municipalities for each CSF is articulated, and the factors that have influenced the municipalities 

to whether embrace the LSS philosophy or not, have also been discussed. It has been discussed 

about the factors that have affected municipal officials and made them have differences in their 

ratings. 

The conclusions about the results achieved in the study are drawn in the sixth chapter, under the 

content column. Also the findings on the situation in Kosovo municipalities have been made, as 

well as implication and suggestions about the future LSS application in the municipal 

administration and the benefits that this managerial philosophy might bring. However, this 

section also presents the study's limitations by emphasizing the reaction of municipal officials 

towards the LSS philosophy as an unknown concept to them. 
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2 Chapter two: Literature Review  

2.1 Introduction  

Organisations always need to improve their performance because clients’ demands are constantly 

evolving. In order to achieve the targeted objectives, organizations should always strive to apply 

the best processes and proper mechanisms as efficiently as possible. Processes that provide 

services and products need to be constantly improved so that they are in line with clients’ 

requirements and produce products and services that satisfy them. The LSS managerial concept 

is the newest model that provides the improvement approach in the organization (Snee, 2010). 

This model has been applied successfully in public and private organizations, manufacturing and 

administrative services. In developed countries, it has also been applied to improve AS in state 

institutions and municipalities (Maleyeff, 2007). The LSS philosophy is needed because 

organizations and individuals need a methodology for improvement and problem solving 

(Mousa, 2013).  

In this chapter, the philosophy of LSS and its tools and techniques are treated in the theoretical 

aspect. The LSS philosophy is specifically addressed by treating them separately as lean, six-

sigma and as aggregate philosophy Lean Six Sigma. The benefits of the LSS and the results 

achieved in municipalities and other PI around the world have been discussed too. Also in this 

section is presented the context of PI by addressing them separately in central and local 

institutions. With a special approach, administrative processes and administrative procedures, 

ways of organizing municipalities, services provided by municipalities, officials and civil 

servants who produce services, citizens as the last beneficiaries are presented and discussed.     
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2.2 Lean   

Lean is the term used to describe a principle based continuous quality improvement, 

management system based on the Toyota Production System that has been evolving for over 70 

years (Clark, Silvester, & Knowles, 2013). According to Womack, Jones & Ross, (1990) lean is 

about eliminating waste and creating customer value and consists of principles that constitute the 

backbone of the philosophy (as cited in Arlbjørn, Freytag, & de Haas, 2011). The term “lean” 

was first introduced as lean production by Krafcik (1988) a researcher associated with the 

International Motor Vehicle Program at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, to underscore 

the point that lean uses less of everything compared with mass production (as cited in Bozdogan, 

2010). Various tools that together came to be known as lean production were first pioneered at 

the Toyota Corporation and were later used in the automotive, manufacturing and service 

industry (Joosten, Bongers, & Janssen, 2009). According to Ohno (1988), the TPS has defined 

three broader types of wastes, "Muda" (original wastes created in the work floor), "Muri" (all 

unreasonable work done by workers and machines due to the poorness of the organization) and 

"Mura" (unevenness of the work/process), (Dilanthi, 2015). The lean thinking prescription for 

the elimination of waste (muda, mura and muri), is a five stage process which is explained in 

Figure 2-1. 
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Figure 2-1. Five stage of lean process 

 

The process starts with the need to specify value, second, the value stream should be identified, 

the third stage is to create flow, fourth stage is to let the customer pull the product as needed and 

the fifth stage is called perfection (Womack & Jones, 1997). Simply stated, Lean thinking is 

about achieving more with less. It is not about ‘sweating the assets’ but about carefully analyzing 

how best to achieve a given result with the purpose of utilizing resources to their best advantage 

(Atkinson, 2004). Seven forms of waste that are considered synonymous with LSS are; over-

production; defects; unnecessary inventory; inappropriate processing; excessive transportation; 

waiting; and unnecessary motion (Pepper & Spedding, 2010). For Womack & Jones (2005), for a 

correct use of lean in services it is necessary to apply important principles, such as: completely 

solve the customers’ problems by ensuring that all services operate correctly to provide exactly 

what they want, exactly where and when wanted (as cited in Leite & Vieira, 2013). Table 2-1 

shows the most important lean principles that are tailored to quality services delivery (Leite & 

Vieira, 2013).  
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Table 2-1 

Lean Principles 

Nr Lean principles 

1 Reduce the performance trade-offs 

2 Make the value-added processes flow and implement customer-driven system 

3 Eliminate losses in the value chain of activities, from development to delivery 

4 Increase customer focus and involvement in the development and delivery processes 

5 Empower employees and teams 

6 Segregate activities by complexity 

7 Publish / present performance results 

8 Continuous improvement 

9 Multifunctional teams 

10 Just-in-time delivery 

11 Involvement of suppliers 

12 Flexible information systems 

13 Zero defects 

14 Pull instead of push 

15 Decentralization of responsibilities 

16 Verticalized information systems 

17 
Solve the customers’ problem completely by ensuring that all services operate and work 

together 

18 Do not waste the customers’ time 

19 Provide what is wanted, where wanted and when wanted 

20 Specify what creates and what does not create value from the customers’ perspectives 

21 
Identify all the steps needed to design, order and produce the service along the flow to 

focus on losses that do not add value 

22 Make those activities that create value flow without interruptions, return or fragments 

23 Strive for perfection, continuously improving services and value stream 

24 Use of five elements: people, processes, partners, troubleshooting and promotions. 

Adapted by Leite & Vieira, (2013) 
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Lean has attracted attention from a wide range of academic fields, such as management, 

organization, production/supply chain, public and service. Not surprisingly, the highest number 

of published articles is found in production/supply chain (Arlbjørn & Freytag, 2013). But there 

are also many good success stories of lean principles being successfully applied in service 

organizations. Some areas within the service sector that have mostly applied lean principles are 

health, finance sector, banks and insurance. The health sector, mainly with hospitals, is the area 

that has mostly applied lean principles (Leite & Vieira, 2015). A good example is Virginia 

Mason Medical Center in Seattle, Washington, where changes implemented using lean 

production methods have resulted in decreased incidence of ventilator-associated pneumonia, 

from 34 cases with 5 deaths in 2002 to 4 cases with 1 death in 2004 (Kim et al., 2006). Also at 

Community Medical Center in Missoula, Montana, a series of pilot projects have been initiated 

to test lean methods. Some of the early results have demonstrated a reduction in turnaround time 

for pathology reports from the anatomical pathology lab from 5 to 2 days (Kim et al., 2006). In 

October 2008, a regional Public Health Incubator Collaborative, the Northeastern NC 

Partnership for Public Health, engaged the North Carolina State University Industrial Extension 

Service to apply Lean approaches to local health agencies in the region to improve workflow and 

help processes become more efficient. Tangible and intangible results have been achieved, the 

performance of supervisors has improved, the priorities are better organized, more time for 

nurses to spend with their patients, serving more patients, with the same staff, streamlined intake 

process with better RA and paper cost and faxing time, expense were reduced, 8% more visits 

than in the previous year, medical care costs are reduced to 12% (Smith et al., 2012). Whereas, 

Suarez-Barraza, Smith & Mi Dahlgaard‐Park (2009) had conducted a survey in three municipal 

councils in Spain to understand how they have improved public services in relation to their 
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citizens and they found that these three councils had received various awards and certificates 

from external official bodies which recognise their management achievements based on aspects 

of quality, improvement and excellence. This success has been achieved by applying lean 

techniques such as kaizen and its tools such as 5S, process mapping and gemba walks. 

According to DIOS Consulting (2008) lean was found in 56% of Danish state organizations, 

employee  relations, cost savings and project planning and implementation have been improved 

(as cited in Pedersen & Huniche, 2011). According to Radnor & Johnston (2013) the 

implementation of lean philosophy in the UK has had a major impact in the Ministry of Defence 

and the labour and pension department. In the Ministry of Defence, lean practices have made it 

possible to improve the efficiency of the repair process. A fall in the cost of support from £711 to 

£328 between 2002 and 2007 and the reduction of manpower by 21% (for one aircraft) is 

achieved. The labour and pension department has saved up to £ 575K, reduced customer journey 

times and has increased opportunities to improve the services. Thus, managerial practices such as 

lean that is focused on values, processes, and flows may be appropriate for PI that implies the 

installation of the technical and cultural changes of the organization (Radnor, 2010).   

2.3 Six-Sigma  

Six-sigma is an improvement methodology in the field of Total Quality Management (Moosa & 

Sajid, 2010). Six-sigma is a business strategy that seeks to identify and eliminate causes of errors 

or failures in business processes using the application of statistical methods. Six-sigma is a set of 

historically known and used statistical techniques, in a new package. Six-sigma is an effective 

application of statistical techniques, delivered in an innovative manner that has achieved 

acceptance, use and results by the management and associates of many organizations (Klefsjö, 

Wiklund, & Edgeman, 2001). From the statistical point of view, the term six sigma is defined as 
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having less than 3.4 defects per million opportunities or a success rate of 99.9999% where sigma 

is a term used to represent the variation about the process average (Antony & Banuelas, 2002).  

Henderson & Evans (2000) ascertained that six-sigma requires top management dedication and 

contribution to resources and effort (as cited in Kwak & Anbari, 2006). The concept of Six 

Sigma was developed in the early 1980’s at Motorola Corporation. Six-sigma became 

popularized in the late 1990’s by General Electric Corporation and their former CEO Jack 

Welch. According to Montgomery & Woodall (2008), it was Bill Smith, a Motorola engineer, 

who has developed the six-sigma programme in 1986 as a response to the necessity for 

improving quality and reducing defects in their products and under Motorola's leadership, he 

began to apply Six Sigma across the organization. In recent years, Six Sigma has spread beyond 

Motorola and has become a programme for improving corporate business performance by both 

improving quality, reducing costs and expanding markets for products and services 

(Montgomery & Woodall, 2008). Even though in the first two decades, its introduction, was not 

well applied in services (Chakrabarty & Tan, 2007), the popularity of six sigma in service 

organizations is growing every day, and even many manufacturing companies are focusing their 

six sigma efforts on service-oriented processes where they achieve maximum return on 

investment (Antony et al., 2007). Six-sigma has experienced success in a wide ranging spectrum 

of industries (Pepper & Spedding, 2010) and the main goals of Six Sigma, however, remain 

unchanged, i.e. improving efficiency, profitability and capability in the process (Tjahjono & 

Ball, 2010).  The six sigma method is a project-driven management approach to improve the 

organization’s products, services, and processes by continually reducing defects in the 

organization (Kwak & Anbari, 2006). In business terms, Six Sigma is a business improvement 

strategy used to improve profitability, to drive out waste, to reduce quality costs and improve the 
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effectiveness and efficiency of all operations that meet or even exceed customers' need and 

expectations (Antony & Banuelas, 2002). Also McAdam & Evans (2004) and Snee (2004) have 

argued that the area that makes six-sigma stand out from previous quality management initiatives 

is its focus on improving business performance in terms of increasing profits (as cited in 

Nonthaleerak & Hendry, 2008). In his research Anbari (2002) pointed out that six-sigma is more 

comprehensive than prior quality initiatives such as Total Quality Management and Continuous 

Quality Improvement. The six sigma method includes measured and reported financial results, 

uses additional, more advanced data analysis tools, focuses on customer concerns, and uses 

project management tools and methodology (Kwaka & Anbari, 2006). According to Antony et 

al. (2003), the fundamental principle of six-sigma is to ‘take an organization to an improved 

level of sigma capability through the rigorous application of statistical tools and techniques’ 

(Kwaka & Anbari, 2006).  LSS is a method aimed at achieving objectives such as:  improving 

customer satisfaction, improving organizations strategy, reducing waste, cost reducing, reducing 

cycle time, quality improvement, improving profitability of organization (Dedhia, 2005; Pfeifer, 

Reissiger, & Canales, 2004), see figure 2-2. This model entails the use of the DMAIC structure, 

a limited set of Six Sigma tools (tending toward the simpler ones) and the mainstream lean tools 

(Mader, 2008). 
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Figure 2-2. Six-sigma’s objectives 

 

Six Sigma uses a specific five-step problem-solving approach: Define, Measure, Analyze, 

Improve, and Control (DMAIC). The DMAIC framework utilizes basic statistical tools for 

processes improvement. A large number of scholars have dealt with this methodology explaining 

each step and promote the benefits it brings if rightly used. In a systematic review of literature 

from Mehrjerdi (2011), in order to document the latest current practices, he managed to identify 

the most prominent tools, techniques and main enablers of six-sigma. Table 2-2 presents the 

DMAIC model and the steps that need to be taken care of in order to achieve qualitative 

improvements in the organization. 
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Table 2-2  

DMAIC Steps to be Taken, Tools to be Used 

DMAIC Steps to be taken Tools to be used 

Define Define customers and requirements (CTQs) Project charter 

  Develop problem statement, goals and benefits Process flowchart 

  Identify champion, process owner and team SIPOC diagram 

  Define resources Stakeholder analysis 

  Evaluate key organizational support DMAIC work breakdown structure 

  Develop project plan and milestones CTQ definitions 

  Develop high level process map VOC 

Measure Define defect, opportunity, unit and metrics Process flowchart 

  Detailed process map of appropriate areas Data-collection-plan/example 

  Develop data collection plan Benchmarking 

  Validate the measurement system Measurement-system analysis 

  Collect the data VOC 

  Begin developing Y= f(x) relationship Process sigma calculation 

  Determine process capability and sigma baseline   

Analyze Define performance objectives Histogram 

  Identify value/non-value-added process steps Pareto chart 

  Identify sources of variation Time series/run chart 

  Determine root cause(s) Scatter plot 

  Determine vital few x’s, Y = f(x) relationship Regression analysis 

    Cause and effect diagram 

    Whys 

    Statistical analysis 

    Non-normal data analysis 

Improve Perform design of experiments Brainstorming 

  Develop potential solutions Mistake proofing 

  Define operating tolerances of potential system Design of experiments 

  Assess failure modes of potential solutions Pugh matrix 
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  Validate potential improvement by pilot studies House of quality 

  Correct/re-evaluate potential solution FMEA 

    Simulation software 

Control Define and validate monitoring and control system Process sigma calculation 

  Develop standards and procedures Control charts (variable and attribute) 

  Implement statistical process control Cost savings calculation 

  Determine process capability   

  Develop transfer plan, handoff to process owner   

  Verify benefits, cost savings/avoidance, profit growth   

  Close project, finalize documentation   

  Communicate to business, celebrate   

Source: Mehrjerdi, (2011) 

 

Six Sigma’s DMAIC method is applicable to a wide range of well to semi-structured problems, 

and especially domain-specific detailed elaborations of DMAIC (‘‘generic projects’’), serve as 

templates for routine problems, thus turning them into well-structured checklist problems. 

DMAIC appears unsuited for ill-structured messes in which human dynamics, subjective 

perceptions, and personal values are important aspects (De Mast & Lokkerbol, 2012). According 

to Antony et al. (2003), an LSS tool is very narrow in focus and has clearly defined application 

to tackle a specific problem, while a technique is broader in scope and requires creativity and 

specific skills and knowledge to tackle a particular problem. Although the six sigma approach to 

quality and process improvement has been used predominantly by manufacturing organizations, 

currently the popularity of six sigma in service organizations is growing exponentially, 

especially in banks, hospitals, financial services, the airline industry and utility services. 

According to Antony, Antony & Kumar (2007), six sigma practices is being implemented 

successfully in a broad range of services; it offers a disciplined approach for improving service 
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effectiveness (i.e. meeting the desirable attributes of service) and service efficiency (i.e. time and 

costs). The objective of a six sigma strategy in service processes is to find out how shortcomings 

happen and then to plan process improvements in order to prevent those defects from being 

repeated.  According to Harry & Schroeder (2000), even though many organizations worldwide 

have implemented Six Sigma and achieved remarkable improvements in their market share, 

customer satisfaction, reliability and performance of products and services with impressive 

financial savings, however, a few organizations could not successfully implement the 

methodology, due to several hurdles before, during and after implementation (as cited in Gijo & 

Rao, 2005). According to Moosa & Sajid (2010), the success and failure of most Six-sigma 

programmes largely depend on their implementation rather than their contents. Successful 

implementation of six-sigma requires knowledge and skill about the respective processes, in-

depth knowledge of all the tools and techniques, namely, quality function deployment, 

descriptive and inferential statistics, design of experiments and the capability to convince and 

manage people. Successes and failures are generally attributed to many social and other aspects 

of organizations, which are ignored during the phases of its implementation, for example the 

context, history, competence of people, leadership and management style, focus of attention, 

organizational culture and environment, resources, level of knowledge and skills of employees, 

organizational priorities, management priorities, turnover rate, market pressures and so forth 

(Moosa & Sajid, 2010). The six-sigma implementation requires a large number of Master Black 

Belts or consultants (Gijo & Rao, 2005). Master Black Belt is a full-time six-sigma practitioner 

who has had rigorous training in the statistical methods used to gather and analyze data in a six-

sigma project (Moosa & Sajid, 2010).  
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The tools and techniques used during the implementation of lean are referred to as the lean 

“building blocks”, while by using a set of six sigma statistical tools to understand the fluctuation 

of a process, management can begin to predict the expected outcome of that process (Pojasek, 

2003).   

2.4 Lean Six Sigma  

In two previous sections, two concepts were discussed separately. In this section, two concepts 

will be considered as combined two in one. In this way the power of the LSS and its construction 

is explained. The American Society for Quality (ASQ, 2019) states: “Lean Six Sigma is a fact-

based, data-driven philosophy of improvement that values defect prevention over defect 

detection. It drives customer satisfaction and bottom-line results by reducing variation, waste, 

and cycle time while promoting the use of work standardization and flow, thereby creating a 

competitive advantage. It applies anywhere variation and waste exist, and every employee should 

be involved”. LSS is an approach focused on improving quality, reducing variation and 

eliminating waste in an organization. LSS is the latest generation of improvement approaches 

(Pathak & Desai, 2011). It is based on the concepts of combining two improvement programs, 

Six Sigma and Lean manufacturing, also known as Lean Enterprise. The phrase “Lean Six 

Sigma” is used to describe the integration of lean and Six Sigma philosophies (Pepper & 

Spedding, 2010). This integration has been achieved blending their methods and principles using 

the DMAIC cycle as the conjoint continuous improvement framework and conjointly making 

efforts to reduce production defects and process variability along with process simplification and 

standardization and waste reduction (Tenera & Pinto, 2014).  
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Figure 2-3. Integration of lean and six-sigma, Source: www.greycampus.com 

 

It is clear that lean management and Six Sigma were derived from two different points of view. 

With disparate roots but similar goals, Six Sigma and lean management are both effective on 

their own. As can be seen in figure 2-3, the main goal of a lean system is to produce products or 

services of higher quality at the lowest cost and in the least time by eliminating wastes with use 

of practical tools (Cherrafi et al., 2016), while Six Sigma is a data driven decision-making 

strategy rather than a narrowly focused quality management program. With Six Sigma, the value 

of an organization’s output includes not just quality, but availability, reliability, delivery 

performance, and after-market service (Arnheiter & Maleyeff, 2005). The concept of combining 

Lean Manufacturing and Six Sigma principles began in the middle to the late 1990s, and quickly 

took hold. There are many examples of manufacturing companies implementing a combined 
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effort of Lean and Six Sigma e.g, in 1997, it was the case of an aircraft-engines-control firm 

BAE systems control in Fort Wayne, Indiana, 1999 by Maytag Corporation in Dubai and by 

Northrop Grumman, an Aerospace Company (Furterer & Elshennawy, 2005). According to 

Magnusson, et al. (2003), the LSS helps companies flourish in a new world where customers 

expect no defects and fast delivery at the minimal cost. In his research Snee (2010), defines LSS 

as a business strategy and at the same time a methodology that increases process performance, 

resulting in greater client satisfaction and results (as cited in Drohomeretski, et al., 2013). LSS 

refers to a more intelligent management of an organization, which first takes into account 

customer requirements and his satisfaction by using data and facts for elaborating medium and 

long term strategies (Pamfilie, Petcu  & Draghici, 2012).  Essentially, LSS converts the 

organizational strategic goal to near perfect service at an accelerated speed by achieving the 

fastest rate of improvement in customer satisfaction, cost, quality, process speed, invested 

capital, etc (Bhat, Gijo, & Jnanesh, 2014).  According to Arnheiter & Maleyeff (2005), LSS is an 

integrated entity that incorporates the benefits of both Lean and Six Sigma. In their research 

Bossert and Grayson (2002), had ascertained that there are many experts in Lean and Six Sigma 

who suggest that the tools can be used in non-manufacturing settings including; software 

development, service industries such as customer service call centers, education, in 

administrative functions such as accounting and order processing, material procurement, and 

new product development (as cited in S. Furterer & A. K. Elshennawy, 2005). The LSS goal of 

improving service and ultimately lower the cost of its delivery should be accomplished through a 

combination of employee attrition, workforce reallocation, and contractor attrition so that 

additional services are provided to the public. To achieve these ends, LSS should be 

implemented in a carefully thought-out manner (Maleyeff, 2014). LSS as a management concept 
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takes its full sense only when its tools and techniques are properly understood and used 

(Näslund, 2013). The use of the tools varies based on the type of process studied and the 

problems that are encountered. There are many tools in the Lean and Six Sigma tool kit that help 

to eliminate waste, organize and simplify the work processes; this is discussed below in the third 

section of this chapter.  According to Mader (2008), lean tools and techniques apply less 

quantitative methods while Six Sigma ones are more focused on statistics based on quantitative 

data. 

  

Figure 2-4. Lean, six-sigma and lean six-sigma functions, Source: Drohomeretskia et. al. (2014). 

 

Despite their different origins, Lean and Six Sigma share some commonalities, functions such  as 

brainstorming, process mapping, standardization and mistake-proofing quality tools. As can be 

seen in figure 2-4, the fusion of the two continuous improvement methodologies is a way for 

organizations to increase their potential improvement. According to Huq (2006) in order to adopt 

LSS as a rigid data-driven approach to achieve higher quality performance in the long term, it 
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has been suggested that a company must develop a unique combination of resources and 

competencies that “bring home” the benefits of Six Sigma (as cited in Hilton & Sohal, 2012). 

Furthermore, when used effectively it can enhance innovations in products, services, markets and 

even a company’s underlying business model, as well as improve operations. According to 

(Snee, 2004) experience has shown that companies considered to be doing an effective job of 

deploying LSS get the following returns: large companies return 1-2 percent of sales/year and 

small to medium size companies return 3-4 percent of sales/year (Snee, 2010). Byrne, Lubowe 

and Blitz (2007) have presented evidence that that the LSS approach is also being applied to the 

challenges of the public sector. The Office of the Principal Legal Advisor (OPLA) in the US 

Department of Homeland Security Bureau of Immigration and Customs Enforcement facilitated 

a framework of a large legal program that litigates 400,000 alien removal cases each year. 

Embracing strategic management and lean Six Sigma, it deployed a nationwide web-accessible 

case and document management system; gave each employee a scanner; established a strategic 

review division to review offices and spread best practices; improved hiring and training; and 

formed numerous LSS working groups made up of employees from across the country. 

Extraordinary results have been achieved, a historical transformation has been recorded, LSS has 

been key to its success. Furterer & Elshennawy (2005) applied LSS tools and principles to the 

financial administration processes in a local governmental entity. These tools streamlined the 

processes and reduced the time to complete the financial processes.  

In addition to the many ideas regarding the compatibility of the two concepts, there are also 

many different theories as to how LSS could be implemented. Hoerl (2004) recommends making 

Six Sigma the lead initiative and bringing in Lean principles to support the analysis phase whilst 

according to Ferng &Price (2005), the point of view Lean should be used as the standard and Six 
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Sigma to be used to investigate and eliminate any variation from this standard (as cited in 

Assarlind, Gremyr & Bäckman, 2013). Assarlind, Gremyr & Bäckman (2013) have explored 

views on an LSS application in practical improvement work, as a way of identifying factors of 

importance for improving future and they argue that a CSF for LSS is having a structure, such as 

an improvement hierarchy, that guides the company towards what components of LSS it should 

apply and what competencies should be involved in various projects, depending on the scope and 

complexity. 

2.5 Lean Six Sigma Critical Success Factors  

In the context of LSS project implementation, CSFs represent the essential ingredients without 

which a project stands little chance of success (Coronado & Antony, 2002). Rockart (1979) 

defines CSFs as “the limited numbers of areas in which results, if they are satisfactory, will 

ensure competitive performance for the organization” (as cited in Fryer, Antony & Douglas, 

2007). CSFs include vital issues to an organization’s current activities and future success 

(Boynton & Zmud, 1984). Brotherton & Shaw (1996) define CSFs as the essential things that 

must be achieved by the company to identify which areas will produce the greatest “competitive 

leverages” (as cited in Jeyaraman & Teo, 2010). Kanji, Malek & Tambi, (1999) stated that CSFs 

are the few things that must go well to ensure success for a manager and/or organization (as cited 

in Alazmi & Zairi, 2003).  

For LSS application in the municipality as in other public and service institutions, the critical 

success factors are the main pillars of success. Devoted LSS researchers as Maleyeff (2014), 

Näslund, (2013) and Laureani & Antony, (2012) have recommended many CSFs as necessary to 

successfully apply LSS in state organizations and service delivery but they all have the common 

opinion that top management commitment, leadership, employees’ commitment, managerial 
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skills, information and communication, culture change, understanding tools and techniques, 

linking to strategy are the most important ones. According to Alazmi & Zairi (2003), factors like 

management commitment, strategy, processes, infrastructure and culture are critical to adopting 

knowledge management. According to Mendoza et al. (2007), by nature, each of the CSFs has a 

direct or indirect influence on the three components involved in the client relationship 

management strategy (people, processes, and technology). CSFs constitute a guide to managers 

at different levels; they need to guarantee the balance between the three aspects above mentioned 

to assure their effectiveness (Mendoza, 2007). Numerous authors have identified a variety of 

factors that can be considered to be critical to the success of an enterprise resource planning 

implementation. According to Umble et al. (2003) the most prominent of these are;  clear 

understanding of strategic goals, a commitment by top management, excellent project 

management, organizational change management, a great implementation team, data accuracy, 

extensive education and training, focused performance measures, multi-site issues. Al-Alawi, Al-

Marzooqi & Mohammed (2007), had elaborated the role of critical success factors in OC in 

relation to the success of the knowledge management. They found that factors as interpersonal 

trust, communication between staff, information systems, rewards and organization structure 

play an important role in defining the relationships between staff and in turn, providing 

possibilities to break obstacles to knowledge sharing. Another important factor is the application 

of information technology to the organization. Shin (1999) reported that with the utilization of 

information technology, organizations radically redesign their business processes, and improve 

their business profitability and productivity. In order to obtain the anticipated benefits, 

information technology must be deployed and used appropriately by well-trained personnel in 

the organization and its intended users which enable better information processing, sharing and 
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more rapid responsiveness and thereby better coordination of the economic (administrative) 

activities between discrete divisions of an organization, across the organization and externally 

(Kamal, 2006). Antony et al. (2012), after a critical evaluation whether LSS can be a powerful 

business improvement methodology for improving the efficiency and effectiveness of higher 

education institutions, they had concluded that uncompromising top management support and 

commitment, effective communication at all levels vertically and horizontally, strategic and 

visionary leadership, developing organizational readiness, resources and skills to facilitate 

implementation, project selection, prioritization and organizational culture are the main CSFs for 

higher education institutions. Delgado, Ferreira & Branco (2010),  had conducted a case study 

from a financial services organization which had begun the implementation of LSS 

methodologies ten years ago, in the pursuit of service excellence. They found out that project and 

department managers are required to master skills such as knowing how to measure and collect 

data with the lean and Six Sigma tools, to properly identify the needs of the customers and the 

processes that are critical to quality and to map processes. Chakrabarty & Tan (2007) had 

realized research with the aim to reflect on the wider applicability of six sigma in services. Based 

on their literature review they found that top management commitment, education and training, 

cultural change, and financial benefits are the most important CSFs. All that the literature brings 

so far confirms that the role of CSFs to improve processes and increase the quality of service to 

citizens in public institutions, namely municipalities is essential.  

2.6 Lean Six Sigma in State Organizations  

LSS can improve the efficiency of processes, improve the quality of service delivery to citizens, 

and reduce the costs of providing these services (Furterer & Elshennawy, 2005). Today, state 

organisation managers are conscious of the quality of service delivery and process improvement 
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methodologies and many of them in developed countries are now applying various process 

improvement methodologies within the administration. From a review of the literature, there are 

some examples of LG entities applying LSS principles and tools, and gaining great successes in 

tax collection, money saving, vehicle maintenance, improving licensing services etc. Mayor 

Graham Richard of Fort Wayne, Indiana, had led an LSS effort. The result is savings estimated 

to be about $11 million, with no tax increases and increases in citizen satisfaction (Kamensky, 

2018). Through implementing an LSS programme, the city’s Finance Department was able to 

reduce significantly the time to process payroll, purchasing and accounts payable and accounts 

receivable (Furterer & Elshennawy, 2005). In his report, Maleyeff (2007) brings evidence for the 

successful application of LSS in the US military by using LSS methodologies. With the 

successes of Continuous Process Improvement and LSS achievement at Tinker Air Force Base 

and Warner Robbins Air Logistics Center, there is now a broader acceptance of the approach. 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense, in 2007 started also using Continuous Process 

Improvement and LSS and the United States Navy are further along than either the United States 

Army or the United States Air Force in the adoption and use of Continuous Process 

Improvement and LSS tools (Maleyeff, 2007). Politicians and civil servants are seeking to use 

the transition and the accumulated debt as an opportunity to re-evaluate their organizations and 

their service delivery models in order to save money for service delivery to the citizens. LSS 

may be an attractive methodology in order to meet these ends and implement the sought after 

objectives of elected officials. It is during this evaluation process of services that new leaders can 

emerge by taking on new roles and engaging in the process of improving value, while a new 

culture of critical thinking and pride can be instilled in the organization. From a local 

government perspective, the City of Fort Wayne, Indiana was the first municipality to gain 
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attention for its adoption. When businessman Graham Richard became mayor of Ft. Wayne, in 

2000, he brought and installed in the municipality the managerial concept LSS that he has 

previously used in his private business (Breul & Kamensky, 2010). In a period of time of ten 

years, more than 100 projects led to over $30 million in savings for the city and better services. 

Exceptional examples were the results achieved in the maintenance of the roads, pothole repairs 

that used to take 48 hours to repair were now being fixed within 3 hours. Shortly thereafter, other 

municipalities also began to install the LSS philosophy, pay for training, and use its tools and 

techniques in order to make the government more efficient. Erie County was the pursuit of Fort 

Wayne. In the fall of 2007, Chris Collins, another entrepreneur, was elected to the position of 

County Executive. He won the election with the promises he will redefine the Government, 

rebuild the Economy, and reduce Taxes (Brandt, 2012). He was convinced that these promises 

will be realised by applying the LSS. With the LSS application, Erie County has achieved 

concrete results in various areas of local government. According to Brandt’s (2007) report, by 

2007, thanks to LSS, Erie County’s credit rating had become the lowest in the entire state and 

had continued to struggle in establishing a budgetary surplus reviewing maintenance practices in 

the parks and recreation department, finding approximately $100,000 in savings; reducing the 

booking process of County park shelters from 17 days to an average of four days; improving the 

paper recycling process at the County building; and reducing the child support enforcement case 

backlog from 7,281 to 103 cases in less than one year. Training City staff in LSS and Lean 

process improvement has been fundamental, 250 employees were involved in this process, 

including awarding Six Sigma Black Belt Certifications to six employees, Green belts to 38 

employees and Yellow Belts to 98 employees. The spread of this wise and qualitative concept of 

LSS has continued to be applied in other municipalities and has produced positive results in local 
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governance. The city of Tyler, Texas had embraced LSS program in 2009, and according to the 

city manager of Tyler, Mark McDaniel, in three years of applying the of LSS program had 

undertaken 58 LSS projects which had made possible it to save more than $3.1 million in hard 

and soft costs and nearly 17,000 man-hours. Direct benefits including cutbacks to overtime, 

improved waste collection, reductions in vehicle parts inventory and more effective management 

of our water treatment facilities are achieved. City services have improved using a similar 

number of employees employed in the mid-1980s. Legal documents are reviewed in half the time 

they were prior to implementation (McDaniel, 2015). The story of success is also being reported 

by the City of Kawartha Lakes which had launched the LSS program in 2013. The municipality 

had decided to select the most suitable staff to be trained as Black Belts and their coworkers 

absorbed their duties in the interim. According to a report published in June by Riley (2015), it 

was stated that hard dollar savings amounted to $1.1 million, future savings $926,552; cost 

avoidance savings $3.2 million and productivity improvements of $777,439 of a total of more 

than $6 million. According to O’Brien (2014), the city of Fredericton has successfully completed 

73 LSS projects. The city has delivered training in LSS tools and principles for each of its 45 

managers, six directors, and 12 finance employees. The project team was able to reduce the 

number of steps in the entire process from 37 to 17 and to reduce stock level and money tied up 

in stock and the number of stock keepers from three to two. The entire project has produced 

yearly hard savings of $45,778 and 78 days in increased capacity. Also, the city of El Paso has 

benefited from LSS, as by using LSS tools and techniques they have made significant changes, 

they have managed to save $570.000 after review of phone, and internet services (Sanchez, 

2015). The three-time elected mayor of City of Houston Parker (2015) in a communiqué for 

"Small Business Today Magazine" explains how she has built a new management “regime” for 
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the municipality. The first step was to train over 1,000 City employees and deploy them widely 

in process improvement methodology in their workplace to improve services and do more with a 

less workforce. With the commitment of the employees, concrete and encouraging results have 

been achieved. A 50 percent reduction in processing time for Commercial Permits, an increase in 

the number of Fire Alarm Permits issued by 49 percent and a reduction in processing time by 86 

percent, reorganization of taxi cab permitting and reduction of processing time from one month 

to five days on average and increase in court collections of more than 10 percent resulting in a 

net annual increase of over $1.2 million. This modest but important success for improving 

processes streamlines in the municipal administration by applying LSS is also reported by Mayor 

of City of Lakewood, Mr. Michael Summers where he explains how the City of Lakewood has 

used the Lean Six Sigma approach to reduce data collection processes for monthly reports from 

1.30h to less than 20 minutes (Summers, 2016). By undertaking LSS techniques, a combination 

of two disciplined, data-driven performance improvement approaches and methodologies, 

according to McDaniel (2016) report, in the fiscal year 2016, City of Dallas has achieved hard 

savings at $2.02 million and soft savings at $353,000. The success story of Kern County over the 

deficit reduction that is closely linked with LSS methodology deserves attention. In 2016, Kern 

County had started to apply the LSS program provided by the “Launch Kern Initiative” and had 

achieved impressive results in savings, process streamlining and deficit reduction. According to 

the chairman for the Kern County Board of Supervisors report Scrivner (2017) “Behavioral 

Health & Recovery Services” saved Kern County nearly $24,000 in just nine months by 

changing their fleet vehicle policy. The Treasurer or Tax Collector is saving Kern County nearly 

$120,000 with a redesign on their tax bill. Human Resources saved Kern County $27,000 by 

switching to an electronic benefit package selection, 50 percent reduction in the structural deficit 
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and avoided having to use reserve funds to support operations. Another municipality that has 

benefited from the use of LSS in LG is also Louisville. Branden Klayko, founder and editor at 

Broken Sidewalk, intrigued by a report which shows that big city mayors routinely look to 

Louisville for policy inspiration, having realized an interview with Louisville Mayor Mr. Greg 

Fischer on what Louisville does right Fischer (2016). According to Louisville mayor Fischer 

(2016), most of the principles behind our innovation work derive from his private sector 

experience such as LSS. Thanks to LSS, there is a range of initiatives underway, unique project 

designs for the cities have been designed and the important data that we missed so far on social 

aspect have been produced. In 2017 many municipalities reported on the successes achieved in 

local government as a result of the application of LSS. King County, thanks to LSS techniques 

has been able to reduce Special District Funding Lead Time from 35 days to 2 days, Bid 

Solicitation Lead Time from 29 days to 13 days, Retirement Eligibility Process Lead Time from 

3 days to same day and reduced the amount of paperwork by 50% on a 60 year retention cycle, 

while also reducing the Supplier Record Setup Time by 1.5 hours with a $16.000 savings in 

productivity and reduced Title Company Invoice Payment Processing from 3+ weeks to 1 day 

(O'Rourke, 2017). As well, the City of San Antonio, with the application of LSS techniques went 

from a mediocre 13,000 potholes repaired in 2014 to 75,000 potholes repaired in 2017, a 480% 

increase (O'Rourke, 2017). According to Sumner (2017), with the launch of the LSS - DMAIC 

technique, Oklahoma City has managed to streamline service delivery and cut costs, allowing 

agencies to meet their critical public missions for less. Savings have been recorded on reducing 

the number of personal printers on campus and moving to a centralized printing system and no 

employees lost their jobs because of the project. Docket preparation time went from four weeks 

to three days, processing and verifying results from two weeks to only two days, parole 
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processing time decreased from 30-90 days to only 5-10 days. These combined benefits resulted 

in an estimated cost savings of $13.4 million in a fiscal year.  

2.7 Public Sector Context  

In this part of the study contexts of the state public administration by addressing them 

specifically at both levels, central and local are presented. Before addressing the specifics of the 

public administration, it can be useful to reflect initially in two concrete definitions. Dewhurst et 

al. (1999) had defined public organizations as those organizations which are not profit orientated 

and then further they categorized them as governmental and non-governmental organizations (as 

cited in Fryer et al., 2007). The public sector consists of organisations that deliver the goods and 

services of the government whether at a local or a national level. The size of the public sector 

varies from country to country, e.g. in communist countries, the entire economy belonged to the 

public sector (Fryer et al., 2007). Authors Christensen, Laegreid, Roness & Rovik (2007) in their 

book "Organization Theory and the Public Sector" provided valuable findings focusing on the 

organisation, culture and myths of the public sector in general. According to them, public-sector 

organizations are multifunctional and follow political leadership. Public organisations have 

leaders elected by popular vote. Public sector stems from the people, the legislature is elected by 

the people, the government originates from the legislature, and cabinet ministers are responsible 

for what goes on in their respective organisation.    

2.8 State Organizations  

State organization is the main component along with the LSS in this study. State organisations 

have a crucial role in the lives of citizens and there is a continuous need for increased 

commitment to improve their activity. Often the phrase ‘‘executive body’or, alternatively, 
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‘‘executive agency’’ or simply ‘‘agency’’—is used very broadly to cover all SO. Other relevant 

phrases are ‘‘state enterprise’’, ‘‘public enterprise’’, and ‘‘government enterprise’’. Statutory 

bodies and constitutional bodies are established through processes which require a government to 

act in consort with the legislature and sometimes with the public as well. Usually, an 

organization has public power when it is able to regulate and facilitate the affairs of individuals, 

groups and other organisations in the public interest. The government can usually determine their 

shape and form as it sees fit, within the limits of its power and available resources (Thynne, 

2003). There are various descriptions internationally of agencies as non-departmental public 

bodies, hybrids, quangos, fringe bodies, non-majoritarian institutions, quasi-autonomous public 

organizations, and distributed public governance (Christensen & Lægreid, 2007; Roness et al., 

2007; Wettenhall, 2005). Institutions are special; first, because they have developed and 

incorporated an effective way of dealing with complex and mutually contradictory goals, second, 

institutions enjoy a high level of general support: An institution is widely accepted and taken for 

granted. It has a distinct, legitimate identity (Boin & Christensen, 2008). Riker defines 

institutions as “rules about behavior, especially about making decisions”. Institutions are the 

rules and enforcement mechanisms that govern economic, social and political interactions 

(Islam, 2018). Since the purpose of the study is to analyze the relationship between LSS and state 

organizations administration, respectively municipalities, further, the public institutions that are 

in accordance with the features proposed by Pollitt & Bouckaert (2011), being public law bodies, 

have some capacity for autonomous decision making with regard to management or policy, are 

formally under at least some control of ministers and ministries and have some resources 

(financial and personnel) on their own will be tackled. Ben Dupré the author of “50 Political 

Ideas You Really Need to Know” (2008) says the state administration is the engine that drives 



44 

 

the state. According to Gray & Jenkins (1995), state administration is defined as a system of 

entities created by statute and in the competence to carry out internal and external management 

and executive activities with responsibility assigned to the state. State administration is divided 

into three levels as supreme, central and local level. The administration operates on the principle 

of leadership and subordination, is a team of people, who are professional staff, must operate in a 

continuous and stable way (Gray & Jenkins, 1995). As from senior officials to the most ordinary 

clerk in the offices of various state institutions are responsible for public administration, they are 

the source of life that brings oxygen to public administration. In every way, public administration 

through their professional expertise and institutional experience can serve as an early warning 

system for helping political executives to avoid mistakes in new policy venture (Lorentzen, 

1993). In the research of Haque (2007), central public administration is presented as an 

institution of special importance and indispensable for both private persons as well as for legal 

entities. According to Wiig (2002), the success and viability of any society depend upon how 

well its public services are provided. State through public administration serves citizens in all 

respects, offering public services, national security, national education, health, economic 

development and everything that is vital to citizens. According to Wiig (2002), public 

administration is a state-run mechanism to regulate and enable business by creating favorable 

fiscal and economic policies and by providing administrative services that facilitate their 

operations. Public administration is able to carry out these tasks by creating policies and rules for 

human capacity building, creating a suitable working environment, building communication 

systems through appropriate information technology, building procedures and processes in 

accordance with laws that originate from the legislature. On the other hand, quality and 

effectiveness of public administration services are influenced by many factors such as 
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organizational structure, responsibilities, capacities and otherwise available intellectual capital 

are factors that affect the performance desired from the enterprise (Wiig, 2002). While central 

public administration is committed to creating policies that regulate the functioning of public and 

private entities, for the citizens to fulfill their requirements, the local public administration that 

operates in certain local territories and is governed by local governments is the solution for their 

problems. The major advantage of local government is that it allows the local public goods and 

services it provides to be adjusted to suit the tastes and the preferences of local residents (Watt, 

2006). Local government occupies a position of importance in the lives of the citizens. Of all 

government services, those provided by local government most directly affect the day to day 

lives of individuals (Sikander, 2015). Local or municipal governments are directly responsible 

for a range of public service for which fees or prices tend not to be used, local streets and roads, 

street lightening, fire and police protection, neighborhood parks are almost always funded from 

local taxes, grants from senior governments, and other locally generated revenues.  The essence 

of local government administration is to provide for the needs of the people at the grassroots’ or 

rural areas, local government is “that unit of administration with defined territory and powers as 

well as administrative authority with relative autonomy” (Agbodike, Igbokwe-Ibeto, & Nkah, 

2014).  Scientific literature defines the modern objective of municipal authority as serving 

citizens’ needs. According to Winters, Karim, & Martawardaya (2014), authors mainly mean by 

“service” public administration the same processes at the state and municipal level, often noting 

only the spread of the central government policy to the municipalities. Before proceeding further 

with the public sector, it is of interest to first clarify the term “Public Management”. Public 

Management is an approach that uses managerial techniques (often originating in the private 

sector) to increase the value for money achieved by public services (Bovaird & Löffler 2009). A 
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managerial role is one that incorporates formal authority over subordinate actors, multiple tasks, 

both programmed and not programmed activities, and an opportunity to exercise judgment in 

selecting actions to be carried out by others (Laurence, Heinrich & Hill, 2000). Whether or not 

the words ‘management’ and ‘administration’ are different from each other is an obvious but 

important point (Hughes, 2017). Administration essentially involves following instructions and 

service, while management involves, first, the achievement of results, and second, personal 

responsibility by the manager for results being achieved. Public administration as management 

concept was tackled in the 1950s, and, its culmination appears since 1970 when "public 

administration is treated as public administration”, it is characterized by the increasing 

professionalism of public administration and by its increasing development of the characteristics 

of an academic discipline with a scientific base (Adams, 1992). According to Rhodes, public 

administration lies within a wider framework of accountability relationships and political and 

moral responsibilities (as cited in Kelly & Dodds, 2012). In the previous century, the Public 

Administration is clearly described by Appleby (1947), who said that there are two aspects of 

proper public administration that are political-not partisan at all, but political-in nature. 

Governments may differ in the political principles reflected in their constitutions, but the 

principles of good administration are much the same in any system of government (Ostrom & 

Ostrom, 1971). According to Perry and Wise (1990) and Frederickson (1997), most public 

administration theorists identify behavior such as self-sacrifice, realizing the public interest and 

altruism as typical of public servants (Vandenabeele, 2007). Coming back in our century, the 

meaning of “public service, public service-oriented organizations, new public service”, including 

those at the local level, imply a change of the role of governing board in society that become the 

“service” organizations serving needs of citizens (Martynova & Maslennikova, 2015) and 
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(Manzoor, 2014). To satisfy citizens' requirements, it is necessary to build sophisticated systems 

that incorporate all the necessary factors to provide quality services. Radnor  (2015) considers 

public service as a service or set of services provided to citizens directly through a public sector 

body or through financing provided by the private sector, third sector or voluntary organizations. 

According to Ponce (2005) and Rusch (2014), the concept of Good Administration redefines 

administrative operation and citizen administration relationships. It responds to the expectation 

and requirement of a balanced approach to safeguarding the public interest while respecting the 

rights and interests of the citizens. A good system of administrative procedures ensures the 

legality as much as the quality of administrative decisions; it also protects citizens’ rights and 

promotes citizens’ participation. It further enhances transparency and accountability by avoiding 

unnecessarily complicated, formalistic and lengthy processes. Successful process management 

speeds up service delivery and delights the citizens. According to Appleby (1947), it has to do 

with the process of adjusting administration to popular criticism, attitudes, and needs, a process 

that goes on, and should go on, every minute of every day at every level, within the limits of law 

and fair dealing. It has to do with the manner, techniques, and spirit of administration, making 

public administration support and contribute to the reality of a democratic society; it involves 

broad philosophical perspective to give meaning and significance to action; it involves social 

understanding, sympathy, and regard for the individuality of every citizen.  A process is a series 

of actions which are carried out in order to achieve a particular result. According to Jalonen & 

Lönnqvist (2009), business processes are predictive business process monitoring, which aims at 

detecting potential problems during process execution ahead of time so that these problems can 

be anticipated and thus proactively managed and mitigated (as cited in Metzger et al., 2015). 

Every organization, be  it a governmental body, a non-profit organization, or an enterprise has to 
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manage a number of processes. Business processes are what companies do whenever they deliver 

a service or a product to customers (Dumas et al., 2013). Processes are very important for each 

organization, because good process management enables managers to save time and cost, 

increasing the amount of services provided and achieving targeted goals (Levine & Aurand, 

1994). Processes are everywhere, as well as in government. Governance is not simply about 

elected representatives, it is crucially about the processes that public managers, citizens, and 

stakeholders use in determining what shape policy, its implementation, and its enforcement will 

take (Bingham, Nabatchi, & O'Leary, 2005). They had observed that processes make it possible 

for leaders to collaborate with community stakeholders, and together to consider a broader and 

perhaps different set of ideas and proposals. Usually, communication with citizens and stake 

holders is bureaucratic work. Processing information, handling paper, correcting errors, meeting 

deadlines, and fulfilling internal and external customer expectations, these office activities are 

important to office effectiveness (Krings, Levine, & Wall, 2006). Hence, processes have great 

importance for governance and the emphasis on improving processes should be a top priority. 

Influenced by various factors such as technological, economic interdependence, social or system 

changes as a result of global policies, governments, both at central and local level, are forced to 

change from an administrative and cultural point of view from time to time. According to Bang 

(2003), nowadays, governance has changed its organizational culture from the hierarchical or 

bureaucratic type to the hetero-hierarchical and communicative type; leadership and management 

have realised that governance based on command, threat, excessive strengthening and excessive 

use of authority is not the best form. According to Schein (2003), organization culture is the 

pattern of basic assumptions that a given group has invented, discovered or developed in learning 

to cope with its problems of external adaption and internal integration, and that have worked well 
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enough to be considered valid, and therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to 

perceive, think and feel in relation to those problems. Changing culture has always been 

challenged with various difficulties and has affected organizations and institutions in failing to 

achieve their goals. Schein (1999), had addressed the failure of organisational change 

programmes by arguing that the reason so many change efforts run into resistance or outright 

failure is traceable to the organization’s inability to effectively unfreeze and create readiness for 

change before attempting a change induction (as cited in Jones, Jimmieson & Griffiths, 2005). In 

order to establish and implement LSS in local government, the application of some types of 

organisational cultures is very important. According to Hilton & Sohal (2012) there are “group 

cultures” which means involvement, participation, teamwork, facilitating leadership and 

dedicated people, “developmental culture” that implies creativity, flexibility, entrepreneurial 

leadership, innovation and new resources, “rational culture” that implies efficiency, focus on 

duty, leadership committed to achievement, orientation to objectives and competition, and last 

but not least, a “hierarchical culture” where there is rule, discipline, management and 

centralisation.  

2.9 State Administration Context in the Republic of Kosovo 

As this study addresses the possible interaction between Kosovo's state administration 

specifically the local government administration and the Lean Six Sigma managerial concept, 

then it is considered necessary to provide some information on the functioning of the state 

administration in Kosovo.  

The state administration in Kosovo is organized according to the law on state administration of 

the Republic of Kosovo, number 03/L-189 and the local governance is organized according to 

the law on Local Self-Government, number 03/L-040.  According to the Republic of Kosovo 
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Law (No.03/L –189), public administration is framed in some different levels, highest state 

administration authorities, the government as a whole, highest state administration bodies, the 

office of the prime minister and the ministries, highest state administration authorities for 

implementation of their governmental and administrative responsibilities, central state 

administrative bodies, subordinate bodies of the state administration, local state administration 

bodies, municipal bodies of the state administration and independent state administration bodies, 

legal entities established to perform activities of state administration which require in the public 

interest a high degree of independence.  While, according to the law (No. 03/L-040) on Local 

Self-Government, the Municipality is the basic unit of local self-government in the Republic of 

Kosovo, made up of the community of citizens of a specific territory defined by law and shall 

exercise all powers which are not explicitly reserved for the central institutions. The criteria and 

principles of organization of public administration are defined by the Law on State 

Administration which also defines the types of administrative bodies (Rep. Kosovo Government, 

2018).  

In Chapter III, Article 20 of the Law on State Administration with Nr. 03/L-189 (Kosovo, 2018), 

states that institutions of direct state administration are: highest state administration bodies; 

central state administration bodies; local state administration bodies; municipalities, with regard 

to delegated state competencies. Further in Article 24, it is indicated that Local State 

Administration Bodies are municipal bodies of the state administration. As well, according to 

this law, state administration of Kosovo shall ensure that services are delivered according to the 

rule of law principle, acts in an impartial, politically neutral and citizen orientated manner, tasks 

are performed with efficiency and effectiveness and in a transparent manner, cooperate in the 

public interest and the gender equality and the principles of a multiethnic society are protected 
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and promoted. The role of civil servants in this study is very important because almost all the 

success or failure of adopting LSS in the municipality depends most on them. Civil servants are 

officials who provide services to citizens by addressing all citizens' requests in accordance with 

legal procedures. According to the law of the Republic of Kosovo for Civil Servants with no. 03 

/ L-149 (Parliament of Kosovo, 2018), the civil service is the entire body of the administrative 

staff employed, in the central and municipal administration institutions, who implement the 

policies and ensure compliance with the relevant rules and procedures. Under the same law, a 

person employed to exercise public administrative authority based on ability and capacity, who 

participates in making and implementation of policies, monitoring the implementation of 

administrative rules and procedures, ensuring their execution and provision of overall 

administrative support for their implementation is a civil servant. State organizations, through 

their administration, have a responsibility towards the citizens to serve them as best as possible. 

Governance, both at the central or local level, is responsible in finding ways to provide quality 

services.   

Municipalities in Kosovo 

The functioning of the municipalities in the world may have great similarities, but anyway, the 

small differences between the various countries are unavoidable. The Republic of Kosovo and 

the municipalities in Kosovo have their own characteristics and recognition with them is 

important for this study. Currently Kosovo has 38 municipalities, 1,467 settlements in which 

1,780,021 inhabitants are living, in a total of 10,896 Km2. The municipality with the largest 

population is the municipality of Prishtina (capital) with 198,897 inhabitants, while the 

municipality with the smallest population is Partesh municipality with 1,787 inhabitants (MLGA, 

2018). In the last 18 years, after the end of the conflict, local governance in Kosovo has 
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undergone administrative reform several times. According to information released by the 

Strategy for Local Self-Government 2016 - 2017, the administration of local self-government in 

Kosovo has gone through some interesting reforms. In 2000, the United Nations administration 

(UNMIK) drafted and approved the Regulation on Self-Government of Municipalities with no. 

2000/43 which would help to clarify some of the uncertainties about the functioning of the 

municipalities. In 2004, an agreement was reached and approved on reforming the administration 

of local government, with which Kosovo added three new municipalities. In 2008, after Kosovo's 

declaration of independence, Kosovo's new constitution was adopted, with which the 

administration of local government was reformed. The basic laws on local self-government were 

adopted, including; the Law on Local Self-Government, the Law on Municipal Administrative 

Boundaries, the Law on Local Elections, and the Law on Local Government Finance. Changing 

laws has caused changes to local government functioning, decentralisation and transfer of 

competencies from the central to the local level and the creation of 5 new municipalities was 

very challenging. Not in all countries of the world, municipalities have the same powers and 

capacities. Depending on state policies, municipal competencies differ from one country to 

another. The competencies of the municipality in Kosovo are defined by the Law on Local Self-

Government number 03 / L-040 which establishes a functional and sustainable basis. The law 

defines the definitions, competencies and general principles of the municipality administration 

with his policies and the municipal bodies. Municipalities are tasked to take care of the needs of 

citizens without any distinction so that they enjoy their rights and have equal opportunities in 

municipal services at all levels. The municipality has its own competencies (but not limited) for 

local economic development, urban and rural planning, local environmental protection, provision 

and maintenance of public services, provision of pre-primary, primary and secondary education, 
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public health management, and maintenance of public spaces. In addition, municipalities have 

delegated competencies for other services that are linked to the central government level with 

relevant ministries such as caretaking and maintenance of cadastral records, civil registration, 

business registration, forest protection and payment administration for socially-owned categories 

assistance. According to the laws in force, municipalities in Kosovo have limited self-governing 

autonomy. 

  

Figure 2-5. Administrative map of Republic of Kosovo 
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Figure 2-5 shows Kosovo's administrative map showing all the existing municipalities. A 

municipality is the basic administrative division in Kosovo and constitutes the only level of 

power in local governance. There are 38 municipalities in Kosovo; 27 of which have Albanian 

majority, 10–Serb and 1–Turkish. Municipalities have the right to independently build the 

organisational structure based on the geographic size, the number of inhabitants and the 

municipal development strategy. 

The structuring and management of municipalities in Kosovo are carried out in accordance with 

the Law on Self-Government with no. 03 / L-040, respectively, in Chapter VII of this Law. 

Municipalities have two organs, the executive leadership which is performed by the mayor and 

the municipal assembly. According to this law, the executive leadership is structured at a vertical 

level starting with the mayor, directorates and municipal public administration. The chairman 

and the directors are political persons stemming from local administrative elections. The Mayor 

is elected by the free vote of citizens with a four-year mandate and he selects directors for 

departmental leadership. The local public administration carries out its services with the 

engagement of civil servants who are employed by the municipal authority according to the 

principles of competition and are paid from the budget of the Republic of Kosova. The municipal 

administration is organized in directorates and sectors whose number varies depending on the 

size of the municipality and the number of inhabitants. As can be seen in figure 2-6, 

municipalities are organized in three levels. The first and highest level is the institution of the 

mayor. The mayor is the highest elected authority, leads the municipal executive and monitors 

the administration of finance. The second level is the executive who heads the departments in 

accordance with the mayor's policies. The department heads advise the mayor, take care of 

decision making and prepare performance reports. The third level is the one where the senior, 
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professional and technical public and civil servants are involved. These are officials who care for 

managing relationships with citizens, with non-governmental and business organizations, 

gathering and analyzing data, drafting draft strategies, and ensuring their viability. They also take 

care of the provision of administrative services to all citizens according to their requirements. 

 

Figure 2-6. The administration structure in the municipality 

 

Authors, mainly mean by “service” public administration the same processes at the state and 

municipal level, often noting only spread of the central government policy to the municipalities 

(Winters et al., 2014). Service quality is a concept that has implications for the input features of a 

service that relate to the fiscal, human, and material, as well as to differences in its frequency, 

convenience, timeliness, and scope (Folz, 2004). Newton (1992), Sharpe (1995), as well as King 
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(1984) in his theoretical analysis, all point out that optimal size may differ for various services. 

Therefore, optimal size depends on the allocation of functions to local governments 

(Swianiewicz, 2010). Ellram, Tate & Billington (2004), define service supply chain management 

“SCM” as: “the management of information, processes, capacity, service performance and funds 

from the earliest supplier to the ultimate customer” (Arlbjørn et al., 2011).  Services are 

significant, and their extension is large and growing. Attention to the services supply chain by 

practitioners is necessary for improvement, cost control and minimization of value leakage 

(Ellram, Tate & Billington, C., 2004). Furthermore, service delivery may be affected by 

regulatory requirements of other legislation, such as the Public Lands Act, the Environmental 

Protection and Enhancement Act, and federal laws (Alberta, 2017).    

Citizens  

Citizens are the ultimate recipients of the services that the municipality produces. In fact, the 

overall performance of municipalities is measured by the fact how much citizens are satisfied. In 

fact, the purpose of LSS application in the municipality is to increase the quality of municipal 

services and to increase citizens' satisfaction for the services they receive from the municipality. 

The definition of citizens is of special importance for this study because citizens in fact are 

municipal clients, they receive services that the municipality produces and often are critical or 

strong supporters of the local governance leadership. Citizens have a different relationship with 

the municipality and this makes them to be unavoidable for improving services (United Nations, 

2007). In his research Box (1998) identifies three types of citizens in relation to local 

governance; first, "Freeriders" are citizens that only consume public goods without being active 

at all, second, "Activists'” are deeply involved in public life and in citizenship actions for the 

community, and third, "Watchdogs", citizens that are involved only in key issues that are 
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relevant to themselves personally (as cited in Vigoda, 2002). As indicated by Beierle & Konisky 

(2000), a higher level of citizen participation in political decision making may increase public 

trust in government and citizen compliance with public policy (as cited in Huang & Feeney, 

2015).  By bringing the government closer to the people, public officials are expected to have a 

greater ability to recognize, interpret and satisfy more precisely citizens’ needs and demands for 

public goods and services. 

In a dynamic world with full changes, for a country like Kosovo, the need for changes and 

adjustments to the new efficient management philosophies of public institutions is more than 

necessary. In this session are provided consistent theories on the usefulness of CSF that are used 

for this study. The right understanding and correct application of the above selected CSF is a 

guarantor for a quality and efficient local government. It is therefore of particular importance for 

these CSFs to be understood as described above. In the next chapter, the selection and validation 

of indicators useful to construct the measuring instrument was performed. 
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3 Chapter three: Research Methodology  

In this chapter, the theoretical framework and applied research methodology of the study are 

presented. These two elements are presented separately, in the first part is a theoretical research 

methodology and in the second part is the methodology applied to carry out the research. 

3.1 Introduction  

General research methodologies are essentially restricted to logical argumentation, legal briefs, 

or empirical analysis (Wessels & Xolile, 2011). Research methodology highlights the 

frameworks and the methods that will be used for the research and methodically aims to describe 

how the research is directed (Kumar, 2008). Thesis research, even when narrowly and tightly 

defined, should be guided by some explicit theoretical or conceptual framework (Adams & 

White, 1994). According to Adams and White (1994), empirical dissertations are preferred in 

public management research. To conduct research on public management action such as field 

survey, case studies, fieldwork, qualitative approaches, experiments, the examination and 

manipulation of secondary data are required. Exploratory research is also preferred for research 

in public administration and local government, including literature review, collaboration with 

expert groups outside the local government and representatives of politically uninformed 

administration, semi-structured interviews with knowledgeable parties for local governance and 

the observation and registration of public meetings and seminars which tackle on the issue of 

local government (Cuthill, 2002). In this project, all these methods, theoretical, empirical and 

exploratory are applied. Building the theoretical framework in this project is realized according 

to the conceptual model Meredith (1993), elite sampling is been defined, validating and 

collecting accurate data by using sustainable techniques as suggested by Goldstein (2002) and 
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Tansey (2007), and analysis is conducted by appropriate methods in order to produce reliable 

and acceptable results as suggested by Tansey (2007). Literature research was conducted in two 

phases, at the initial stage of the project with the aim of building a theoretical framework on LSS 

as a philosophy, then at a later stage in order to identify CSFs and indicators for the construction 

of the measuring instrument. The research was also conducted in two phases, first with experts to 

get their assessment on CSFs and indicators, then in the selected municipalities with elite 

officials to get their views on CSFs and quality gauge indicators in local government.  

3.2 Research Design  

Although research studies are conducted in many diverse fields of science, every research is 

frequently used for describing a thing or event, discovering the relationship between phenomena, 

or making predictions about future events (Marczyk et. al., 2005). The research design is the 

conceptual structure within which research is conducted; it constitutes the blueprint for the 

collection, measurement and analysis of data (Kothari, 2004). Management research is becoming 

progressively complex, requiring new techniques for examining research problems and analyzing 

data to explain managerial phenomena. In order to offer researchers the most appropriate 

methods and techniques for research, Kothari (2004) presents these types of research which are; 

Descriptive vs. Analytical  

Applied vs. Fundamental  

Quantitative vs. Qualitative  

Conceptual vs. Empirical  
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As can be seen, research designs are mixed and apply different research methods. Based on the 

evaluation of Tashakkori & Creswell (2007), research design is “mixed” because qualitative or 

quantitative approaches are applied in one or more operations of the research.  Based on 

Kothari’s (2004) suggestions, the purpose of the descriptive research is to describe the state of a 

phenomenon in the past and the present without having any control over the variables. While in 

analytical research, researchers should use qualitative or quantitative data to make a critical 

assessment of the phenomenon. Applied research aims to solve problems of institutions or 

organizations while fundamental research deals with the generalization of the phenomenon and 

the formulation of the theory. Quantitative research is based on measurements of phenomena that 

can be expressed in numbers and quantities while qualitative approaches deal with the research 

of people's behaviour and the reasons why they occur and what they affects them. Conceptual 

research is applied by researchers who want to create new philosophical theories or interpret the 

existing ones from personal points of view, while empirical research is based on data that can be 

experimented and compared. Empirical research is appropriate when it comes to understanding if 

some variables influence others in some or other way. 

Structure and Process of the Research  

According to Scandura & Williams (2000), in order to successfully carry out a management 

survey, care should be taken to evaluate the methods to be applied. Design choices about 

instrumentation, data analysis, and construct validation and more may affect the types of 

conclusions that are drawn (Sackett, 1990).  The famous philosopher of modern concepts Baruch 

(Bento) Spinoza who has lived in the 17th century, said that to achieve this excellence it is 

needed to find the best method of research, and to find the best method of research it is needed to 

find the method that helps build that method, so one method requires another until one 
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acceptable excellence for the system is achieved.  Research methods have evolved over the years 

and often among scholars, there has been disagreement over the structure and process. However, 

in general, the absolute part of the scholars agree that the main elements of the research are; an 

empirical approach, observations, questions, hypotheses, experiments, analyses, conclusions, and 

replication (Marczyk et. al., 2005). According to McGrath (1982), any research method chosen 

will have inherent flaws, and the choice of that method may limit the conclusions that can be 

drawn.  Direct observation has been described as the gold standard among qualitative data 

collection techniques (Morgan et al., 2016) while  according to Furlong (2010), observing  

method  can reveal insights not accessible from other data collection methods, such as structures, 

processes, and behaviors the interviewed participants may well be unaware of themselves 

(Morgan et al., 2016). Induction has been described by John Stuart Mill as the operation of 

discovering and proving general propositions (as cited in Rothchild, 2006).  Experimentation is 

one scientific research method, perhaps the most recognizable in a spectrum of methods that also 

includes a description, comparison, and modeling. According to Carpi & Egger (2008), 

experimentation is unique in that it involves the conscious manipulation of certain aspects of a 

real system and the observation of the effects of that manipulation. Well-controlled experiments 

generally provide strong evidence of causality, demonstrating whether the manipulation of one 

variable causes a response in another variable. Whereas, according to Kothari (2004), once the 

researcher has made all preparations, it is required to prepare the research design which means 

building a conceptual structure within the research would be conducted. It means to determine 

how to create samples known as sample design, to decide the method of data collection and 

analysis which will respond to the aim of the project. Sampling design is of particular importance 

and has to be decided before starting the collection of any data. Analysis of data is described as a 
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process of evaluating data using analytical and logical reasoning to examine each component of 

the data provided. Data from various sources is gathered, reviewed, and then analysed to form 

some sort of finding or conclusion. There is a variety of specific data analysis method, some of 

which include data mining, text analytics, business intelligence, and data visualisations.  

Data Collection  

The most important point in doing research is to choose the right data collection method that 

would perfectly suit the research purpose and answer research questions. The method of data 

collection implies the commitment to gather information necessary for the research.  The main 

instruments used in the mixed method researches consist of closed-ended, open-ended 

questionnaires, interviews and classroom observations (Zohrabi, 2013). The six major methods 

of data collection are questionnaires, interviews, focus groups, test, observation and secondary 

data (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). Geringer & Hebert (1991) used pre-tested questionnaires 

followed by semi-structured interviews to confirm responses while assessing the performance of 

international joint ventures while Bourgeois III and Eisenhardt (1988) combined observation, 

interviews and questionnaires to investigate how executives make strategic decisions in various 

industries (as cited in  Jogulu & Pansiri, 2011). 

Data Validation  

Generally, there are various procedures for data validation. According to Campbell (1957), 

Campbell & Stanley (1963) and Onwuegbuzie & Leech (2007), the validity of quantitative 

research is threatened by many internal and external factors that start from designing the research 

and continues to data collection, data analysis and their interpretation, while according to 

Maxwell (1992), the validity and reliability of qualitative data is classified in descriptive validity, 
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interpretive validity, theoretical validity, evaluative validity and generalizability (as cited in 

Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006).  

Data Analysis 

By analysis we mean the computation of certain indices or measures along with searching for 

patterns of relationship that exist among the data groups (Kothari, 2004). Marshall & Rossman 

(1999), describe data analysis as the process of bringing order, structure and meaning to the mass 

of collected data. According to Cohen, Manion & Morrison (2000), qualitative data analysis can 

be described as the process of making sense from research participants‟ views and opinions of 

situations, corresponding patterns, themes, categories and regular similarities. While according to 

Kothari (2004), quantitative data analysis can be categorised as descriptive and inferential 

analysis where descriptive analysis concerns with the distribution of one variable providing the 

profile of persons, companies and other subjects of multiple characteristics such as sizes, and 

inferential analysis concerns with the various tests of significance for testing hypotheses.   

3.3 Applied Research Methodology 

In this section, the actions for the construction of the measuring instrument and the actions 

undertaken to carry out the field research are presented. To construct the measuring instrument, a 

systematic review of the literature was carried out with the CSFs and indicators had been 

identified. Four rounds of the Delphi method had been performed in the selection and validation 

of CSFs and indicators suitable for the measuring instrument. 

After the construction of the measuring instrument and prior to its application in the final 

research, a testing phase was conducted in one of the municipalities of Kosovo. As the test 
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results were positive, the measuring instrument was applied in field research. Next, the whole 

process is explained step by step as seen in Figure 3-1.  

 

Figure 3-1. Instrument building process 
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Figure 3-1 shows the process divided into three phases along with the fifteen steps that were 

followed and actions performed that are described in details in the following sections.  The three 

performed phases to conduct the building research instrument and the field survey are namely:  

1. Systematic Literature Review 

2. Measuring Instrument Development  

3. Instrument Testing and its Application 

3.3.1 Systematic Literature Review – Phase one 

In the first phase, a systematic literature review was conducted in order to identify the most 

appropriate CSFs and indicators which are used further to successfully complete the study. To be 

successful with a systematic literature review, a good plan of work is important. The systematic 

literature review process is conducted following this process underneath:  

 Article identification;  

 Abstract review;  

 Article selection;  

 Article review;  

 CSFs Identification;  

 CSFs Analysis and  

 CSFs Ranking according to their appearance.  

Only trusted published papers had been selected, publication dates have been limited; keywords 

and themes that matched the research questions had been established. The published works used 

in this study had been selected based on credible principles such as accuracy, appropriateness, 

sufficiency, consistency and clarity. According to online resources, Kirch (2015) and Larivière, 
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Haustein & Mongeon (2015), the most sought after publishing houses like Elsevier, Springer, 

Wiley, Taylor & Francis and Sage with high impact factors were considered. An analysis of the 

45 million documents indexed in the Web of Science, reveals that Elsevier, Springer, Wiley, 

Taylor & Francis and Sage have published more than half of all academic papers in the peer-

reviewed literature in 2013 (Krisch, 2015). In both natural, medical sciences, social sciences and 

humanities, Elsevier, Wiley, Springer, and Taylor & Francis increased their share of the 

published output, especially since the advent of the digital era (the mid-1990s). Combined, the 

top five most prolific publishers account for more than 50% of all papers published in 2013. The 

fifth publisher Emerald was used instead of Sage because of the fact that during the research of 

the author through the Google scholar, a lot of articles on the LSS appeared on Emerald. In the 

end, it is confirmed that the largest number of LSS articles are published in the Emerald. The 

keywords used for research are: lean, six-sigma, and lean six sigma in combination with the 

keywords: public, institution, and municipality, local government by using all options "and" and 

"or". Keywords are used in: title, abstract, and keywords sections. Although the lean concept is 

applied since 1945 (Shigeo Shinko & Taiichi Ohno), and six sigma has started to be applied in 

the 80s by Motorola (Bill Smith and Jack Welch), evidence suggests that LSS as an integrated 

concept had started to be implemented in 2000. Also, because of that, the date of search items 

was limited from 2000 to 2017. All items that do not have in their abstract information on CSFs 

and the application of LSS in the public administration were eliminated.  All identified CSFs and 

indicators were entered into the spreadsheet table including information on; the article title, 

author, year, journal, the field/industry to which paper is been dedicated. Systematic review of 

the literature is presented in Table 3.1. In the table are presented the publishers, the number of 
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items identified by the titles, the number of items selected by the abstract, the number of articles 

selected after reading and reviewing the article.  

Table 3-1  
Systematic Literature Review 

   Publishers     

Review process Wiley Emerald Taylor & 
Francis 

Springer Elsevier Number of 
articles 

Titles review 170 36 42 31 107 386 
Abstracts review 20 28 5 27 15 95 

Relevant articles 8 16 3 0 9 36 
 

Table 3-1 shows the review process of selecting relevant research articles. In the first column the 

elements that have been reviewed are presented while in the other columns are the identified 

articles for each publisher.  As seen in the table 3-1, the number of articles for each publisher 

decreases during the review at each publisher. Based on the information found in the title of the 

articles, three hundred and eighty-six items have appeared to be relevant and were selected. After 

reading the abstracts, ninety-five articles have been selected to be reviewed in details.  

Focused on titles only, on Wiley, the author had found one hundred and seventy relevant articles. 

After the abstracts review, twenty articles were selected for further review. In Emerald, the 

author had found thirty-six relevant articles. After the abstracts review, twenty-eight articles 

were selected for further review. In Taylor & Francis, the author found forty-two relevant 

articles; five articles were selected for further review. Thirty-one relevant articles had been found 

in the Springer editorial, twenty-seven articles were selected for further review. A hundred and 

seven relevant items had been found in Elsevier, fifteen articles were selected for further review. 

In total, ninety-five articles were considered to be elaborate which corresponded positively to the 
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topic of the study.  CSFs and indicators were further processed via accurate analysis by applying 

the Delphi method and using analytical methods Cronbach's Alpha and Kendall's Coefficient of 

Concordance W2. These methods had enabled measuring the CSFs and indicators reliability and 

their ranking according to their importance. The ninety-five articles were read carefully, and the 

relevant ones that had information on CSFs and relevant indicators had been analysed and moved 

to the excel table. Twenty articles on Wiley were reviewed, of which eight articles published in 

eight different journals provided information on CSFs. In Emerald, out of the twenty-eight 

reviewed articles, sixteen articles contained relevant CSFs information and were published in six 

different journals. In Taylor & Francis, out of five reviewed articles, three of them provided 

information on CSFs which had been published in three different journals. In Elsevier, out of 

fifteen reviewed articles, nine articles contained information on CSFs which were published in 

seven different journals, while in Springer none of the five reviewed articles revealed relevant 

information on CSFs. In total, out of the ninety-five reviewed articles, thirty-six reviewed articles 

had provided information on CSFs and were published in twenty-four different scientific 

journals.   

In the next step, the process for CSFs and indicators identification was carried out. From each 

selected articles, CSFs had been identified and extracted. Table 3-2 shows the number of CSFs 

identified for each paper.  
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Table 3-2  
List of Papers with Adequate CSFs and Indicators 

Nr Author's # of CSFs 

1 Sangle (2010) 11 

2 Holland, Gaston & Gomes (2000) 30 

3 Vickland & Nieuwenhuijs (2005) 8 

4 Niazi, Wilson & Zowghi (2006) 22 

5 Croteau & Li (2003) 3 

6 Kalman & College (2002) 6 

7 Kennedy & Brewer (2015) 12 

8 Montgomery (2016) 5 

9 Hilton & Sohal (2012) 6 

10 Albliwi, Antony, Abdul, Lim & Van Der Wiele (2014) 35 

11 Manville, Greatbanks, Krishnasamy & Krishnasamy (2012) 25 

12 Laureani & Antony (2012) 10 

13 Abu Bakar, Subari & Daril (2015) 12 

14 Spasojevic-Brkic & Tomic (2016) 4 

15 Näslund (2013) 23 

16 Snee (2010) 17 

17 Douglas, Douglas & Ochieng (2015) 20 

18 Yadav & Desai (2016) 21 

19 Pinedo-Cuenca, Olalla & Setijono (2012) 41 

20 Assarlind, Gremyr & Bäckman (2013) 41 

21 Antony (2014) 14 

22 Tsironis & Psychogios (2016) 17 

23 Ismyrlis & Moschidis (2013) 11 

24 Arcidiacono, Costantino & Yang (2016) 29 

25 Laureani & Antony (2016) 18 
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26 Kuvvetli, Firuzan, Alpaykut & Gerger (2015) 17 

27 Antony, Setijono & Dahlgaard (2014) 15 

28 Niehaves, Plattfaut & Becker (2013) 6 

29 Santana, Marzagão & Carvalho (2016) 3 

30 Bigdeli, Kamal & De Cesare (2013) 5 

31 Sá, Rocha & Cota (2016) 12 

32 Gonzalez, Llopis & Gasco (2013) 3 

33 Kamal, Bigdeli, Themistocleous & Morabito (2015) 3 

34 Steiner (2000) 5 

35 Borman & Janssen (2013) 21 

36 Cruz & Marques (2014) 5 

 

Table 3-2 shows different authors and different numbers of CSFs. This means that each author 

has a different perspective on CSFs and their assessments differs from each other. This is 

explained by the fact that each of them has been driven by different reasons, different 

circumstances and different objectives to decide for the most proper one. All the reasons, 

circumstances and objectives of these authors are in line with the reasons, circumstances and 

objectives of the current study. Sangle (2009), had analysed CSFs in the Indian public sector in 

order to evaluate the factors that make corporate social responsibility successful. He found 

eleven CSFs that have some important managerial implications in that regard. In order to give an 

answer to the importance of effective implementation based on a teamwork approach, Holland, 

Gaston & Gomes (2000) had explored the literature and had identified thirty CSFs useful and 

important for group composition, work organization, and development of internal and external 

processes. Vickland & Nieuwenhijs (2005) had conducted research in Bosnia and Herzegovina 

in order to understand what has changed accounting practices and have contributed to a more 
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transparent and effective public sector. They had identified eight useful CSFs that have 

contributed in that regard. Niazi, Wilson and Zowghi (2006) in their research to ascertain 

whether employees are aware of the importance of software programs and their role in improving 

processes had found twenty-two important factors that affect them for successful implementation 

of the processes in improving programs. Croteau & Li (2009) in their paper had treated the 

critical success factors of customer relationship management in technological initiatives realised 

by fifty-seven large organizations in Canada. They highlighted three important CSFs crucial for 

companies in their relationship management with customers. In order to clarify the importance of 

techniques of process mapping, the authors Kalman & College (2008), had pointed out six 

important factors that must be respected by all persons involved in the processes. In an editorial 

dedicated to LSS and the factors that make it successful, Montgomery (2016), had identified five 

factors as being responsible for success and failure to implement it in the organization. Hilton & 

Sohal (2012), had identified six key CSFs for the successful deployment of Lean Six Sigma and 

a number of key explanatory variables that essentially comprise the competence of the 

organization. Albliwi et al. (2014), had conducted research to identify failure factors of LSS 

deployment, which if used correctly can also be a success factor. After the research of 56 papers, 

they identified thirty-four failure factors. During the analysis of the same article, it is understood 

that infact in this paper are thirty-five CSFs that are useful for quality services in the 

organization. Manville et al. (2012), did the paper to evaluate lean six sigma from a middle 

managers’ perspective. They surveyed 200 managers and had identified twenty-five CSFs that 

are important to performance improvement. With the aim to offer further insights for LSS 

deployment in the organization, Laureani & Antony (2016), had identified the most important 

CSFs, especially those related to leadership. In this research, they had listed ten CSFs and forty 
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indicators related to leadership. With the purpose to review and gather the latest CSF of LSS 

deployment and implementation into a comprehensive list of factors, Abu Bakar, Subari & Daril 

(2015), had initially identified ninety-seven CSFs from therteen papers. After an exhaustive 

analysis they highlighted five important CSFs, while for the reason of this study, twelve were 

considered important. Aiming to give an additional discussion insight into the LSS concept and 

influential employees dimensions, Spasojevic-Brkic & Tomic (2016), had identified four critical 

factors that are linked with employees performance. In order to provide a review of the CSFs for 

LSS and an analysis of these CSFs as compared to previously popular change methods, Näslund 

(2013), treated and confirmed twenty-three CSFs and he had argued that it seems to be relatively 

constant over time. With an aim to aid those who need to improve performance in the 

organization by using the appropriate methodology, Snee (2010), proposes seventeen CSFs that 

will help to achieve that objective. After a survey conducted in some East African organizations 

that had implemented the LSS philosophy as a model to improve organization performance, 

Douglas, Douglas & Ochieng (2015), had identified 20 adequate CSFs. Aiming to analyse the 

interaction among the enablers via a hierarchical model developed by employing interpretive 

structural modelling, Yadav & Desai (2017), through literature review had identified twenty 

CSFs as the most significant factors towards LSS implementation. In the research which aimed 

to understand the factors influencing the relationship between six-sigma and changes in the 

organisation, Cuenca, Olalla & Setijono (2012), had discovered forty-one CSFs that help or 

hinder this relationship. Assarlind, Gremyr & Bäckman (2013), had conducted a study aimed at 

applying LSS methods and finding factors that improve the quality of LSS. They had identified 

forty-one suitable CSFs. Antony (2014), had suggested fourteen CSFs in measuring the readiness 

and to successfully deploy and implement the LSS philosophy in the context of higher education. 
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Seventeen CSFs had been identified by Tsironis & Psychogios (2016), when they had conducted 

research in three different companies in order to understand which factors influence the 

implementation of LSS in the service industry. Ismyrlis & Moschidis (2013), had classified and 

created a list of thirty-two CSFs that can be used at all phases of the DMAIC methodology 

implementation. Arcidiacono, Constantino & Yang (2016), concerned with the sustainability of 

LSS in organizations where applied, having conducted a study focusing on assessment, 

monitoring, sustainability and extension. The study had highlighted the twenty-nine important 

CSFs for the sustainability of LSS. Kuvvetli et al. (2015), had conducted a study with hundred 

and seventy trained people to implement LSS in organisations. The purpose of this study is to 

understand the success of LSS in the state of Turkey. This research has highlighted seventeen 

CSFs who have made LSS successful in that country. In order to identify the factors that enable 

the introduction of innovative models in organisations, Antony, Setijono & Dahlgaard (2014),  

had explored the literature that deals with LSS and innovations and found that there is little 

information in this regard. However, with the research conducted in ten different companies, 

they identified fifteen LSS - CSFs that make possible innovations in organisations. Niehaves, 

Plattfaut & Becker (2013), conducted research and a case study to find the necessary skills of 

local governments in order to improve the quality of governance. The skills they suggest are 

wholly similar to those applied by the LSS. According to them, there are six capability areas 

which in the LSS philosophy are called CSFs, which is vital in enhancing the quality of local 

governments in delivering services. Marzagão & Carvalho (2016) explored the relationship 

between critical success factors for six Sigma programs and its project performance, they 

identified that not all the claimed critical success factors are relevant for program or project 

performance. The large number of CSFs included only three factors. With the aim of 
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contributing to problem solving, improving decision-making through information sharing among 

local government authorities, Bigdeli, Kamal & de Cesare (2013), had identified five important 

factors that are consistent with the LSS philosophy. Also, the authors Sá, Rocha & Cota (2015), 

by including various experts, developed twelve factors that are useful to improving the quality of 

local governance. The proposed factors which are in line with LSS philosophy were identified by 

conducting the literature review and focusing on quality enhancement through information 

technology. Authors Kamal et al. (2015), in their paper where they attempt to investigate the 

factors that influence decision makers while adopting IntTech had identified three important 

factors that contribute to the enhancement of quality in local governance. Steiner (2000), had 

dealt with the importance of applying new managerial and administrative models for local 

governance where he recommends the application of five important factors that are related to 

increasing the human resource capacities that are engaged in institutions. In order to contribute to 

finding models for improving the administrative quality in public institutions, Borman & Janssen 

(2013), had examined the area of CSFa and had identified 21 factors that are critical to success 

for shared services within the public sector. With the aim of finding the determinants that are 

associated with better/worse economic performance of local governments. Also, Da Cruz & 

Marques (2014), had conducted another research and identified five factors that are important on 

cost efficiency in local government.  

CSFs Ranking Process  

After the CSF identification, the CSFs ranking was conducted. The author had analysed the 

number of their appearance counting each time they appeared. In Table 3-3, the CSFs names, 

explanations by definition and authorship are presented.  
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Table 3-3  
CSFs Ranking According to their Appearance 

Nr Lean Six Sigma 
CSFs 

Definition Author(s) (that have dealt with the CSFs in the 
administration of public institutions) 

Frequency  

1 Management 
Involvement and 
Commitment  

Refers to installing new initiatives, the 
difficulties they face, the effects, 
achieved successes and the resistance 
that is appeared while implementation 
within the organization.  

Holland et al.(2000), Kalman (2002), Croteau & Li (2003), 
Vickland & Nieuwenhuijs (2005), Niazi et al. (2006), 
Kennedy & Brewer (2007), Sangle (2009), Snee (2010), 
Hilton & Sohal (2012), Manville et al. (2012), Laureani & 
Antony (2012), Bigdeli et al. (2013), Niehaves et al. (2013), 
Gonzalez et al. (2013), Assarlind et al. (2013), Näslund 
(2013), Borman & Janssen (2013), Ismyrlis & Moschidis 
(2013), Antony (2014), Kamal et al. (2014), Antony et al. 
(2014), Abu Bakar et al. (2015), Douglas et al. (2015), 
Kuvvetli et al. (2015), Sá et al. (2015), Marzagao & 
Carvalho (2016), Tsironis & Psychogios (2016), Spasojevic-
Brkic & Tomic (2016), Laureani & Antony (2016), 
Arcidiacono et al. (2016), Montgomery (2016) 

31 

2 Linking to 
Strategy 

Lean Six Sigma philosophy must be 
inextricably connected to the strategy 
the organization follows, so every action 
and decision must be in the appropriate 
manner defined. 

Vickland & Nieuwenhuijs (2005), Niazi et al. (2006), Sangle 
(2009), Snee (2010), Hilton & Sohal (2012), Manville et al. 
(2012), Laureani & Antony (2012), Pinedo-Cuenca et al. 
(2012), Bigdeli et al. (2013), Niehaves et al. (2013), 
Gonzalez et al. (2013), Näslund (2013), Ismyrlis & 
Moschidis (2013), Antony (2014), Abu Bakar et al. (2015), 
Douglas et al. (2015), Kuvvetli et al. (2015), Tsironis & 
Psychogios (2016), Laureani & Antony (2016), Yadav & 
Desai (2016), Arcidiacono et al. (2016) 

21 
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3 Organisational 
Culture 

Each organization has its own specific 
culture; each organization takes care of 
its own environment in its own way, has 
its own customs, rituals and values, and 
has the model of how its own hero’s 
looks like.  

Holland et al.(2000), Steiner (2000), Kalman (2002), 
Croteau & Li (2003), Vickland & Nieuwenhuijs (2005), Niazi 
et al. (2006), Kennedy & Brewer (2007), Sangle (2009), 
Laureani & Antony (2012), Pinedo-Cuenca et al. (2012), 
Bigdeli et al. (2013), Niehaves et al. (2013), Gonzalez et al. 
(2013), Kamal et al. (2014), Abu Bakar et al. (2015), 
Douglas et al. (2015), Sá et al. (2015), Tsironis & 
Psychogios (2016), Spasojevic-Brkic & Tomic (2016), 
Arcidiacono et al. (2016) 

20 

4 Linking to 
Customer 

A customer-related aspect indicates the 
behavior, characteristics, end-users, 
clients, consumers, population or main 
stakeholders.  

Holland et al.(2000), Steiner (2000), Croteau & Li (2003), 
Niazi et al. (2006), Manville et al. (2012), Laureani & 
Antony (2012), Assarlind et al. (2013), Ismyrlis & Moschidis 
(2013), Antony (2014), Antony et al. (2014), Abu Bakar et 
al. (2015), Douglas et al. (2015), Kuvvetli et al. (2015), Sá et 
al. (2015), Tsironis & Psychogios (2016), Laureani & Antony 
(2016), Yadav & Desai (2016) 

17 

5 Analysis and 
Measurement  

The use of tools and techniques for 
cause exploring, data analysis and 
decision making, considered to be 
essential. These tools are not all 
statistical but there are also analytical or 
managerial, like brainstorming, process 
mapping, etc. 

Niazi et al. (2006), Snee (2010), Hilton & Sohal (2012), 
Laureani & Antony (2012), Pinedo-Cuenca et al. (2012), 
Bigdeli et al. (2013), Assarlind et al. (2013), Näslund 
(2013), Ismyrlis & Moschidis (2013), Antony (2014), 
Antony et al. (2014), Abu Bakar et al. (2015), Laureani & 
Antony (2016), Yadav & Desai (2016), Arcidiacono et al. 
(2016), Montgomery (2016) 

16 

6 Effective 
Communication  

Effective communication of information, 
in the right form, to the right people, at 
the right time is seen as crucial. 
Communication plays an important role 
in the development of trust within an 
organization.  

Croteau & Li (2003), Niazi et al. (2006), Snee (2010), 
Manville et al. (2012), Laureani & Antony (2012), Pinedo-
Cuenca et al. (2012), Gonzalez et al. (2013), Assarlind et al. 
(2013), Ismyrlis & Moschidis (2013), Antony et al. (2014), 
Abu Bakar et al. (2015), Kuvvetli et al. (2015), Sá et al. 
(2015), Spasojevic-Brkic & Tomic (2016), Laureani & 
Antony (2016), Arcidiacono et al. (2016) 

16 
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7 Training and 
Education 

Lean Six Sigma with the structured role 
system has as a requirement the 
appropriate and continuous training of 
the employees involved in its 
implementation. 

Assarlind et al. (2013), Näslund (2013), Borman & Janssen 
(2013), Ismyrlis & Moschidis (2013), Antony et al. (2014), 
Abu Bakar et al. (2015), Douglas et al. (2015), Kuvvetli et 
al. (2015), Marzagao & Carvalho (2016), Tsironis & 
Psychogios (2016), Spasojevic-Brkic & Tomic (2016), 
Laureani & Antony (2016), Yadav & Desai (2016), 
Arcidiacono et al. (2016) 

14 

8 Management 
Skills 

Managerial skills are the knowledge and 
ability of the individuals in a managerial 
position to fulfill some specific 
management activities or tasks.  

Croteau & Li (2003), Niazi et al. (2006), Hilton & Sohal 
(2012), Manville et al. (2012), Laureani & Antony (2012), 
Pinedo-Cuenca et al. (2012), Ismyrlis & Moschidis (2013), 
Kamal et al. (2014), Abu Bakar et al. (2015), Douglas et al. 
(2015), Kuvvetli et al. (2015), Laureani & Antony (2016), 
Yadav & Desai (2016), Arcidiacono et al. (2016) 

14 

9 Leadership Effective leadership in public 
management is seen by the Government 
as crucial to the success of the strategy 
because good leadership clearly makes a 
difference to the performance of an 
organization, staff morale and 
motivation, public satisfaction and the 
ability to address change  

Holland et al.(2000), Niazi et al. (2006), Hilton & Sohal 
(2012), Laureani & Antony (2012), Pinedo-Cuenca et al. 
(2012), Näslund (2013), Borman & Janssen (2013), Ismyrlis 
& Moschidis (2013), Antony (2014), Antony et al. (2014), 
Abu Bakar et al. (2015), Tsironis & Psychogios (2016), 
Laureani & Antony (2016), Arcidiacono et al. (2016) 

14 

10 Understanding 
Tools and 
Techniques 

To successfully, quickly and easily 
manage administrative processes based 
on lean six sigma, these tools and 
techniques like (not only) DMAIC 
Approach Tools, 5S, Seven Wastes, 
Value Stream Mapping, Flow, Visual 
Workplace, Voice of the Customer are 
recommended  

Kalman (2002), Hilton & Sohal (2012), Manville et al. 
(2012), Laureani & Antony (2012), Niehaves et al. (2013), 
Assarlind et al. (2013), Ismyrlis & Moschidis (2013), Abu 
Bakar et al. (2015), Douglas et al. (2015), Kuvvetli et al. 
(2015), Marzagao & Carvalho (2016), Tsironis & Psychogios 
(2016), Laureani & Antony (2016), Yadav & Desai (2016) 

14 
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11 Integrated 
System 

A common information technology 
system that combines different 
functions that act as a single body and 
which can be used by all departments. 

Holland et al.(2000), Croteau & Li (2003), Vickland & 
Nieuwenhuijs (2005), Niazi et al. (2006), Bigdeli et al. 
(2013), Niehaves et al. (2013), Borman & Janssen (2013), 
Kamal et al. (2014), Abu Bakar et al. (2015), Douglas et al. 
(2015), Sá et al. (2015), Marzagao & Carvalho (2016), 
Tsironis & Psychogios (2016), Arcidiacono et al. (2016) 

14 

12 Resource 
Allocation  

Resource management is part of 
strategic planning where organisations 
need to make additional commitments 
and make fundamental decisions to 
build their best one. 

Holland et al.(2000), Steiner (2000), Niazi et al. (2006), 
Kennedy & Brewer (2007), Sangle (2009), Laureani & 
Antony (2012), Gonzalez et al. (2013), Ismyrlis & Moschidis 
(2013), Antony (2014), Abu Bakar et al. (2015), Douglas et 
al. (2015), Laureani & Antony (2016), Montgomery (2016) 

13 

13 Cultural Change The cultural change means reshaping 
capabilities, dealing with employee 
resistance, to fit with modern 
technological equipment’s, predisposed 
to new competences and 
responsibilities.  

Hilton & Sohal (2012), Manville et al. (2012), Pinedo-
Cuenca et al. (2012), Assarlind et al. (2013), Ismyrlis & 
Moschidis (2013), Antony (2014), Abu Bakar et al. (2015), 
Douglas et al. (2015), Kuvvetli et al. (2015), Laureani & 
Antony (2016), Yadav & Desai (2016), Arcidiacono et al. 
(2016) 

12 

14 Teamwork  Refers to increase of efficiency, improve 
communication, accelerate idea 
generation, distribute workload, and 
establish a culture in which each 
employee feels a sense of belonging and 
empowerment. 

Holland et al.(2000), Kalman (2002), Niazi et al. (2006), 
Kennedy & Brewer (2007), Sangle (2009), Hilton & Sohal 
(2012), Pinedo-Cuenca et al. (2012), Antony et al. (2014), 
Abu Bakar et al. (2015), Douglas et al. (2015), Tsironis & 
Psychogios (2016), Arcidiacono et al. (2016) 

12 

15 Empowerment, 
Linking to Human 
Resources  

 Empowering employees in an 
organization implies: Sense of 
competence (Self-efficacy), Autonomy, 
Sense of being valuable, Personal 
control over work, Trust.  

Steiner (2000), Vickland & Nieuwenhuijs (2005), Kennedy 
& Brewer (2007), Manville et al. (2012), Laureani & Antony 
(2012), Pinedo-Cuenca et al. (2012), Assarlind et al. (2013), 
Antony (2014), Antony et al. (2014), Kuvvetli et al. (2015), 
Laureani & Antony (2016), Yadav & Desai (2016) 

12 
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16 Project Selection 
and Prioritisation 

Project selection is a process of strategic 
significance aimed at evaluating 
individual projects or groups of projects 
and then choosing to implement a set of 
them so that the objectives of the 
parent organization are achieved. 

Snee (2010), Manville et al. (2012), Laureani & Antony 
(2012), Pinedo-Cuenca et al. (2012), Näslund (2013), Abu 
Bakar et al. (2015), Douglas et al. (2015), Kuvvetli et al. 
(2015), Marzagao & Carvalho (2016), Yadav & Desai 
(2016), Montgomery (2016) 

11 

17 Experts 
Involvement  

A skillful or experienced person or 
persons; who possess skill or 
experience, or peculiar knowledge on 
certain subjects, or in certain 
professions or a scientific witness.  

Vickland & Nieuwenhuijs (2005), Niazi et al. (2006), Snee 
(2010), Manville et al. (2012), Laureani & Antony (2012), 
Pinedo-Cuenca et al. (2012), Borman & Janssen (2013), 
Antony (2014), Laureani & Antony (2016), Montgomery 
(2016) 

10 

18 Employee 
Involvement and 
Commitment  

The concept of employee involvement is 
typically applied to lower level 
employees and focuses on their 
opportunities to make decisions about 
their jobs, as well as their participation 
in the whole business  

Niazi et al. (2006), Kennedy & Brewer (2007), Sangle 
(2009), Manville et al. (2012), Pinedo-Cuenca et al. (2012), 
Assarlind et al. (2013), Ismyrlis & Moschidis (2013), Antony 
et al. (2014), Douglas et al. (2015), Arcidiacono et al. 
(2016) 

10 

19 Organisational 
Infrastructure 

Collection of the procedures and policies 
of an organisation based on defined 
responsibilities and duties of its 
employees.  

Laureani & Antony (2012), Abu Bakar et al. (2015), Kamal 
et al. (2014), Laureani & Antony (2016), Douglas et al. 
(2015), 

8 

20 Linking to 
Suppliers 

Refers to interacting with and managing 
third-party vendors that provide goods, 
materials, and services to your 
organization. 

Manville et al. (2012), Laureani & Antony (2012), Gonzalez 
et al. (2013), Antony et al. (2014), Abu Bakar et al. (2015), 
Douglas et al. (2015), Kuvvetli et al. (2015)Yadav & Desai 
(2016) 

8 
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21 Project Review Make project revisions when they are 
suspected of being in trouble when the 
deadlines are extended when costs are 
exceeded when payments are not 
timely, when the quality is not what it 
should be. 

Vickland & Nieuwenhuijs (2005), Niazi et al. (2006), Snee 
(2010), Laureani & Antony (2012), Antony (2014), Douglas 
et al. (2015), Laureani & Antony (2016), Arcidiacono et al. 
(2016) 

8 

22 Process 
Management 

Administrative activities aimed at 
defining a process, establishing 
responsibilities, evaluating process 
performance, and identifying 
opportunities for improvement. 

Kalman (2002), Niazi et al. (2006), Borman & Janssen 
(2013), Ismyrlis & Moschidis (2013), Antony (2014), 
Antony et al. (2014), Douglas et al. (2015) 

7 

23 Reward System, 
Compensation 
and Incentives 

The increase in salaries based on the 
increased commitment, to be awarded 
when they work more than required or 
give any benefit for the contribution 
they make to achieving success. 

Niazi et al. (2006), Snee (2010), Pinedo-Cuenca et al. 
(2012), Ismyrlis & Moschidis (2013), Abu Bakar et al. 
(2015), Spasojevic-Brkic & Tomic (2016), Laureani & 
Antony (2016) 

7 

24 Transparency, 
Visibility and 
Information 

The ability to share information within 
and among governmental organizations 
is vital to transform the organizational 
structure and communication channels 
between and among different agencies 
in order to deliver services towards 
citizens in an efficient manner  

Croteau & Li (2003), Kennedy & Brewer (2007), Gonzalez 
et al. (2013), Assarlind et al. (2013), Ismyrlis & Moschidis 
(2013), Sá et al. (2015), Arcidiacono et al. (2016) 

7 

25 Continuous 
Improvement  

Improvement initiatives that increase 
successes and reduce failures. A culture 
of sustained improvement targeting the 
elimination of waste in all systems and 
processes of an organization, it involves 
everyone working together to make 
improvements without necessarily 
making huge capital investments.  

Assarlind et al. (2013), Ismyrlis & Moschidis (2013), Antony 
et al. (2014), Abu Bakar et al. (2015), Tsironis & Psychogios 
(2016) 

5 
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26 Strategic 
Planning 

Means if the organization has clear 
direction, measurable objectives, target 
setting, control mechanisms, 
appropriate work tools, partnerships, 
and finances. 

Kalman (2002), Niazi et al. (2006), Antony (2014), Antony 
et al. (2014), Tsironis & Psychogios (2016) 

5 

27 Awareness Means creating mechanisms that keep 
employees aware for day-to-day work, 
for the importance of integrity, 
performance, respect, co-operation, 
training attendance, timely delivery of 
tasks. 

Niazi et al. (2006), Laureani & Antony (2012), Abu Bakar et 
al. (2015), Laureani & Antony (2016) 

4 
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As seen in Table 3-3, the most appeared CSFs is ranked at number 1 continuing with the least-

appeared one. In general, 27 nominative CSFs were identified. These CSFs had been analyzed 

and the 10 most appropriate ones were selected. For the 10 most appropriate CSFs, indicators 

had been found that had been used as sub-factors and had become part of the analysis to 

understand the level of readiness. To identify the most appropriate indicators, the same literature 

where CSFs were found is reviewed. Each CSF was identified by 5 indicators and are included 

as a subgroup of the relevant factor. Only the indicators of 10 most appropriate CSFs selected by 

the experts involved in the analysis are presented in Table 3-6.  

The CSFs and indicators validation process are conducted further in phase two. To realise their 

assessment, the Delphi method was used. Linstone & Muroff, (2002), argued that the Delphi 

technique is in essence, a series of sequential questionnaires or ‘rounds’, interspersed by 

controlled feedback, that seek to gain the most reliable consensus of opinion of a group of 

experts (as cited in Powell, 2003). Delphi study was conducted with experts of public 

administration in local government in order to obtain their opinion on the importance of the 

critical factors and indicators. 

3.3.2 CSFs and Indicators Evaluation and Validation – Phase two 

Until this stage, the CSFs and the most appropriate indicators have been identified, selected and 

ranked in the section above, in this section those that are best qualified to be part of the 

measuring instrument are processed. Their evaluation and selection was done by competent 

experts. To accomplish this, the author had selected appropriate audiences, including just local 

government experts. To build the measuring instrument, the process had gone through these 

stages: 
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 Selection of experts to review selected CSFs and indicators 

 Four rounds of the Delphi method with selected experts 

 Processing of data obtained with experts 

 Confirmation of the results achieved by the experts 

 CSFs and Indicators composite 

 CSFs final ranking  

To successfully complete the Delphi method, first, the author had selected the appropriate 

municipalities that were suitable for being part of the project. The main criterion was the extent 

of the municipalities in the different regions of the country and the size of the municipality. Also, 

the number of experts that will be included in the research had been set, it was decided that in the 

municipality two – three experts and in the responsible ministries two experts were to be 

interviewed. Based on the database of public administration, the author had identified the 

contacts of public administration experts in the municipalities (see the administrative map in the 

next chapter) and contacted them personally. In order to realise effective interviews, the author 

had prepared and built the proper and accurate questionnaire in accordance with the indicators 

grouped with relevant CSFs. Interviews were conducted in four rounds. The analysis of the 

expert’s responses included in the Delphi method was performed after each round.  

Selection of the Municipalities for Delphi Study   

Eight municipalities had been selected for being part of Delphi study. Five of the included 

municipalities have around 100,000 inhabitants, whilst three municipalities have around 50,000 

inhabitants and are geographically located in different regions of the country (see Figure 3-6). 

The selection of these municipalities had been assisted by the Association of Kosovo 
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Municipalities, respectively by the executive director of the association who had been 

recommended based on municipal performance, their role in creating local policies and their 

influence on the central government. Also, for this study, as mentioned before, two ministries 

and public institution for public administration had been selected which had a direct impact on 

the municipality performance, such as the Ministry of Public Administration and the Ministry of 

Local Government Administration. The included municipalities are Peja / Peć, Gjakova / 

Djakovica, Mitrovica, Ferizaj / Urosevac, Podujeva, Klina and Suhareka. While Prishtina was 

present in the map, but not because the Pristina municipality was involved in the study but 

because the ministries involved are in Pristina. In the list of experts was also included a 

representative of the Institute of Kosovo for public administration. 

 

Figure 3-2. Municipalities involved in the Delphi study 
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Selection of Experts  

In order to select the appropriate experts, it is needed to have clear idea of who might be 

considered expert for the specific domain of interest (Bolger, 2017). Shanteau et al. (2002), 

define experts as persons who have correct answer for specific issues. Swanson & Holton, 

(2001), define experts as persons who have knowledge specific to a field of work, have the 

education necessary to be an expert in the field, qualifications required to be an expert in the 

field, has been trained in their area of expertise, can assess whether a work-related situation is 

important or not, is capable of improving themselves, can deduce things from work-related 

situations easily, is able to judge what things are important in their job, has self-confidence. 

Based on criteria such as those mentioned above, the most appropriate experts have been 

selected for this study. As appropriate are those experts who manage the important 

administrative sectors in municipalities and relevant ministries. Appropriate experts for this 

study are considered those who are engaged in positions such as Public Administration Research 

and Development, Chief of Human Resources, Chief of Information Technology, Chief of 

Finance Office, Head of Civil Service Office, and Heads of Sectors which offer Direct Services 

to Citizens. Experts are identified through internal communications network with the assistance 

of the executive director of the Association of Kosovo Municipalities.  

Interview with Experts  

In order to select the best and most useful CSFs, seventeen municipal managers, four ministerial 

experts and one high R&D official of the Kosovar Institute of Public Administration were 

contacted and interviewed over the course of four rounds. The author had applied the Delphi 

method to carry out this part of the research where the most appropriate CSFs and indicators 

were selected. Delphi procedures usually comprise at least three rounds of survey (Keeney et al. 
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2011). Round 1 is to solicit opinions on a certain issue in an open-ended way from the expert 

panel. Round 2 is to ask panelists to rate the statements in a questionnaire according to their 

opinions on the subject. Round 3 is to ask panelists to reassess the ratings in the light of the 

consolidated results from Round 2 (Ameyaw et al., 2016).  The author had contacted each one 

separately by phone and the interview schedules were set. Structured interviews were conducted 

with questionnaires prepared previously by the author (APPENDIX 1).  

The author had prepared two separate questionnaires, one for CSFs evaluation and the other for 

the indicators. The first questionnaire was prepared with twenty-seven questions that were 

derived from the list of twenty-seven identified CSFs and the second questionnaire with fifty 

questions related to the relevant identified indicators. Experts were interviewed in four rounds, 

twice to validate the most appropriate CSFs, once to validate the indicators and the other to 

create CSFs ranking.  

In the first round, they gave their original uninfluenced ratings for the twenty-seven CSFs while 

in the second round they answered to the same questionnaire where the overall results achieved 

in the first round was presented. Each expert was informed of the scores of the overall average 

value of each CSF achieved in the first round (APPENDIX 2). This method was meant to help 

experts in the second evaluation to achieve higher compliance.  

The assessment in the second round had achieved the needed compliance and the goal achieved. 

Each expert responded by giving a score of 1-5 according to Likert scale, 1 = “Not at all”, 5 = 

“Completely”. Since this research aims to build an reliable measuring instrument in accordance 

with LSS standards, a standard or criterion for selecting the most appropriate CSFs is set. Only 

CSFs that had reached an average of 4.50 out of 5.00 and that had scored a high agreement 

between the experts were selected to be used further in the process at the validation level. 
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According to Donabedian (1986), as evaluation is so constant a part of almost every human 

activity, the criteria and standards are an indispensable presence. With these two rounds, the list 

was reduced from twenty-seven to thirteen CSFs.  

In the third round, experts were asked to give their assessments for the most important CSFs 

(APPENDIX 3). Each expert had ranked them according to their point of view from 1 to 13, 

where “1 - the most important” and “13 – less important”. After this assessment author has 

identified the ten most important CSFs to which have been attached relevant indicators, 5 for 

each. In the fourth round experts were asked to give their assessment for the relevant indicators 

(APPENDIX 4). Of the fifty indicators that were identified earlier, after the analysis, only thirty-

five have achieved the accepted values. With these four Delphi rounds, it had been possible to 

validate ten most appropriate CSFs, thirty-five relevant indicators, and their rankings is been 

achieved from the most important to the least important. Below, details are provided on the 

process of CSFs and indicators validation and ranking. 

Data Analysis 

Cronbach’s Alpha method was used to analyse the gathered data in order to get the internal 

consistency and reliability among respondents regarding the CFSs. Cronbach’s alpha reliability 

(Cronbach, 1951), is one of the most widely used measures of reliability in the social and 

organisational sciences. Cronbach’s alpha reliability describes the reliability of a sum (or 

average) of (q) measurements where the (q) measurements may represent raters, occasions, 

alternative forms, or questionnaire/test items (Bonett & Wright, 2014).  

The Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W2 method is used to realize CSFs ranking according 

to the expert’s evaluation. Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W2) is a measure of the 
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agreement among several (p) judges who are assessing a given set of (n) objects (Legendre, 

2005).   

Delphi method - first round  

Experts had been contacted and appropriate schedules were set for the interview. Initially, they 

were informed about the importance of the study and the nature of the interview. Structured 

interviews were conducted with each expert from all municipalities and ministries involved in 

the project. The large list of CSFs derived from literature review; see Table 3-2, was treated 

(analysed).  

Experts had assessed CSFs according to Likert scale 1-5, where 1 = “not agree at all”, and 5 = 

“completely agree”. Usually, it took 30 to 45 minutes to make an interview. The results after the 

first round were not convincing, the value of Cronbach’s Alpha was only at 0.49 which means 

unacceptable.  

Delphi method - second round  

In order to produce a reliable result, the second round of interviewing was implemented where 

the same method as in the first round was applied. The experts were told the result of the first 

round and they were asked if it is worth changing the opinion for any CSF as suggested by 

Ameyaw et al. (2016) who says, another round is needed to ask panelists to reassess the ratings 

in the light of the consolidated results from the previous round. The output of analysed data is 

presented in Table 3-4:  
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Table 3-4 

Second Round CSF Selection for Further Study - Item Statistics 

Nr CSFs Mean Std. Deviation 

1 Understanding Tools and Techniques  4.82 .395 

2 Transparency, Visibility and Information   4.77 .429 

3 Integrated System  4.77 .528 

4 Management, Involvement and Commitment  4.73 .456 

5 Leadership  4.73 .631 

6 Managerial Skills 4.68 .477 

7 Employee Involvement and Commitment  4.68 .477 

8 Continuous Improvement  4.68 .568 

9 Communication  4.64 .581 

10 Organizational Culture  4.59 .503 

11 Resource Allocation 4.59 .590 

12 Teamwork  4.59 .734 

13 Project Select and Prioritization   4.50 .859 

 

At this stage, thirteen CSFs had reached a high degree of average above 4.50 out of 5.00. Only 

those CSFs mean score above 4.50 were considered as eligible for further treatment of the study.  

The Cronbach’s Alpha value was .930 which means excellent.  

Table 3-5 

Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Statistics - Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on 

Standardized Items 

N of Items 

.930 .930 27 
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Delphi method – Third round 

The list of thirteen CSFs had gone through a phase of verification with the same experts. At this 

stage, experts had been asked to rank them from 1 to 13 in order to understand how much they 

agree on ranking on their importance basis. The author had compiled the CSFs list according to 

the alphabet asking each one to give their own opinion on the importance of CSFs presented on 

that list. Collected data were analyzed using Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W2 method. 

After the analysis, acceptable compatibility of .763 was achieved and the list of CSFs had taken a 

new order as presented in table 3-10. 

Table 3-6  

Test Statistics - CSF ranking according to Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance 

N 22 

Kendall's Wa .763 

Chi-Square 201.509 

df 12 

Asymp. Sig. .000 

a. Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance 

 

Table 3-6 shows the statistical result of expert agreement on the ranking of CSFs by importance. 

The value of .763 is above average, an acceptable value that implies that there is acceptable 

acceptance (concordance between experts) for this ranking of CSFs, or else, the differences 

between the experts are not large for the ranking of CSFs as a matter of importance. According 

to table 3-11, the most valued ten CSFs by experts are Management Involvement and 

Commitment (MIC), Leadership (L), Managerial Skills (MS), Employee, Involvement and 

Commitment (EIC), Communication (C), Organizational Culture (OC), Transparency, Visibility 

and Information (TVI), Resource Allocation (RA), Continuous Improvement (CI) and Project 
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Selection and Prioritization (PSP). Based on these results, the author had determined that the ten 

most valued CSFs presented in the table 3-11, along with the respective indicators to be part of 

the measuring instrument.   

Table 3-7  

The Preliminary Ranking of CSFs According to Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W2 

Nr  N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Min Max 

1 
Management, Involvement and 

Commitment (MIC) 
22 2.09 1.306 1 5 

2 Leadership (L) 22 2.50 1.566 1 6 

3 Managerial Skills (MS) 22 3.50 1.683 1 7 

4 
Employee, Involvement and 

Commitment (EIC) 
22 4.64 1.787 1 7 

5 Communication (C) 22 5.18 1.842 2 8 

6 Organizational Culture (OC) 22 5.50 2.425 1 10 

7 
Transparency, Visibility and 

Information (TVI) 
22 6.45 2.110 3 11 

8 Resource Allocation (RA) 22 8.36 2.904 3 13 

9 Continuous Improvement (CI) 22 9.09 1.571 6 12 

10 
Project Selection and Prioritization 

(PSP) 
22 9.55 1.654 6 13 

 

Delphi method – fourth round 

The fourth round of the Delphi method is accomplished in order to analyse the relevant 

indicators. Fifty selected indicators, five for each CSF were analysed with the contribution of the 

same experts. For their evaluation and validation, the experts were interviewed by applying the 

same method as it was done with CSFs in the first round.  Experts had assessed each indicator in 

the list according to Likert scale 1-5, where 1 = “not at all”, and 5 = “completely”. Experts had 
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been asked whether their municipality is operated the same as the indicators on the list 

suggested. Since the list of indicators is long and there are 50 questions, the interviews had lasted 

for almost an hour. The collected data were analysed with the application of SPSS (version 23) 

and the Cronbach's Alpha method. The list of indicators that are relevant to the selected CSFs 

which was analysed by experts is presented in Table 3-8. 

Table 3-8 

Relevant Indicators 

Nr Critical Success Factor Indicators 

1 Transparency, Visibility and 

Information, (TVI)  

Rules and standards for visible municipal 

administration 

Visual Electronic Devices  

Value Stream Mapping of the processes 

Reporting on a daily basis all official decisions 

Notification delivery to each office for problems 

and successes 

2 Leadership, (L) The leader cooperates and coordinates with his 

subordinates 

Providing new ideas for problem solving  

Sharing experiences and plans with employees 

Committed to protect employees rights 

Equality in the respect of common rules 

3 Management Involvement and 

Commitment, (MIC) 

Creating rules and standards 

Co-operating (helping) in performing the duties 

Providing measurement tools (objectives) at all 

levels 

Regular monitoring  

Encouraging employees to bring new ideas 

4 Communication, (C) Communication guidelines 

Communication through information technology 
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Communication through printed papers and 

meetings 

Effective internal and public communication  

Audits of the communication system at least once a 

year 

5 Continuous Improvement, (CI) Immediate registration of the identified problem 

Immediate measures to correct the identified 

problem 

Increase of the use of information technology  

Providing simple and clear instructions to avoid 

ambiguities  

Regularly checking the process improvement  

6 Managerial Skills, (MS) Enhancing skills to create rules and policies 

Advancing skills to manipulate with electronic 

devices 

Staying up to date with newest changes  

Citizen Relationship Management  

Enhancing creativity and innovation among civil 

servants 

7 Resource Allocation, (RA) Proper funding allocation to support human 

resources 

Proper budget allocation for modern IT equipment 

Comfortable working environment 

Proper budget for the implementation of planned 

projects 

Providing experts to support specific issues 

8 Organizational Culture, (OC) Equal treatment  

Trust among civil servants  

Rewards for performance and learning  

Services based on "Citizens", highest priority for 

citizens 

Code of Conduct 

9 Criteria for project selection and prioritization 
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Project Selection and 

Prioritization, (PSP) 

Use of standardized models 

Alignment with strategy 

Cost/Benefit Analysis 

Transparency in selecting and prioritizing projects 

10 Employees Involvement and 

Commitment, (EIC) 

Inclusiveness on Decisions Taking in the 

department / sector 

Monitoring of daily engagement 

Empathy towards marginalized categories 

Listening to and accepting suggestions  

Monitoring of employee misfeasance  

 

As can be seen in table 3-6 below, after the completion of the analysis, excellent compatibility of 

.967 is reached and proper indicators which are considered as appropriate to be included in the 

measuring instrument were selected.  

Table 3-9 

Indicators validation Reliability statistics - Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items 

N of Items 

.963 .967 50 

 

As seen in table 3-10, thirty-five indicators out of fifty that were identified in the literature had 

received the acceptable value and are considered suitable for further use for this study. Only 

indicators with an average value of 4.50 or higher are selected to be part of the measuring 

instrument. Considering the aim to be in line with LSS standards, the author had decided to build 

a readiness measuring instrument only with indicators that have high compatibility among the 

experts. Selected indicators were ranked in the table according to the values achieved, and their 
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relevance with relevant CSFs is highlighted in brackets. The table provides information on the 

average value for each indicator, the value of the standard deviation and the number of experts 

involved in the research. In the following section, these indicators are processed again and are 

divided according to relevance to the respective category. 

Table 3-10 

Indicators Ranked by the Highest Average - Item Statistics 

Nr Indicators Mean Std. 

Deviation 

N 

1 The leader cooperates and coordinates with his 

subordinates (relevant to Leadership) 

4.91 .294 22 

2 Equal treatment (relevant to Organizational Culture) 4.91 .294 22 

3 Transparency in selecting and prioritizing projects 

(relevant to Transparency, Visibility and Information) 

4.86 .351 22 

4 Providing new ideas for problem solving (relevant to 

Leadership) 

4.82 .501 22 

5 Services based on "Citizens", highest priority for 

citizens (relevant to Organizational Culture)  

4.82 .501 22 

6 Committed to protect employees rights (relevant to 

Leadership) 

4.77 .685 22 

7 Proper budget for the implementation of planned 

projects (relevant to Resource Allocation)  

4.77 .528 22 

8 Code of Conduct (relevant to Organizational Culture) 4.77 .528 22 

9 Sharing experiences and plans with employees 

(relevant to Leadership)  

4.73 .631 22 

10 Enhancing creativity and innovation among civil 

servants (relevant to Managerial Skills) 

4.73 .631 22 

11 Criteria for project selection and prioritization (relevant 

to Project Selection and Prioritization)  

4.73 .550 22 

12 Rules and standards for visible municipal 

administration (relevant to Transparency, Visibility and 

Information) 

4.68 .568 22 

13 Empathy towards marginalized categories (relevant to 

Employees Involvement and Commitment)  

4.68 .568 22 
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14 Regularly checking the process improvement (relevant 

to Continuous Improvement)  

4.68 .646 22 

15 Staying up to date with newest changes (relevant to 

Continuous Improvement)  

4.68 .568 22 

16 Proper budget allocation for modern IT equipment 

(relevant to Resource Allocation)  

4.68 .568 22 

17 Comfortable working environment (relevant to 

Resource Allocation)  

4.68 .477 22 

18 Immediate measures to correct the identified problem 

(relevant to Continuous Improvement)  

4.64 .727 22 

19 Proper funding allocation to support human resources 

(relevant to Resource Allocation)  

4.64 .581 22 

20 Trust among civil servants (relevant to Organizational 

Culture)  

4.64 .658 22 

21 Notification delivery to each office for problems and 

successes (relevant to Transparency, Visibility and 

Information)  

4.59 .590 22 

22 Communication guidelines (relevant to 

Communication)  

4.59 .854 22 

23 Providing experts to support specific issues (relevant to 

Resource Allocation)  

4.59 .666 22 

24 Monitoring of employee misfeasance (relevant to 

Employees Involvement and Commitment)  

4.59 .908 22 

25 Providing measurement tools (objectives) at all levels 

(relevant to Management Involvement and 

Commitment)  

4.55 .671 22 

26 Communication through information technology 

(relevant to Communication)  

4.55 .800 22 

27 Alignment with strategy (relevant to Project Selection 

and Prioritization)  

4.55 .739 22 

28 Inclusiveness on Decisions Taking in the department / 

sector (relevant to Employees Involvement and 

Commitment)  

4.55 .739 22 

29 Value Stream Mapping of the processes (relevant to 

Transparency, Visibility and Information)  

4.50 .740 22 

30 Creating rules and standards (relevant to Management 

Involvement and Commitment)  

4.50 .913 22 
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31 Regular monitoring (relevant to Management 

Involvement and Commitment) 

4.50 .802 22 

32 Encouraging employees to bring new ideas (relevant to 

Management Involvement and Commitment) 

4.50 .859 22 

33 Immediate registration of the identified problem 

(relevant to Continuous Improvement) 

4.50 .913 22 

34 Cost/Benefit Analysis (relevant to Project Selection 

and Prioritization)  

4.50 .673 22 

35 Data Base Decision Taking (relevant to Project 

Selection and Prioritization) 

4.50 .682 22 

 

CSFs and indicators composite 

At this stage, a final ten CSFs and thirty-five indicators were estimated to be appropriate for 

further study.  Management Involvement and Commitment factor has four appropriate indicators, 

Leadership factor has four appropriate indicators, Managerial Skills has an appropriate indicator, 

Employee Involvement and Commitment has three appropriate indicators, Communication has 

two appropriate indicators, Organisational Culture has four adequate indicators, Transparency, 

Visibility and Information has three appropriate indicators, the Resource Allocation factor has 

five appropriate indicators, the Continuous Improvement Factor has four appropriate indicators 

and Project Selection and Prioritization has five indications appropriate. Interestingly, in this 

composition there are factors that have only one indicator, and there are those with five 

indicators, that is, the maximum of indicators. There are ten CSFs and thirty-five indicators that 

meet the criteria to be part of the readiness measuring instrument which will be used in the next 

step of the study. This measuring instrument will be used to measure the readiness of 

municipalities and to understand if they are ready to apply LSS standards in public 

administration. 
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Table 3-11 

LSS Readiness Measuring Instrument for Local Government 

Nr CSF and Respective Indicators 

1 Management Involvement and Commitment 

Creating rules and standards 

Providing measurement tools (objectives) at all levels 

Regular monitoring  

Encouraging employees to bring new ideas 

2 Leadership 

The leader cooperates and coordinates with his subordinates 

Providing new ideas for problem solving  

Sharing experiences and plans with employees 

Committed to protect employees rights 

3 Managerial Skills 

Enhancing creativity and innovation among civil servants 

4 Employee Involvement and Commitment 

Inclusiveness on decisions taking in the department / sector 

Empathy towards marginalized categories 

Monitoring of employee misfeasance  

5 Communication 

Communication guidelines 

Communication through information technology 

6 Organizational Culture 

Equal treatment  

Trust among civil servants  

Services based on "Citizens", highest priority for citizens 

Code of Conduct 

7 Transparency, Visibility and Information 

Rules and standards for visible municipal administration 
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Value Stream Mapping of the processes 

Feedback is applied for problems and successes 

8 Resource Allocation 

Proper funding allocation to support human resources 

Proper budget allocation for modern IT equipment 

Comfortable working environment 

Proper budget for the implementation of planned projects 

Providing experts to support specific issues 

9 Continuous Improvement 

Immediate registration of the identified problem 

Immediate measures to correct the identified problem 

Regularly checking the process improvement  

Staying up to date with newest changes  

10 Project, Selection and Prioritization 

Criteria for project selection and prioritization 

Projects are aligned with municipal development strategy 

Always conducted preliminary Cost/Benefit Analysis 

Transparency in selecting and prioritizing projects 

Data base decision taking 

 

3.3.3 Testing the Readiness Measurement Instrument – Phase three 

The role of the measuring instruments is multiple and with high responsibility. According to 

Flynn, Schroeder & Sakakibara (1994), the construction of the instrument requires the 

involvement of a reliable audience so that the results arising from the application of the 

instrument are reliable. Exactly applying this logic the readiness measuring instrument was built 

which is further used for the aim of this study. Apart the use in this study, a reliable instrument 

like this may also be used by other researchers in other fields and with other populations for 
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scientific reasons, the instrument will be used by different institutions and organisations for self-

assessment to follow up the quality of services in the organisation and should, therefore, be 

accurate and tested. The finalisation of the measuring instrument for this research consisted of 

ten CSFs and thirty-five indicators. 

Testing and Validating the Readiness Measuring Instrument  

Furthermore, before conducting a general survey in the municipalities of Kosovo, the author had 

decided to first run a pilot project in a municipality in order to find out if the planned methods 

are correct for the research. It had been tested if the applied methods allow measuring the 

average level of readiness, the measurement of variations, and measurement of differences 

between and within the groups involved in the research and the ranking of the CSFs as per the 

readiness. The Municipality of Peja/Pec was selected randomly, which has close to 100,000 

inhabitants, 35 councilors in the municipal assembly, has a voluminous administration with 

about 370 officials, 14 political directors and 33 operating sectors.   

Testing Procedures  

To successfully complete the pilot project, it was required to follow some procedures.  In order 

to implement the survey to test the measuring instrument, the action plan was prepared. 

Initially, the questionnaire was carefully prepared so that it is more concrete, dynamic and the 

length of the interview is no longer than the elite's patience may be. In the beginning, the author 

had provided the official lists of political directors, sectorial managers, civil servants, members 

of the political and financial committee and the performance measurement commission in the 

municipality where the research was conducted.  Careful selection of participants for the 

interview participation was conducted and the action plan had been prepared in order to be in 
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line with the agenda of the elite officials. To avoid subjective evaluations, care had been taken to 

ensure that elite municipal officials are were from all sides, positions, opposites and independent 

ones. Author had applied a questionnaire with thirty-five questions where each respondent had 

the possibility to give his assessment of readiness according to Likert scale with marks from 1 to 

5, where 1 = "Not at all"; 2 = “low”; 3 = “minimum accepted level”; 4 = “very good” and 5 = 

"Completely". Twenty-five municipal authorities were targeted for the interview and twenty-four 

of them had been reached and included in the survey with five political leaders, five sectorial 

managers, five civil servants, four Political and Finance Committee members and five Measuring 

Performance Commission members. To perform the analysis of the collected data, statistical 

methods like Independent Sample t-test; one - sample test; and ANOVA were used. These 

methods had tested the level of readiness of the municipality of Peja/Pec to apply CSFs 

previously validated in this study. It is understood, which CSFs are most acceptable and which 

less acceptable. After conducting the analysis it is understood that the municipality of Peja/Pec 

was not ready to embrace the LSS concept, it is understood the level and ranking of readiness for 

each CSF separately, and that there were significant differences between groups and within the 

groups of officials themselves. 

Conducting Pilot Run Survey  

In order to confirm that the municipalities were ready to apply the LSS philosophy, 5 = 

“completely” score that is required, any other value implies that the readiness to apply CSF is not 

at LSS level. The first applied analysis was the one - sample test method, which allows 

understanding the gap between the maximum value (perfect value) and the average achieved by 

respondents' responses, the second one was sample t-test and one way ANOVA which enables 

the understanding of mean differences between and within the groups, the third analysis was the 
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Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance W2 which makes it possible to rank the CSF according to 

the level of readiness. The CSFs averages that had been used to make calculations had been 

achieved by applying the composition method, it means, the average of the indicator values for 

each CSF had produced a sample mean which is used for final analysis.  

Table 3-12 

Experimental Means of Readiness in Peja / Pec Municipality 

One-Sample Test 

 Test Value = 0 

t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 

Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Management Involvement 

and Commitment 
26.387 23 .000 3.01042 2.7744 3.2464 

Leadership 27.850 23 .000 2.78333 2.5766 2.9901 

Managerial Skills 14.948 23 .000 2.54167 2.1899 2.8934 

Employees Involvement 

and Commitment 
20.570 23 .000 3.04167 2.7358 3.3476 

Communication 22.180 23 .000 3.02083 2.7391 3.3026 

Organizational Culture 31.419 23 .000 3.13542 2.9290 3.3419 

Transparency, Visibility 

and Information 
20.743 23 .000 2.98611 2.6883 3.2839 

Resource Allocation 31.000 23 .000 2.84167 2.6520 3.0313 

Continuous Improvement 24.815 23 .000 2.88889 2.6481 3.1297 

Project Selection and 

Prioritization 
14.948 23 .000 2.54167 2.1899 2.8934 

  

In the table 3-12, statistical data for the t - value, the degree of freedom, the significance of two-

tailed value, the mean difference value and the lower and upper confidence interval of the 

difference are presented. The main value of this analysis is the value of CSFs averages. This 

value indicates the level of readiness of the municipality of Peja to embrace the LSS 

management concept. Also, the column where the value of the significance is presented is 
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important because it indicates the level of significance for each average. In this case, the value of 

the significance is .000 < 0.05. 

Table 3-12 explains that in the municipality of Peja, 24 elite officials were interviewed and they 

gave their estimates for each factor. Factor MIC mean value = of 3.0100; L mean value = 

2.7833; MS mean value = 2.5416; EIC mean value = 3.04167; Communication mean value = 

3.0208; OC mean value = 3.1354; TVI mean value = 2.9861; RA mean value = 2.6520; CI mean 

value = 2.8888 and PSP mean value = 2.1899. These values show that the municipality of 

Peja/Pec is not at a satisfactory level and needs improvement in order to be ideal in local 

governance. None of the CSFs is in line with the LSS philosophy standard at level five. Based on 

the averages achieved, below in graph 8 figuratively, the extent of the CSF averages is presented. 

 

Figure 3-3. The experimental level of readiness of the Peja / Pec municipality 

Graph 3-3, in the first view, shows more or less a linear extension of the CSF average values 

included in the study. The highest average value is recorded in the MS factor at 3.54 out of 5.00 
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and the lowest one is 2.54 in the PSP factor. But the essence of this picture is that none of the 

factors are consistent with the LSS standard. 

Readiness Differences by Gender 

The achieved scores in Table 3-13 show the result of the independent sample t-test which 

explains the difference between two groups, in this case between gender, male and female and 

explain which group has the highest and the lowest readiness for each CSF.  

Table 3-13 

The Experimental Mean Differences within the Gender Group in Peja / Pec Municipality 

 Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Management Involvement and 

Commitment 

female 10 2.8250 .37361 .11815 

male 14 3.1429 .64087 .17128 

Leadership 
female 10 2.7200 .48259 .15261 

male 14 2.8286 .50753 .13564 

Managerial Skills 
female 10 2.9000 .87560 .27689 

male 14 2.2857 .72627 .19410 

Employees Involvement and 

Commitment 

female 10 3.2000 .84911 .26851 

Male 14 2.9286 .62946 .16823 

Communication 
female 10 3.2000 .58689 .18559 

Male 14 2.8929 .71195 .19028 

Organizational Culture 
female 10 3.2000 .28382 .08975 

Male 14 3.0893 .60134 .16071 

Transparency, Visibility and 

Information 

female 10 2.9000 .64884 .20518 

Male 14 3.0476 .76076 .20332 

Resource Allocation 
female 10 2.8000 .43205 .13663 

Male 14 2.8714 .47463 .12685 

Continuous Improvement 
female 10 2.7000 .72776 .23014 

Male 14 3.0238 .40222 .10750 

Project Selection and 

Prioritization 

female 10 2.9000 .87560 .27689 

Male 14 2.2857 .72627 .19410 
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To realise this analysis, independent sample t-test method is used which allows to identify and 

understand achieved averages for both genders in relation to each CSFs. Table 3-13 explains that 

genders have low scores, variations are present and differences exist but are very small and there 

are no estimates that confirm the readiness to apply LSS standard in any of CSFs. At MIC, L, 

TVI, RA, CI factors female averages are lower which means they think that municipalities are 

struggling with those factors to be in accordance with LSS philosophy while the male had scored 

lower at MS, EIC, communication, OC, PSP factors which means that the municipalities are 

struggling much more at those factors to be in level of LSS philosophy.  

 

Figure 3-4. The experimental mean differences by gender 

 

Graph 3-4 enables us to figuratively see where the gender differences are. The solid line style in 

the graph is the line that shows about female gender estimates while the line “long dash dot” 

style shows the male estimates. Significant differences between the two groups were observed on 
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the MIC and PSP factors, whereas modest differences were also observed for MIC, EIC, C and 

CI factors. Women are less ready or less optimistic in applying the factor for MS and for project 

selection and prioritization, while males have a lower readiness to factor continuous 

improvement. Men have a more linear line but were also very pessimistic. Their greatest 

optimism is observed in employee engagement and commitment, communication and OC factor, 

which is still very low compared to LSS standard.  

Readiness Differences by Age  

To measure differences within groups in Peja / Pec municipality, the one way ANOVA method 

was used. The difference of averages was measured for each CSF and the results are presented in 

table in (APPENDIX 5). The results of the readiness analysis for the groups divided by age 

indicate that for the MIC factor the age 26-33 had achieved an average of 3.00, age 34-41 

average 2.67, age 42-49 average 3.20, age 50-57 average 3.25, age 58-65 average 3.50. In the 

leadership factor, age 26-33 had scored an average of 2.87, age 34-41 average 2.62, age 42-49 

average 2.88, age 50-57 average 2.75, and age 58-65 average 2.80. For MS factor age, 26-33 had 

scored average 2.71, age 34-41 average 2.28, age 42-49 average 2.60, age 50-57 average 2.50 

and age 58-65 average 3.00. For employee involvement and commitment factor age 26-33 has 

scored average 2.76, age 34-41 average 3.14, age 42-49 average 3.33, age 50-57 average 2.83 

and age 58-65 average 3.66. For the communication factor, the age group 26-33 has achieved 

average 2.92, age 34-41 average 2.85, age 42-49 average 3.30, age 50-57 average 3.50 and age 

58-65 average 3.50. For OC factor, age 26-33 had achieved an average 3.07, age 34-41 average 

3.17, age 42-49 average 3.20, age 50-57 average 2.93 and age 58-65 average 3.75. For TVI 

factor, the age 26-33 has scored average 2.90, 34-41 average 2.95, age 42-49 average 3.20, age 

50-57 average 2.75 and age 58-65 average 3.66. For RA factor 26-33 has scored average 2.71, 
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age 34-41 average 2.74, age 42-49 average 3.00, age 50-57 average 2.90 and age 58-65 average 

3.40. For the continuous improvement factor, 26-33 had achieved average 2.76, age 34-41 

average 2.95, age 42-49 average 3.13, age 50-57 average 2.91 and age 58-65 average 2.00. For 

project selection and prioritisation factor age 26-33 had achieved average 2.71, age 34-41 

average 2.28, age 42-49 average 2.60, age 50-57 average 2.50 and age 58-65 average 3.00. 

Figure 3-10 shows the extent of the averages that enables of understanding the differences within 

the groups for readiness.  

 

Figure 3-5. The experimental mean differences within the age group 

 

MIC L MS EIC C OC TVI RA CI PSP

26-33 3.00 2.88 2.71 2.76 2.92 3.07 2.90 2.71 2.76 2.71

34-41 2.67 2.62 2.28 3.14 2.85 3.17 2.95 2.74 2.95 2.28

42-49 3.20 2.88 2.60 3.33 3.30 3.20 3.20 3.00 3.13 2.60

50-57 3.25 2.75 2.50 2.83 3.50 2.93 2.75 2.90 2.91 2.50

58-65 3.50 2.80 3.00 3.66 3.50 3.75 3.66 3.40 2.00 3.00
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According to the data produced by the analysis, in the municipality of Peja/Pec give lower 

estimates regarding the readiness of LSS in relation to the LSS standards. Differences within the 

age groups are almost present in all CSFs but the most distinct ones are observed within certain 

age groups like 58-65 and 26-33 in the EIC factor, between the age group 58-65 and 34-41 in 

factor C, between the age of 58-65 and 26-33 in the OC factor, between ages 58-65 and 26-33 in 

the factor RA, and between ages 58-65 and 26-33 in the factor CI. In this analysis, it is noted that 

estimates of age 58-65 differ from other ages; especially more pronounced differences are 

observed in relation to young age 26-33. 

Readiness Differences by Function  

The functions of municipal officials are divided into political, managerial, civil servants, 

members of the political committee and members of the performance measurement commission. 

According to the table (APPENDIX 5), at MIC factor, the group of political officials reached the 

average of 2.70 out of 5.00, the managerial group is at 3.15, civil servants at 3.30, political 

committee members at 2.85, and members of the performance commission at 3.06.  At L Factor, 

the political officials had reached an average of 2.88 out of 5.00, the managerial group 2.80, the 

group of civil servants reached an of average 3.00, the political committee group at 2.85 and the 

group of the members of the commission at 3.01. At the MS factor, the group of political 

officials had reached an average of 2.60 out of 5.00, the managerial group at 2.60, the group of 

civil servants at 3.20, the group of committee members at 2.20, and the group of members of the 

performance commission at 2.00. At EIC factor, the political officials had scored an average of 

3.00 out of 5.00, the managerial group 3.06, the civil servants group 2.86, the group of 

committee members 3.13 and the group of performance measurement commission 3.16. At the 

communication factor, the political official group had reached an average of 2.90 out of 5.00, the 
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managerial group 3.40, the civil servants group 3.20, the group of the committee members 2.90 

and the performance commission group 2.62. At the OC factor, the group of political officials 

had reached an average of 3.30 out of 5.00, the managerial group 3.30, the civil servants group 

3.30, the political committee group 2.80, and the performance commission group 2.93. At the 

TVI factor, the group of political officials had reached the average of 3.13 out of 5.00, the 

managerial group 3.06, the civil servants group 3.20, the political committee group 2.66, and the 

performance commission 2.83. At the RA factor, the group of political officials had reached an 

average 2.56 out of 5.00, the managerial group 3.00, the civil servants 3.04, the political 

committee 2.64 and the performance commission 3.00. At factor CI, the group of political 

officials had reached an average 3.13 out of 5.00, the managerial group 2.53, the civil servants 

3.20, the political committee 2.86 and the performance commission 2.66. At PSP factor, the 

political official’s group had reached an average 2.60 out of 5.00, the managerial group 2.60, the 

civil servants group 3.20, the policy committee 2.20, and the performance commission 2.00. The 

achieved results are presented graphically in graph chart 3-6. 
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Figure 3-6. The experimental mean differences within the function group 

Graph 3-6 shows a pronounced variation and differences of the mean values within the group 

divided by function. In this graph, it is shown that the lowest value of the average is marked by 

the commission group for the performance measurement in the MS and PSP factor with an 

average of 2.00 out of 5.00 while the highest value was reached at 3.40 out of 5.00 from the 

managerial group in the communication factor. It is visible enough and clear that no factor is in 

line with the LSS standard. Also, this analysis allows observing the differences between the 

groups. The most pronounced differences were observed between the group with the political 

function and the group for measuring the performance in the MS, PSP, CI factors. The 

differences were also observed between these two groups, in the MIC, C, RA and TVI factors, 

although these cases are quite moderate. 

 

 

MIC L MS EIC C OC TVI RA CI PSP

Political 2.70 2.88 2.60 3.00 2.90 3.30 3.13 2.56 3.13 2.60

Managerial 3.15 2.80 2.60 3.06 3.40 3.30 3.06 3.00 2.53 2.60

Servant 3.30 3.00 3.20 2.86 3.20 3.30 3.20 3.04 3.20 3.20

Committee 2.85 2.85 2.20 3.13 2.90 2.80 2.66 2.64 2.86 2.20

Performance 3.06 3.01 2.00 3.16 2.62 2.93 2.83 3.00 2.66 2.00
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Readiness Differences by Education Level 

Below, based on the values presented in the table (APPENDIX 5), results of one way ANOVA 

analysis of the group divided by education level are presented. This action aims to analyse 

whether the level of education affects the readiness of municipal officials to apply LSS standard. 

There were no officials in the municipality with a level of secondary education and Ph.D., only 

with the bachelor and master education level. After performing the analytic action, at the MIC 

factor, the group of municipal officials with bachelor education had reached an average of 3.07 

out of 5.00 whereas the master’s group had an average of 2.92. At L factor, the bachelor group 

has reached an average of 2.68 out of 5.00 while the master group had reached 2.92.  At the MS 

factor, the bachelor level of education group had scored average of 2.57 out of 5.00 while the 

master group was 2.50. At the EIC factor, the bachelor level group reached an average of 3.16 

out of 5.00 while the master group was 2.86. At the communication factor, the bachelor level of 

education reached an average of 2.96 out of 5.00 while the master group reached an average of 

3.10. At the OC factor, the bachelor level of education group reached an average of 3.01 out of 

5.00 while the group with the master level averaged 3.30. At the TVI factor, the group with 

bachelor education reached an average of 2.88 out of 5.00 while the master group was 3.13. At 

the RA factor, the group with bachelor level of education reached an average of 2.90 out of 5.00 

whiles those with master’s 2.76. At the CI factor, the bachelor group reached an average of 2.97 

out of 5.00 while with the master level of education average was 2.76. At the PSS factor, the 

bachelor level group reached an average of 2.57 out of 5.00, while the one with the master 

reached 2.50. 
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Figure 3-7. The experimental mean differences within the education level group 

 

The analysis explains that the ratings of officials divided by education level are low, there were 

differences between groups but not significant. There is no assessment of any group that 

confirms the readiness of the local government to be in line with the LSS-based standard. 

Although not significant, the differences that are worth mentioning had been observed in the OC 

and TVI factors where the masters-level education group had higher ratings whereas in the EIC 

factor ratings from the group with bachelor's education were higher. 

Readiness Differences by Years of Working Experience  

Based on the one way Anova values presented in the table (APPENDIX 5), analytical action to 

measure variations within the group divided by work experience is performed. In the 

MIC L MS EIC C OC TVI RA CI PSP
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municipality of Peja, there were occasions to interview three different groups, from 1 to 10, from 

11 to 20 and from 21 to 30 years of working experience. Analysis results show that at MIC 

factor, the group with working experience from 1 to 10 years had reached an average of 2.87 out 

of 5.00, from 11 to 20 years averaging 3.06 and the group from 21 to 30 of working experience 

had scored at 3.31. At the L factor, the group with working experience from 1 to 10 years had an 

average of 2.78 out of 5.00, from 21 to 30 years had an average of 2.87 and from 21 to 30 years 

of the working experience had an average of 2.60. At factor MS, a working group of 1 to 10 

years of experience had reached average of 2.58 out of 5.00, 11 to 20 years at 2.37 and 21 to 30 

averaged 2.75. At the EIC factor, the group with working experience of 1 to 10 years, averaged 

2.97 out of 5.00, from 11 to 20 averaged 3.12 and from 21 to 30 averaged 3.08. At the 

communication factor, the group of 1 to 10 years of working experience averaged 3.00 out of 

5.00, from 11 to 20 years averaging at 3.00 and from 21 to 30 years had an average of 3.12. At 

the OC factor, the group with working experience from 1 to 10 years had an average of 3.16 out 

of 5.00, from 11 to 20 averages at 3.09 and the group from 21 to 30 years of working experience 

had an average of 3.12. In the TVI factor, the group with the working experience of 1 to 10 years 

had an average of 2.83 out of 5.00, the group of 11 to 20 years averages at 3.29 and the group 

from 21 to 30 years had an average of 2.83. In the RA factor, a group of 1 to 10 years of 

experience had an average 2.65 out of 5.00, the group with 11 to 20 years of experience had an 

average of 3.05 and the group with 21 to 30 years of work experience averages at 3.00. At factor 

CI, the group from 1 to 10 years of working experience had an average of 2.88 out of 5.00, from 

11 to 20 averages at 3.04 and from 21 to 30 averages at 2.58. At the PSS factor, the group from 1 

to 10 years had an average of 2.58 out of 5.00, from 11 to 20 years had an average of 2.37 and 

from 21 to 30 years of working experience had an average of 2.75. 
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Figure 3-8. The experimental mean differences within the group of years of working experience 

 

Figure 3-8 figuratively shows the extension of the average values for all CSFs that were 

evaluated by officials divided by years of working experience. Very low values of averages that 

are not at all in line with LSS standards are noticed. The groups of those with work experience 

from 11 to 20 years had recorded a very low average of 2.37 out of 5.00 in the MS and PSP 

factors. The most noticeable differences were observed among longer-experienced and middle-

experienced officials, these differences are observed in the MIC and RA factors. 

CSFs Ranking 

Once results have been achieved for all the groups involved in the research, nonparametric 

analysis had been conducted to understand the rankings of CSF averages. See Table 3-13. 

MIC L MS EIC C OC TVI RA CI PSP

1 - 10 2.87 2.78 2.58 2.97 3.00 3.16 3.12 2.65 2.88 2.58

11 - 20 3.06 2.87 2.37 3.12 3.00 3.09 3.29 3.05 3.04 2.37

21 - 30 3.31 2.60 2.75 3.08 3.12 3.12 2.83 3.00 2.58 2.75
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Table 3-14 

Mean Ranks 

MIC 7.30 

L 3.60 

MS 1.50 

EIC 8.10 

C 7.80 

OC 10.00 

TVI 6.80 

RA 4.20 

CI 4.20 

PSP 1.50 

Test Statistics 

N 5 

Kendall's Wa .932 

Chi-Square 41.930 

Df 9 

Asymp. Sig. .000 

a. Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance 

 

Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W2 is applied to measure the concordance for each factor. 

The ranking of averages has made possible to understand for which CSF is expressed more 

readiness according to elite officials' estimates. Realisation of the rankings is enabled by 

applying the estimation of averages that were reached in the preliminary analysis of the groups 

involved in the study, such as gender, age, function, education and work experience. Kendall's 

W2 test results are presented below in tables derived from manipulation with SPSS. The value of 

Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W2 is .932, which means there is a high degree of 

compatibility between the ratings for the CSFs rankings.  
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The ranking of CSFs presented in the table 3-15 tells the averages achieved for each CSF and 

there is an agreement between elite officials involved in the research. The highest compatibility 

is when the coefficient W = 10 while the lowest value is when coefficient W = 0. 

Table 3-15 

Experimental CSFs Ranking According to the Highest Level of Readiness 

Nr CSF Mean Rank 

1 OC 10 

2 EIC 8.1 

3 C 7.8 

4 MIC 7.3 

5 TVI 6.8 

6 RA 4.2 

7 CI 4.2 

8 L 3.6 

9 MS 1.5 

10 PSP 1.5 

 

Results achieved in this section shows how much is the level of readiness in the municipality of 

Peja/Pec to apply the LSS standards. Their estimates for each CSF are analysed by gender, age, 

function, education and work experience groups. Analysis of mean variation and mean 

differences have been performed and presented which makes it able to understand the level of 

readiness differences between the officials in this regard. The analysis shows that the 

municipality of Peja/Pec is not ready to apply LSS to the local government administration, 

significant differences between some of the groups included in the research are evident, and the 

level of readiness is at a low level for each CSF.  
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At this stage, there are some limitations, the first, the sample size was small, and second, since 

the survey was conducted in only one municipality, there was no possibility of comparison with 

any other municipality. 

However, as a conclusion, after the pilot run in the municipality of Peja/Pec, it can be confirmed 

that the methods applied to carry out the analysis are correct and responsive to the research 

questions raised in this study. The applied methods have produced results and have accomplished 

the intended objectives. Therefore, it is ascertained that the methods used for the pilot run can be 

applied for the research further in the next stage in a large field survey where other 

municipalities are included. 

3.3.4 Field Survey – Project Research Methodology   

Since the measuring instrument test in the previous section had produced expected results which 

make it possible to measure the level of readiness and to understand the differences between the 

groups, it was possible to start with the field research. Next, in this section, explanations are 

given as to what methodology is used to conduct the field survey. Information on how the 

sample of research is determined, who is the sample and what is the sample size, what methods 

have been applied to collect the data and what methods have had been used to perform the 

analysis are presented.    

Sample Determination (Municipalities and Experts)  

In order to carry out the research, 10 municipalities out of 36 in Kosovo had been selected by 

categorising them in five groups divided by the number of inhabitants, whereas for determining 

the sample for interview, the size of the governing structure, such as departments, sectors, civil 

servants, the Performance Committee and the Policy and Finance Committee was the used 
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criteria. Regardless of the size of the population and the geographical area, the municipalities do 

not have large differences in the size of the governing structure. The number of departments 

varies from 6, this is the case in the municipality of Mamusha, the smallest one and municipality 

of Peja, although it is not the biggest, has 14 departments. The number of sectors differs from 20 

from the smaller municipality such as Mamusha and 32 as that of Prishtina. The number of 

members of the performance commission varies from 7 at small municipalities and 11 at major 

municipalities and the policy and finance committee varies from 5 at small municipalities and 11 

at major municipalities.  

Selection of Municipalities 

The selection of municipalities was done based on the official data of the state institutions that 

show their importance, size and demography.  

Table 3-16 

Municipalities Involved in the Study 

Nr Municipality Inhabitants 
number  

Geographic 
size  

Annual budget Departments   

1 Junik / Junik  6.084 77.82 km2  €             92,000.00  7 
2 Mamusha / Mamusa 5.507 32.00 km2   €             66,700.00  6 
3 Istog / Istok 39.289 454 km2  €       1,024,651.00  8 

4 Fushë Kosovë / Kos. Polje 34.827 84 km2  €       2,370,000.00  11 
5 Vushtrri / Vucitrn 69.870 345 km2  €       1,780,000.00  12 

6 Lipjan / Lipljane 57.605 338 km2  €       1,890,000.00  13 
7 Peja / Pec 96.450 603 km2  €       3,654,914.00  14 
8 Gjakovë / Djakovica 88.499 586 km2  €       3,040,500.00  10 
9 Prizren / Prizren 177.781 603 km2  €       9,310,000.00  13 

10 Prishtina / Pristina 198.890 514 km2  €     32,289,607.00  11 

Note. The data presented in the table are extracted from the report of the Ministry of Local 
Government Administration, 2017, web: https://mapl.rks-gov.net/rreth-nesh/profili-i-komunave-te-
republikes-se-kosoves/  

 

https://mapl.rks-gov.net/rreth-nesh/profili-i-komunave-te-republikes-se-kosoves/
https://mapl.rks-gov.net/rreth-nesh/profili-i-komunave-te-republikes-se-kosoves/
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Based on the characteristics of the municipalities in Kosovo, ten municipalities were selected, 

separated into 5 groups, where two municipalities with a population of up to 10,000 inhabitants, 

2 municipalities with a population of up to 40,000 inhabitants, 2 municipalities with a population 

of up to 70,000 inhabitants, two municipalities with a population of up to 100,000 inhabitants 

and 2 municipalities with a population of over 100,000.  

Two selected municipalities with a population of up to 10,000 are the municipality of Junik 

which has 6.084 inhabitants, 77.82 square kilometers, a budget of €92,000.00 and 7 municipal 

departments and the municipality of Mamusha which has 5,507 inhabitants, 32 km2 area, a 

budget of 66,700.00, 6 municipal departments. Two other selected municipalities with a 

population of up to 40,000 are Istog that has 39,289 inhabitants, 454 km2 of surface area, 

planned budget of €1,024,651.00, 8 municipal departments and Fushë Kosovë / Kosovo Polje 

with 34,827 inhabitants, 84 km2 surface, planned budget of €2,370,000, 11 municipal 

departments. Two selected municipalities with a population of up to 70,000 are Vushtrri with 

69,870 inhabitants, 345 km2 of land, a budget of €1,780,000, 12 municipal departments and 

Lipjan / Lipljane with 57,605 inhabitants, 338 km2 of land, planned budget of €1,890,000.00, 13 

municipal departments. Two municipalities with up to 99,000 inhabitants are Peja with 96,450 

inhabitants, 603 km2 of the surface, a budget of  €3,654,914.00 and 14 municipal departments 

and Gjakova with 88,499 inhabitants, 586 km2 area, planned budget of €3,040,500.00 and 10 

municipal departments. The fifth and largest category is that of municipalities with over 100,000 

inhabitants such as Prishtina (capital) with 198,890 inhabitants, 514 km2 surface, a budget of  

€32,289,607.00, 11 municipal departments and Prizren with 177,781 inhabitants, 603 km2 the 

surface, a budget of 9,310,000.00, 13 municipal departments.  
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Elite Definition  

In order to have credible and sustainable evaluations, elite officials who have a strong political, 

administrative, professional background and sufficient expertise were selected to be part of the 

study. Based on the verified official vocabularies, elite by definition refers to those people that 

are considered the best or most powerful compared to others of a similar type. According to Liu 

(2018), the concept of “elite” is variously defined in academic literature and can refer to different 

people or things depending upon the area in which the term is being used (as cited in Plesner, 

2011). For this study, elite officials are considered political leaders of the municipality, sector 

chiefs, civil servants, committee members for politics and finance and members of the 

performance measurement committee. The first group, political directors, who are are 

departmental leaders and are appointed with the decision of the mayor based on strategic criteria 

were selected to be part of the survey. The number of directors in the municipality varied from 5 

directors at smaller municipalities and up to 14 directors at larger municipalities. The second 

selected groups were the sector managers who are employed filling public vacancies and are 

professionally and independently-politically minded. Managers manage the sectors that operate 

within municipal departments. The third group was civil servants that are also employed filling 

public vacancies. They are politically independent and have professional training in 

administrative matters. Civil servants are subordinate to sector managers. In the fourth group 

were the Political and Finance Committee (PFC) members who are representatives of political 

parties in the municipal assembly both from the government of the day and also from the 

opposition. The number of PFC members varies from 5 at smaller municipalities to 9 in major 

municipalities. In the fifth group were members of the Performance Measurement Commission 

(PMC) which consists of 9-11 expert members in certain areas. They are appointed by the mayor 
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in cooperation with political directors. These members are mostly civilian officials and in reality 

they should be politically independent and it is preferred to have more than 10 years’ experience 

in the civil administration service.  

In each municipality, 25 respondents (elite officials) were interviewed. The interviewed persons 

are termed as local elite officials because they carry big responsibilities in local government. The 

number of local elite officials is limited which is affected by the size of the municipality. Five 

respondents were political directors, five were sector managers, five were civil servants, five 

from the policy and finance committee and five from the municipal performance measurement 

commission. According to Goldstein (2002), it is not easy to determine the way of selecting a 

sample for elite interviewing, however the advantage is considered to be the fact that they are 

easily identified and contacted because their names are in lists and databases of institutions 

where they work. Employment interviews are a classic example and their main goal is to gather 

data that will allow answering the research question (Marczyk et. al., 2005). Global ratings can 

be adapted for a wide variety of topics and questions. This approach to measurement attempts to 

quantify a construct or variable of interest by asking the participant to rate his or her response to 

a summary statement on a numerical continuum (Marczyk et. al., 2005). Among many other 

researchers, Beamer (2002), evaluates the elite officials because they are directly involved in 

decision-making processes, service delivery, monitoring and correction if required. In order to 

find generalised information about the municipality's readiness to embrace LSS in local 

government, accurate and free from prejudices (bias), the author has selected them from the lists 

of selected municipalities and interviewed them based on Snowball sampling technique. This 

approach involves developing the sample by identifying potential respondents while interviewing 

respondents identified previously and allows a researcher to garner a rich fund of information, 
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often while conserving resources (Beamer, 2002). Election of elite officials has been done by 

balancing them politically and avoiding duplications in the field of interest and by colleague 

proximity. Since in the organisations such as municipalities, political affiliation can influence to 

one and another, to eliminate prejudices (bias), the author had gathered preliminary information 

on party affiliation and common areas of interest for each respondent and applied the balancing 

principle to select the interviewee elite. 

Data Collection - Interviewing  

To complete the study, as has been said above, quantitative and qualitative data had been 

necessary to be collected and analysed. Quantitative research relies on the collection and analysis 

of numerical data to describe, explain, predict, or control variables and phenomena of interest 

(Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009). While, Creswell (2013) suggested that some researchers are 

comfortable with the use of qualitative methods because they provide suitable answers to 

pertinent questions and have a particular way of defining and investigating research objectives. 

In order to carry out elite interviews, preliminary preparation and dynamic approach are required 

so that respondents do not lose patience while giving answers and the answers are not influenced. 

As suggested by Aberbach &. Rockman (2002), a questionnaire with closed questions where 

respondents have the opportunity to respond easily by tying up one of the options presented on 

the Likert scale is a preferred option.  Also based on the advice of Beamer (2002), the author 

shall avoid the objective questions that are accessible elsewhere and has shown concern for the 

conversation to flow without prejudice, leaving the respondent to give his answers without being 

influenced by the interviewer.  
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Therefore, in order to successfully collect quantitative data for the study, an appropriate tool for 

collecting data from municipal officials was prepared. The questions in the questionnaire were 

prepared on the basis of the research questions of this research and were closed questions where 

the respondent was able to choose one of the five options according to the Likert scale 

(APPENDIX 6). Except for the rating according to Lickert Scale, respondents were also asked to 

provide the argumentation for each answer. To understand the reason, the author had asked for 

permission to realize an informal interview, for each question is asked one additional question 

(Why is this happening?) in order to understand the reason that effects that level of readiness.  

While the qualitative data collection is carried out according to Morse's (1991) suggestion, which 

argues that such data is collected during the conversation with the respondent. The method helps 

to find information regarding the causes that affect elite officials to give a specific evaluation 

regarding the level of readiness. While realising the interview, the author had consistently asked 

the question to every point "Why do you think the situation is at this level”. Respondents' 

answers had provided important information that makes it possible to understand the reason for 

the level of readiness.  

Analysis 

With the use of SPSS application, analysis of critical success factors in municipalities had been 

conducted. First, the author had created a composite of critical success factors by clustering them 

with relevant indicators into the relevant factor. Further, descriptive statistics and comparative 

analysis were developed for all ten municipalities. The analysis was carried out for each 

municipality separately, drawing descriptive analysis and measuring the level of readiness in 

each critical success factor. The achieved results had been applied to make comparisons between 

the five categories of municipalities to see if there were differences affected by their 
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demographic size. Measurement and comparisons between independent variables in relation to 

each CSF was conducted and had made it possible to see the differences and the level of 

readiness to apply LSS in the municipality.   

Analysis Methods  

Qualitative and quantitative approaches have been applied in this research. A qualitative 

approach is mainly used in the construction phase of the instrument to identify and select CSF 

and indicators. Through a qualitative approach, experts' opinions were analysed and 

administrative activities were identified that according to them produce quality governance in the 

municipality. This approach was realised with the Delphi technique by meeting experts one by 

one in semi-structured interviews. With quantitative approach techniques, respondents' opinions 

were measured, comparisons were made between respondents and between municipalities. The 

gap regarding the quality of governance between local government and the ideal quality of local 

government based on LSS philosophy is identified. Measurements were performed with use of 

comparative analysis tools such as descriptive analysis, t-test, one sample t-test, independent 

samples t-test, one way Anova, and various graphs which are part of SPSS tool box under legacy 

dialog were used. To identify and understand variations and the differences, the author has 

conducted the following analyses: 

1. Descriptive analysis to understand the social characteristics of respondents as a whole 

and as separate for each municipality. 

2. "One sample t-test" analysis to verify whether the respondent's opinion differs. ! 

3. T-test analysis to learn the differences between the two specific groups. 

4. Analyse "one way Anova" to find out the variations and the differences between the 

groups. Variations and differences had been analysed between municipal human 
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resources dividing them by gender, age, qualification, function, experience. Once all 

results were provided, a measurement of variations and differences between 

municipalities was conducted as final readiness measurement.  

Readiness Measurement Explaining  

The purpose of this study is to measure readiness for LSS application in the municipality. The 

main question in this case is what is meant by measurements and what readiness is. To carry out 

the measurement, the author was determined to divide the readiness into five levels from “not at 

all” ready to “completely” ready. As for the issue of readiness, the author was determined to 

measure the estimates of elite officials as indicators of the current quality of the administrative 

services the municipality offers in relation to each CSF. Respondents' evaluations were rated 

with values 1 = “not at all”, 2 = “low”, 3 = “minimum accepted level”, 4 = “very good” and 5 =  

“completely” where “not at all” means absolutely not in accordance, and “completely” means 

fully in accordance with LSS philosophy or standards. To realise the readiness measurement, as a 

first step, averages for each relevant indicator was clustered and composite average was created 

for each selected CSF. Achieved averages for each CSF was considered as sample means and 

was applied to build statistics with the use of independent variables such as gender, age, 

function, qualification and experience. Analysing the sample means of each CSF, it achieves 

identifying and understanding the variations and differences between groups and municipalities 

and the level of the readiness to apply the LSS. 

3.3.5 Ethical Consideration of the Research  

It is important to explain the way it is acted in relation to the participants involved in the research 

in order to preserve the ethics of the research. The level of ethics applied to carry out the 
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research has to do with how the process of selecting municipalities, officials to be part of the 

research and the way of interacting with the respondents was developed. The ten municipalities 

involved in the research were selected according to coverage of the territory in the Republic of 

Kosovo, based on their geographic size and according to the size and number of inhabitants. 

Respondents who were selected to be part of the research were the elite officers that have the 

primary responsibilities for a local municipal government and were peer suggested. Before each 

interview, respondents were kindly asked to be fair and objective in giving answers.  However, 

prior to each interview, personal approval of each official was required through pre-conversation, 

telephone conversation or e-mail communication. Care was taken to safeguard the anonymity 

and confidentiality of the respondents even though there were those who did not have a problem 

with this issue. The identity of the respondents remained confidential, the respondents had the 

opportunity to choose whether or not to respond to qualitative questions, the collected data were 

not shared with third parties, all the collected notes were read at the end of the interview and was 

approved by each respondent. 

3.4 Overview on Selected Critical Success Factors for Local Government  

This section provides explanations for the top ten selected and validated CSFs which are used to 

build the readiness measuring instrument for applying the LSS philosophy to local governance. 

Since the research was conducted in the Republic of Kosovo, this section presents an overview 

of the organisational structure of the state institutions and municipalities of this country too. In 

essence, furthermore, the importance of each CSF for an excellent local government is argued. 
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3.4.1 Management Commitment and Involvement  

Many scholars in the last and current century have tackled the role and importance of 

management commitment and involvement in achieving the objectives of the organisation. The 

most important issues the researchers have tackled are related to the role of management in 

installing new initiatives, the difficulties they face, the effects, achieved successes and the 

resistance that appeared while implementing within the organisation.  

In this regard, Rogers at al. (1993), had stated that new initiatives in the organisations are not 

expected to work properly if it is not installed from the top down with the enthusiastic support 

and participation of top management. Wooldridge, Schmid, & Floyd, (2008), focused on the role 

of middle management they had cited Bower (1970), who had concluded that managers are the 

only men in the organisation who are in a position to judge whether (strategic) issues are being 

considered in the proper context supporting initiatives from operating levels, combining these 

with firm strengths, and conceptualising new strategies while Burgelman (1988), emphasises that 

the role of managers in supporting initiatives from operating levels, combining these with 

organisations strengths, and conceptualising new strategies is crucial (as cited in Wooldridge & 

Floyd, 1990). Researchers Babakus et al. (2003), Bohlander, & Kinicki 1988, Hartline & Ferrell 

(1996), had found that management initiatives in the form of organizational support, rewards, 

empowerment, and training are the main drivers of frontline employees’ job satisfaction and 

excellent customer service (as cited in Kim, Tavitiyaman & Kim, 2009).   

According to Zemke (1991), behind the failure of quality improvement efforts, and unless 

management is fully committed to service excellence, any improvement efforts are doomed to 

failure from the start (as cited in Babakus et al., 2003). According to Karuppusami &  

Gandhinathan (2006), when top management is committed to quality, adequate resources will be 
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allocated to quality improvement efforts; thus, allocation of adequate resources to quality 

improvement efforts can be one of the manifestations of top management commitment to quality 

(as cited in Sakthivel, 2007).  

The results of the many surveys confirm the thinking process of many Lean Six Sigma experts 

that the management commitment is crucial also for the introduction of Lean Six Sigma in 

organization (Laureani & Antony, 2012).  

3.4.2 Leadership  

Effective leadership in public management is seen by the government as crucial to the success of 

the strategy because good leadership clearly makes a difference to the performance of an 

organization, staff morale and motivation, public satisfaction and the ability to address change 

(Benington, 2000).  Northouse (2004), had defined leadership as ‘‘a process whereby an 

individual influences a group of individuals’’ to attain common goals, by mobilizing and 

motivating the workforce (as cited in Park & Rainey, 2008).  E Sá & Kanji (2003), had described 

leadership as the prime aspect for achieving organisational excellence and requires correct 

communication of the organisation’s values, to create a sense of urgency for changing the 

environment,  to develop an organisation-wide culture that solicits and values everyone’s 

opinions, trust subordinates and empower the staff, to ensure that important information is 

available to the decision-makers, act as leaders, motivating employees and getting things done, 

showing appreciation and recognition for employees’ achievements and contributions and to be 

an agent for learning and develop a culture of continuous improvement. According to Kanji 

(2008), the values of critical success factors for Leadership Excellence can help top management 

make decisions concerning improvement plans and resources allocation. In their paper E Sá & 

Kanji (2003), where they reflected on leadership key responsibilities in implementing TQM 



129 

 

initiatives, referring to Isaac-Henry et al. (1997), they remembered that the effectiveness of 

managerial leadership in local government is highly dependent on political leadership, moreover, 

political leaders, as elected members, provide a key link between the local authority and its 

community. According to Luke (1998), government policy makers and managers who want to 

contribute significantly to social improvement must be adept at collaborative, cross-sector 

leadership methods ( as cited in Crosby & Bryson, 2005). The role of leadership is of great 

importance in Lean Six Sigma-based projects. According to Pamfilie, Petcu & Draghici (2012), 

LSS leaders not only have to act as catalysts for change, they also have to be facilitators of those 

changes from their position as experts in the change process. 

3.4.3 Managerial Skills  

MS is the knowledge and ability of the individuals in a managerial position to fulfil some 

specific management activities or tasks. This knowledge and ability can be learned and practiced. 

Knowledge is recognized as an important weapon for sustaining competitive advantage and 

managing knowledge to provide effective public administration (Lee & Choi, 2003). Katz  

(2009), identified three types of skills that are essential for a successful management process: 

Technical skills, Conceptual skills and Human or interpersonal MS. In their research, Gentry et 

al., (2008), aimed at identifying MS in today's working environments, having presented an 

instrument that contained 98 items clustered in 15 specific MS. This tool represents the skills that 

managers need to be effective in performing tasks based on the three Mintzberg’s categories such 

as interpersonal, informational and decision-making skills as well as two other categories such as 

personal resources and effective use of them. According to Kraut et al. (1989), understanding the 

skills of managers is essential to coordinating work effectively, communication expectations, 

deliver feedback, and for training and career development (as cited in Gentry et al., 2008). 



130 

 

Copacino (1997), urges the need to develop MS relevant to today’s market, work hard to keep 

current, enhance computer fluency, and get/stay networked (Gammelgaard & Larson 2001). In 

her study of logistical skills and competencies in supply chain management, Gammelgaard & 

Larson (2001), presented a list of highly valued 45 skills that an employee must have to perform 

well an organisation. Skills and competencies derived from this study are in line with the needs 

of an organization such as municipalities. Municipalities should engage or train their employees 

to have skills such as; Ability to Perform under Pressure, Critical Reasoning, Database Ability, 

Ethical Awareness, Flexibility, Knowledge of Latest Technology and Newest Techniques, 

Listening, Organising, Time Management, Teamwork, Writing/Written Communication, etc. As 

in tradition, building training programs, qualification examination, certifications, and other 

approaches have demonstrated to be successful and help to develop and control competence, 

ascertain that the public will be served well, and that public interests and agendas are pursued 

appropriately (Wiig, 2002). The quality of knowledge management may determine a successful 

template for knowledge creation, organizational creativity, and organisational performance.  

Managers will be better able to find which enablers are critical for knowledge creation. 

3.4.4 Employee Involvement and Commitment  

The concept of employee involvement is typically applied to lower level employees and focuses 

on their opportunities to make decisions about their jobs, as well as their participation in the 

whole business (Zatzick & Iverson, 2011). For a working system that provides right flow of 

processes and ensure excellent results, employee involvement in problem solving and their 

training are essential (Holman et al., 2003). Employee involvement and commitment relies on 

the human capital of an organization to improve organizational functioning and is critical to the 

success of new initiatives (Grawitch et al., 2009). Lawler (1991, 1994), sees involvement as 
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equivalent to participation and distinguishes four elements, power, information, knowledge and 

rewards (as cited in Morgan & Zeffane, 2003). According to Brown & Cregan (2008), employee 

involvement in decision making represents a fundamental change in the way decisions are made 

in organisations. Having the opportunity to express an opinion is important to employees; this 

can translate into greater acceptance and commitment to the final decision. Sagie (1994), had 

noted that during times of organizational change employees need to believe that their views are 

being considered.  O’Brien et al., (1995), states that organisations that want to make quality 

improvements should be committed to engaging more and more people in their processes. 

Employees can contribute by cooperating and engaging their intellectual and professional 

capacities. According to Black & Gregersen (1997),  the rationale of involvement systems has 

five additional dimensions. First, there is structure, from formal, based on rules and procedures, 

to informal, based on open issues and decisions. Second, from direct involvement in decisions 

that affect them, to indirect, based on some form of delegate or representative function ceded to 

others. The third dimension concerns decision issues, which include work and task design, 

working conditions, strategy issues, capital and investment issues. Fourth is the degree of 

involvement, which ranges on a continuum from no advance information at one end, through 

some information, to the input of opinion, consultation and employee veto, to full employee 

decision making at the other end. The final fifth dimension, the decision process, includes 

problem identification, generating alternatives, selection of solutions, planning implementation 

and evaluation (Morgan & Zeffane, 2003). As cited in Zatzick & Iverson (2011), according to 

Fried & Ferris (1987) job satisfaction is increased when jobs are enriched with more 

involvement, discretion, greater skills and autonomy. 
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3.4.5 Communication  

Effective communication of information, in the right form, to the right people, at the right time is 

seen as crucial (Sanderson, 2001). Communication plays an important role in the development of 

trust within an organisation. In their study with the purpose to provide a theoretical basis for 

construct of loyalty, trust and communication as antecedents, Ball, Coelho & Machás (2004), 

defined communication as act of written communication such as personalized letters, direct mail, 

website interactions, other machine-mediated interactions, and e-mail, as well as in-person 

communication with service personnel before, during, and after service transactions. In these 

communications, “good” is defined as helpful, positive, timely, useful, easy, and pleasant. On the 

other hand, in institutions, there is constantly an open communication situation that affects and 

endangers the relationship between employees, sectors and clients. Open communication implies 

that employees are willing to exchange their thoughts and ideas, even if the ideas go against the 

grain of popular opinion (Thomas, Zolin & Hartman, 2009). With a written essay on 

communication theory, Craig (1999) concludes that communication is a process by which 

individuals interrelate and affect each other. Communication may occur face-to-face or through 

technological media and may flow from one to one, one to many, or many to many (Craig, 

1999). According to De Vries, van den Hooff, & de Ridder (2006), that had conducted a research 

on the relationships between team communication styles and job-related cognitions and 

knowledge-sharing attitudes and behaviours, the knowledge sharing within an organization has 

been proven to be vital to the successes within the organisation in terms of objective productivity 

and it is considered very important the need for managing communication and climate within the 

organisation. Robbins and Hunsaker, (2003), had divided communication skills into three 

categories which are namely, leadership, the process of communication and motivation. 
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Interpersonal skills under leadership relate to leadership style, handling conflicts, running 

meetings, team building and promoting change. The process of communication includes sending 

messages, listening and providing feedback. Similarly, motivating is broken down into goal 

setting, clarifying, expectations, persuading, empowering, and providing feedback (Bambacas & 

Patrickson, 2008).  

3.4.6 Organizational Culture  

Each organization has its own specific culture; each organization takes care of its own 

environment in its own way, has its own customs, rituals and values, and has the model of how 

its own hero’s looks like. Each organization pays in particular way importance to its own 

mission, achievement of objectives, management style, has its practices and principles, models 

and standards how to recruit employees and how to manage career advancement, how to manage 

benefits, rewards and rights (Tohidi & Jabbari, 2012).  Influential OC writers such as Deal and 

Kennedy (1982), and Peters and Waterman (1982), had suggested that organizational culture 

could exert a considerable influence in organizations, particularly in areas such as performance 

and commitment (as cited in Lok & Crawford, 1999).  Many highly qualified scholars define OC 

as a combination of artifacts (also called practices, expressive symbols or forms), values and 

beliefs and underlying assumptions that organizational members share about appropriate 

behavior (Rashid, Sambasivan & Rahman, 2004). Four dimensions of OC that are conducive to 

organizational effectiveness are identified and validated by Denison and his colleagues (Denison, 

1990), (Fondas & Denison, 1991), (Denison & Mishra, 1995), (Denison & Neale, 1996); (Fey & 

Denison, 2003), adaptability, consistency, involvement, and mission. Adaptability refers to the 

extent to which an organization has the ability to change behaviour, structures and systems in 

order to survive after environmental changes. Consistency refers to the extent to which beliefs, 
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values and expectations are kept constantly by members. Involvement refers to the level of 

participation by an organization's members in decision-making. Mission refers to the existence of 

a shared definition of the organization's purpose (Zheng, Yang, & McLean, 2010).  

3.4.7 Transparency, Visibility and Information   

It is nowadays recognized that public administrations should work efficiently and effectively and 

that their services should be designed to meet the need of citizens and businesses (Rinaldi, 

Montanari & Bottani, 2015). The ability to share information within and among governmental 

organizations is vital to transform the organizational structure and communication channels 

between and among different agencies in order to deliver services towards citizens in an efficient 

manner (Bigdeli, Kamal & de Cesare, 2013), while transparency and new forms of accountability 

have been highlighted as key elements of good governance (Kim et al., 2005). PA, in this case, 

LG should find ways and means to progress from a situation in which citizens are clients and 

consumers of public services to one in which they become partners, capable of producing public 

services and participating in policymaking. To local government is required and suggested 

providing quality performance toward citizens which is characterized by transparency, 

accessibility, responsiveness and accountability (Navarro-Galera et al., 2017) and (Navarro-

Galera et al., 2014). Public administrations need to adopt new technologies in order to identify 

and meet social demands (Welch, Hinnant & Moon, 2005). Gil-Garcia et al., (2010), had 

suggested four interconnected factors ranging from social to technical which would help for a 

comprehensive understanding of the information sharing concept: (1) trusted social network, (2) 

shared knowledge and information, (3) integrated data, and (4) interoperable technical 

infrastructure (as cited in Bigdeli, Kamal & de Cesare, 2013). Numerous public administrations 

make use of them in order to offer services and to achieve greater financial transparency, 
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providing users with freer, easier and more appropriate access to information (Caba, Rodrıguez 

& Lopez, 2008). Governments worldwide innovate the way to reduce the bureaucracies in 

relation to citizens through increasing use of the internet, as a tool to achieve better government, 

it is considered a mechanism to transform public administrations through the use of ICTs 

(Bonsón et al., 2012).  

3.4.8 Continuous Improvement  

According to Karkoszka & Szewieczet (2007), Continuous Improvement derives from the 

Japanese management philosophy known as the Kaizen, which means doing good and changing 

for good (Kai – do, change, Zen – well), it means gradual and continuous progress, increase of 

value, intensification, and improvement (as cited in Singh & Singh, 2015). In the research of 

Bhuiyan & Baghel (2005), which reflects the history of CI managerial philosophy, according to 

Juergensen (2000), CI is a philosophy that Deming has described simply as consisting of 

“Improvement initiatives that increase successes and reduce failures”. Bessant et al., (1994) 

defines CI as “a company-wide process of focused and continuous incremental innovation”, 

while Singh & Singh (2015), invoking in other researchers defined CI more generally as a 

culture of sustained improvement targeting the elimination of waste in all systems and processes 

of an organisation, it involves everyone working together to make improvements without 

necessarily making huge capital investments. Even in local government, continuous 

improvements are needed even though they are not easily feasible. Continued improvement of 

the delivery of administrative services in local government is a process influenced by many 

internal and external factors such as the central level of governance, sectoral structure of local 

governance, political approaches, managerial approaches, change of governance policies and 

many different practices on a daily basis (Benington, 2000). Continuous improvement is 
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necessary for all sectors, because it leads to more clients (citizens) being satisfied. Many authors 

agree that if CI is chosen due to small investments, continual small but important improvements 

can happen. There is no monopoly on good ideas, employee commitment will increase, there will 

happen a performance/quality improvement, reduction of waste and reduced costs and improved 

customer (citizens) satisfaction (Fryer et al., 2007).  

3.4.9 Resource Allocation  

Public sector decision makers face complex problems with difficult solutions. Due to the 

complex nature of governmental public institutions, complexity in decision-making, 

prioritization, the difficulty in determining how much service to provide makes them face 

difficulties in spending and RA decisions (Robbins, Simonsen & Feldman, 2008). The overall 

effectiveness of public agencies depends on organisational resources such as individual 

effectiveness based on intelligent behavior of its people, their motivation, and freedom to act 

appropriately. It also depends on the suitability of policies, support systems and infrastructure 

(Wiig, 2002). In the article by Poister & Streib (2005) where strategic planning elements in the 

municipality are handled, resource management is considered as one of the key elements for an 

effective and functional municipality. Resource management is part of strategic planning which, 

according to Bryson (1995), municipalities need to make additional commitments and make 

fundamental decisions to build their best one. Local government leaderships are under constant 

pressure to find financial, natural, human, and intellectual resources to be in balance with the 

needs of citizens and the entrepreneurship community. With the commitment that the quality of 

services will satisfy citizens' expectations and this does not affect their well-being in the 

financial aspect, the leaderships of local government always is predisposed to give high priority 

to RA policies (Jordan, 2003). Due to the fact that the organisational structure of a municipality 
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is deployed in various administrative areas, it should be understood that the municipality should 

also allocate resources and serve in different specific areas. In short, the social and economic 

unity of each area should be matched by an equally unified service providing department 

(Sharpe, 1970).  

3.4.10  Project Selection and Prioritization  

Also, because of its important role in reaching organisation objectives, project selection and 

prioritisation problem, in various forms, has received substantial attention over the past several 

decades. As cited in Costantino, Di Gravio & Nonino (2015), project selection is a process of 

strategic significance (Cooper et al., 2001), aimed at evaluating individual projects or groups of 

projects and then choosing to implement a set of them so that the objectives of the parent 

organization are achieved (Meredith et al., 2015). Project prioritization is a procedure where all 

candidate projects are evaluated on a set of criteria and then classified into various groups (Jung 

& Lim, 2007). Selection and prioritisation of projects is a necessary action in the planned 

investments, those projects that show more benefits are selected to be implemented based on 

budget constraints (Heidenberger & Stummer, 1999). The selection and prioritization of projects 

must be addressed with a systematic method for the optimal allocation of funds and other 

resources (Karydas & Gifun 2006).  According to Meredith & Mantel, (2003), appropriate 

project categorization facilitates achievement of multiple organizational goals (e.g., long term, 

short term, internal, external, tactical, strategic, etc.) and prevents projects from competing with 

each other on inappropriate categories (as cited in Jung & Lim, 2007). Project selection methods 

can usually be placed into one of the following categories: unstructured peer review; scoring; 

mathematical programming, economic models, decision analysis, interactive methods, artificial 

intelligence, portfolio optimization (Henriksen & Traynor, 1999). According to Klastorin (2009), 
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various parameters such as consistency with organisational goal and mission, contribution to 

strategic objectives, mix of long-term and short-term projects, impact of cash flows over time 

and impact of resource loading over time are considered as key criteria for project categorization 

and selection (as cited in Jung & Lim, 2007). 
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4 Chapter four: Results of the Research   

In this chapter, the achieved results from the collected data in the selected municipalities in 

Kosovo are presented. As for clarification, the names of the municipalities involved in the 

research are given in two versions based on the official languages of Kosovo. The first is the 

name of the municipality in the Albanian language and the second version is in the Serbian 

language. The findings are presented in conjunction with the raised questions about the study. 

Initially, descriptive analysis information is provided for the respondents involved in the 

research. The research findings are responsive to the purpose of the research which aims to 

explore and to explain means, the mean variations and the differences between municipalities 

and various groups of municipal officials regarding the level of readiness in relation to the level 

of LSS philosophy standards. Findings are presented in statistical ratios by applying SPSS 

(version 23) methods. The results are presented as follows: 

1. Descriptive analysis  

2. Sample mean calculation 

3. CSFs variation observation  

4. Level of Readiness of the Municipalities  

5. Mean Differences and Variations on Gender basis  

6. Mean Differences and Variations on an Age basis  

7. Mean Differences and Variations on Education level basis 

8. Mean Differences and Variations on a Function basis 

9. Mean Differences and Variations on Years of Working Experience 

10. CSFs Ranking   
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In this chapter, qualitative results are also presented. The qualitative information is collected 

while interviews had been conducted with the officials involved in the research. Almost in all 

230 cases, while completing the questionnaire with respondents, the interviewed elite officials 

had voluntary commented about the indicators included in the questionnaire. Interviewed 

officials had also provided additional thoughts on the additional questions by the author. The 

purpose of keeping notes was to document the reaction of officials to the current level of quality 

of processes, behaviors, equipment, spaces, techniques and working conditions in the 

municipality. With this interviewing technique, the author had understood the reasons for each 

assessment given by the officials. As stated in the previous chapter, respondents were asked for 

permission to keep anonymous notes which are included in this survey.  

4.1 Descriptive Analysis 

As mentioned earlier, in this survey are included 10 municipalities where 25 elite officials per 

municipality were interviewed. Exceptions are made in the two smallest municipalities where the 

number of officials is smaller than the bigger municipalities. The decrease in the number of 

interview officers in these two municipalities had occurred because some of them carry out two 

or three functions. Below are presented descriptions of respondents by gender, age, function, 

level of education and years of work experience. In Table 4-1 is presented the descriptive result 

on a gender basis.   

Table 4-1 

Gender Basis Descriptive Analysis  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid female 76 33.0 33.0 33.0 

male 154 67.0 67.0 100.0 

Total 230 100.0 100.0  
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The table 4-1 shows that out of 230 respondents, 76 or 33% of respondents are female and 154 or 

67% are male. 

Table 4-2 

Age Basis Descriptive Analysis  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 18-25 9 3.9 3.9 3.9 

26-33 50 21.7 21.7 25.7 

34-41 61 26.5 26.5 52.2 

42-49 43 18.7 18.7 70.9 

50-57 45 19.6 19.6 90.4 

58-65 22 9.6 9.6 100.0 

Total 230 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 4-2 shows that out of 230 respondents included in the survey, nine of them or 3.9% are 

aged 18-25, fifty or 21.7% are aged 26-33, sixty-one or 26.5% are aged 34-41, forty-three or 18.7 

% are aged 42-49, forty-five or 19.6% are aged 50-57 and twenty-two or 9.6% are aged 58-65.   

Table 4-3 

Function Basis Descriptive Analysis  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid political 50 21.7 21.7 21.7 

managerial 52 22.6 22.6 44.3 

civil servant 50 21.7 21.7 66.1 

committee 36 15.7 15.7 81.7 

commission 42 18.3 18.3 100.0 

Total 230 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 4-3 shows that out of 230 respondents, fifty or 21.7% are have a political background, 

fifty-two or 22.6% have a managerial function, fifty or 21.7% are civil servants, thirty-six or 
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15.7% are members of the policy and finance committee and forty-two or 18.3% are members of 

the performance measurement commission.  

Table 4-4 

Education Level Basis Descriptive Analysis  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid middle 20 8.7 8.7 8.7 

bachelor 122 53.0 53.0 61.7 

master 82 35.7 35.7 97.4 

Ph.D. 6 2.6 2.6 100.0 

Total 230 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 4-4 shows that out of 230 respondents, twenty or 8.7% have secondary education level, 

one hundred and twenty-two or 53% have a bachelor’s degree, eighty-two or 35.7% have a 

master’s degree and six or 2.6% have a Ph.D. 

Table 4-5 

Years of Working Experience Basis Descriptive Analysis  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1-10 124 53.9 53.9 53.9 

11-20 79 34.3 34.3 88.3 

21-30 17 7.4 7.4 95.7 

31-40 9 3.9 3.9 99.6 

over 40 1 .4 .4 100.0 

Total 230 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 4-5 shows that out of 230 respondents, one hundred twenty-four or 53.9% have years of 

work experience of 1-10, seventy-nine or 34.3% have years of work experience of 11-20, 

seventeen or 7.4 percent have years of work experience from 21- 30, nine or 3.9% have years of 

work experience of 31-40 and one or .4% had over 40 years of work experience. 
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Descriptive analysis in Prishtina / Pristina municipality  

In Prishtina / Pristina municipality, twenty-four elite officials were interviewed. The description 

of the elite officials interviewed is presented in the table below. 

Table 4-6 

Description of Elite Officials in Prishtina / Pristina Municipality 

sex Frequency Percent 

Valid 

female 10 41.7 

male 14 58.3 

Total 24 100.0 

age Frequency Percent 

Valid 

18-25 2 8.3 

26-33 3 12.5 

34-41 8 33.3 

42-49 3 12.5 

50-57 5 20.8 

57-65 3 12.5 

Total 24 100.0 

function Frequency Percent 

Valid 

political 5 20.8 

managerial 5 20.8 

civil servant 5 20.8 

committee 5 20.8 

commission 4 16.7 

Total 24 100.0 

qualification Frequency Percent 

Valid 

middle 2 8.3 

bachelor 10 41.7 

master 9 37.5 

PhD 3 12.5 

Total 24 100.0 

experience Frequency Percent 

Valid 

1-10 11 45.8 

11-20 11 45.8 

21-30 1 4.2 

31-40 1 4.2 

Total 24 100.0 

 

In the municipality of Prishtina / Pristina, 24 elite officials were interviewed, of them 10 or 

41.7% females and 14 or 58.3% males. Ages 18 to 25 are 2 respondents, 3 aged 26-33, 8 aged 

34-41, 3 aged 42-49, aged 50-57 are 5 and 3 aged 57-65 years. Apart from the performance 
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measurement commission where 4 officials were interviewed, in other categories, such as 

political, managerial, civil servants, political and finance committee were interviewed by 5 elite 

officials. According to the academic qualification, 2 have had secondary education, 10 with high 

qualification, 9 with a master’s degree and 3 with a Ph.D. With up to 10 years of working 

experience there are 11 officials, 11 officials had 20 years of experience, 1 had 30 years of 

experience and 1 had 40 years work experience. 

Descriptive analysis in Prizren municipality  

In the Prizren municipality, twenty-five elite officials were interviewed. The description of elite 

officials interviewed is presented in the table below.  

Table 4-7 

Description of Elite Officials in Prizren Municipality 
 

sex Frequency Percent 

Valid 

female 10 40.0 

male 15 60.0 

Total 25 100.0 

age Frequency Percent 

Valid 

26-33 7 28.0 

34-41 6 24.0 

42-49 10 40.0 

50-57 2 8.0 

Total 25 100.0 

function Frequency Percent 

Valid 

political 5 20.0 

managerial 5 24.0 

civil servant 5 20.0 

committee 5 16.0 

commission 5 20.0 

Total 25 100.0 

qualification Frequency Percent 

Valid 

middle 2 8.0 

bachelor 11 44.0 

master 11 44.0 

PhD 1 4.0 

Total 25 100.0 

experience Frequency Percent 

Valid 

1-10 18 72.0 

11-20 7 28.0 

Total 25 100.0 
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All targeted elite officials were reached and participated in the Prizren municipality. Of them, ten 

or 40% were female and fifteen or 60% are males. At age 26-33 are seven respondents, age 34-

41 had six respondents, ten of them are aged 42-49 and two aged 50-57. Two respondents had 

secondary education, while eleven had high education, eleven had master’s degree level and one 

had a Ph.D. qualification. With years of working experience of up to 10 years were eighteen 

respondents and seven with having 20 years of working experience. 

Descriptive analysis in Peja / Pec municipality  

The presented results in the table below 4-8 are achieved with the involvement of elite officials in 

a survey conducted in Peja / Peć municipality.  

Table 4-8 

Description of Elite Officialsi in Peja / Pec Municipality 
 

sex Frequency Percent 

Valid 

female 10 41.7 

male 14 58.3 

Total 24 100.0 

age Frequency Percent 

Valid 26-33 7 29.2 

  34-41 7 29.2 

  42-49 5 20.8 

  50-57 4 16.7 

  57-65 1 4.2 

  Total 24 100 

function Frequency Percent 

Valid 

political 5 20.8 

managerial 5 20.8 

civil servant 5 20.8 

committee 5 20.8 

commission 4 16.7 

Total 24 100.0 

qualification Frequency Percent 

Valid 

bachelor 14 58.3 

master 10 41.7 

Total 24 100.0 

experience Frequency Percent 

Valid 

1-10 12 50.0 

11-20 8 33.3 

21-30 4 16.7 

Total 24 100.0 
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Twenty-four out of the twenty-five targeted respondents were interviewed in the Pejë / Peć 

municipality. One member of the commission for performance measurement was not reached. 

Otherwise, ten women or 41.7% and fourteen males or 58.3% had responded. Of them seven are 

aged from 26-33 years, seven are aged between 34-41, five are aged between 42-49, four are 

aged between 50-57 and one is aged 57-65. Five of them are with a political background, five 

managers, five civil servants, five from the committee on politics and finance and four from the 

performance measurement commission. Fourteen of them are with bachelor education level, and 

ten with a master’s degree. With years of working experience up to 10 years are twelve, eight 

had twenty years working experience and four elite officials had 30 years working experience.  

Descriptive analysis in Gjakova / Djakovica municipality  

The socio-graphic data from the respondents included in the survey conducted in the municipality 

of Gjakovë / Djakovica are presented in Table 4-9. The table shows that nine women or 36% and 

sixteen males or 64% had responded in Gjakovë / Djakovica, of which four were between the ages 

of 26-33, seven of the age of 33-41 years, three of the age of 42-49, eight of the age 50-57 years 

and three aged 58-65 years. In this municipality, all targeted respondents had been reached; as a 

result, we have five politicians, five heads of sectors, five civil servants, five members of the policy 

and finance committee and five members of the performance measurement committee. Out of the 

total of twenty-five respondents, five had high school certificate, eight had a bachelor’s degree, 

and twelve had a master’s degree. Thirteen of the respondents had 10 years of work experience, 

six with 20 years, two with 30 years and four with 40 years of working experience. 
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Table 4-9 

Description of Elite Officials in Gjakova / 

Djakovica Municipality 

  

sex Frequency Percent 

Valid 

female 9 36 

male 16 64 

Total 25 100 

age Frequency Percent 

Valid 

26-33 4 16 

34-41 7 28 

42-49 3 12 

50-57 8 32 

57-65 3 12 

Total 25 100 

Function  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

political 5 20 

managerial 5 20 

civil servant 5 20 

committee 5 20 

commission 5 20 

Total 25 100 

qualification Frequency Percent 

Valid 

middle 5 20 

bachelor 8 32 

master 12 48 

Total 25 100 

experience Frequency Percent 

Valid 

10-Jan 13 52 

20-Nov 6 24 

21-30 2 8 

31-40 4 16 

Total 25 100 

  

Descriptive analysis in Vushtrri / Vucitrn municipality  

The socio-graphic data of the respondents involved in the survey conducted in Vushtrri / Vucitrn 

municipality are presented in the Table 4-10 below. In the municipality of Vushtrri / Vučitrn, all 

targeted twenty-five elite officials from groups such as politics, management, civil servants, 

political and finance committee and performance measurement commission were interviewed. 
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Of them, six or 24% are female and nineteen or 76% are males. From 18-25 years old we had 

three of them, aged 26-33 had seven, aged 34-41 had five, aged 42-49 had seven, aged 50-57 had 

two and one was age 57-65 years. With a secondary qualification is one respondent, those with a 

bachelor level of education are fifteen and with a master’s degree are nine. With years of 

working experience of 10 years are fourteen, ten had 20 years of experience and one is with 

working experience up to had 40 years working experience. 

Table 4-10 

Description of Elite Officials in Vushtrri / Vucitrn Municipality 
 

sex Frequency Percent 

Valid 

female 6 24.0 

male 19 76.0 

Total 25 100.0 

age Frequency Percent 

Valid 

18-25 3 12.0 

26-33 7 28.0 

34-41 5 20.0 

42-49 7 28.0 

50-57 2 8.0 

57-65 1 4.0 

Total 25 100.0 

function Frequency Percent 

Valid 

political 5 20.0 

managerial 5 20.0 

civil servant 5 20.0 

committee 5 20.0 

commission 5 20.0 

Total 25 100.0 

qualification Frequency Percent 

Valid 

middle 1 4.0 

bachelor 15 60.0 

master 9 36.0 

Total 25 100.0 

experience Frequency Percent 

Valid 

1-10 14 56.0 

11-20 10 40.0 

31-40 1 4.0 

Total 25 100.0 
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Descriptive analysis in Lipjan / Lipljane municipality  

The table below shows the socio-graphic data of the respondents involved in the survey conducted 

in the municipality of Lipjan/Lipljane.  

Table 4-11 

Description of Elite Officials in Lipjan / Lipljane Municipality 
 

sex Frequency Percent 

Valid 

female 9 40.9 

male 13 59.1 

Total 22 100.0 

age Frequency Percent 

Valid 

26-33 10 45.5 

34-41 8 36.4 

42-49 2 9.1 

50-57 1 4.5 

57-65 1 4.5 

Total 22 100.0 

function Frequency Percent 

Valid 

political 5 22.7 

managerial 5 22.7 

civil servant 5 22.7 

committee 2 9.1 

commission 5 22.7 

Total 22 100.0 

qualification Frequency Percent 

Valid 

bachelor 14 63.6 

master 8 36.4 

Total 22 100.0 

experience Frequency Percent 

Valid 

1-10 16 72.7 

11-20 6 27.3 

Total 22 100.0 

 

Twenty-two elite officials are interviewed in the municipality of Lipjane/Lipljan, out of which 

nine were women or 40.9% and thirteen men or 59.1%. Of them, ten respondents are of age 26-

33, eight are age 34-41, two are age 42-49, one is age 50-57, and one is age 57-65. Five 

respondents were political officials, five managerial, five civil servants, two from political and 

finance committee and five from the performance measurement commission. With the bachelor 
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level of education are sixteen respondents and two with master’s degree. With years of working 

experience of 10 years are sixteen respondents and six had 20 years of working experience.  

Descriptive analysis in Fushë Kosova / Kosovo Polje municipality  

The table below shows the socio-graphic descriptive data of the respondent’s involved in the 

survey in the municipality of Fushë Kosova / Kosovo Polje.   

Table 4-12 

Description of Elite Officials in Fushë Kosova / Kosovo Polje 

Municipality 
 

sex Frequency Percent 

Valid 
female 5 23.8 
male 16 76.2 
Total 21 100 

age Frequency Percent 

Valid 

18-25 2 9.5 
26-33 2 9.5 
34-41 5 23.8 
42-49 3 14.3 
50-57 8 38.1 
57-65 1 4.8 
Total 21 100 

function Frequency Percent 

Valid 

political 5 23.8 

managerial 5 23.8 

civil servant 5 23.8 

committee 1 4.8 

commission 5 23.8 

Total 21 100 
qualification  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

middle 1 4.8 
bachelor 10 47.6 
master 8 38.1 
PhD 2 9.5 
Total 21 100 

experience Frequency Percent 

Valid 

1-10 4 19.0 
11-20 13 61.9 
21-30 4 19.0 
Total 21 100.0 
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In order to get these averages, twenty-one elite municipal officials were interviewed, of whom 

five females or 23.8% and sixteen males or 76.2%. Of them, two were about18-25 years of age, 

two of 26-33 of age, five at 34-41 of age, three of 42-49 of age, eight from 50-57 of age and one 

was 65 years of age. In the function meter, there were five political directors, five heads of 

sectors, five civil servants, one from the committee on politics and finance and five from the 

performance measurement commission. With a high school education was one respondent; ten 

were with bachelor's degree, eight of them with a master's qualification and two with a Ph.D. 

degree. Less than 10 years of working experience were four respondents, less than 20 years of 

experience are thirteen, less than 30 years are four respondents.   

Descriptive analysis in Istog / Istok municipality  

The table 4-13 shows the socio-graphic data of the respondents involved in the survey 

implemented in the municipality of Istok / Istok. In order to get these averages, twenty-four elite 

municipal officials were interviewed, of whom five females or 20.8% and nineteen males or 

79.2%. Of them, one was of 26-33 years of age, one of 34-41 of age, five at 42-49 of age, nine 

50-57 of age, eight from 57-65 of age. In the function meter, there were five political directors, 

five heads of sectors, five civil servants, four from the committee on politics and finance and five 

from the performance measurement commission. Three respondents were with middle school 

education, seventeen with a bachelor's degree, and four with master’s degree. With less than 10 

years of working experience were four respondents, less than 20 years of experience were 

eleven, with less than 30 years of working experience were three and one of them was with over 

than 40 years of working experience. 
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Table 4-13 

Description of Elite Officials in Istog / Istok Municipality 
 

sex Frequency Percent 

Valid 

female 5 20.8 

male 19 79.2 

Total 24 100.0 

age Frequency Percent 

Valid 

26-33 1 4.2 

34-41 1 4.2 

42-49 5 20.8 

50-57 9 37.5 

57-65 8 33.3 

Total 24 100.0 

function Frequency Percent 

Valid 

political 5 20.8 

managerial 5 20.8 

civil servant 5 20.8 

committee 4 16.7 

commission 5 20.8 

Total 24 100.0 

qualification  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

middle 3 12.5 

bachelor 17 70.8 

master 4 16.7 

Total 24 100.0 

experience Frequency Percent 

Valid 

1-10 4 16.7 

11-20 11 45.8 

21-30 5 20.8 

31-40 3 12.5 

over 40 1 4.2 

Total 24 100.0 

 

Descriptive analysis in Mamusha / Mamusa municipality  

The table below 4-14 shows the socio-graphic data of the respondents involved in the survey 

conducted in the municipality of Mamusha/Mamusa. Only fifteen elite officials were interviewed 

in Mamusha / Mamusa municipality. This municipality is small, has few employees, political 

officials and civil servants who also cover the tasks of the political and finance committee and 

the performance measurement commission. Over 90% of the staff in this municipality, belong to 

the Turkish minority ethnic group community. Of the respondents, three or 20% are women, 
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whereas twelve or 80% are males. Of them one is aged 18-25, six are aged 26-33, four aged 34-

41, two are aged 42-49, one is aged 50-57 and one is aged 57-65. Five officials have a political 

background, five are sector managers and five are civil servants. Four of the respondents have a 

secondary level of education; ten of them are with bachelor level of education and one with 

master’s degree. Twelve of the respondents have ten years of working experience and three of 

them have 20 years of working experience.  

Table 4-14 

Description of Elite Officials in Mamusha / Mamusa Municipality 
 

sex Frequency Percent 

Valid 

female 3 20.0 

male 12 80.0 

Total 15 100.0 

age Frequency Percent 

Valid 

18-25 1 6.7 

26-33 6 40.0 

34-41 4 26.7 

42-49 2 13.3 

50-57 1 6.7 

57-65 1 6.7 

Total 15 100.0 

function Frequency Percent 

Valid 

political 5 33.3 

managerial 5 33.3 

civil servant 5 33.3 

Total 15 100.0 

qualification Frequency Percent 

Valid 

middle 4 26.7 

bachelor 10 66.7 

master 1 6.7 

Total 15 100.0 

experience Frequency Percent 

Valid 

1-10 12 80.0 

11-20 3 20.0 

Total 15 100.0 
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Descriptive analysis in Junik municipality  

The table below shows the socio-graphic data of the respondents involved in the survey 

conducted in the municipality of Junik.  

Table 4-15 

Description of Elite Officials in Junik Municipality 
 

sex Frequency Percent 

Valid 

female 9 36.0 

male 16 64.0 

Total 25 100.0 

age Frequency Percent 

Valid 

18-25 1 4.0 

26-33 3 12.0 

34-41 10 40.0 

42-49 3 12.0 

50-57 5 20.0 

57-65 3 12.0 

Total 25 100.0 

function Frequency Percent 

Valid 

political 5 20.0 

managerial 6 24.0 

civil servant 5 20.0 

committee 5 20.0 

commission 4 16.0 

Total 25 100.0 

qualification Frequency Percent 

Valid 

middle 2 8.0 

bachelor 13 52.0 

master 10 40.0 

Total 25 100.0 

experience Frequency Percent 

Valid 

1-10 20 80.0 

11-20 4 16.0 

21-30 1 4.0 

Total 25 100.0 

   

In the municipality of Junik twenty-five elite officials are interviewed, out of which nine were 

women or 36% and sixteen or 64% were men. Of them one is 18-25 years old, three are aged 26-

33, ten are aged 34-41, three are aged 42-49, five are aged 50-57 and three are aged 57-65. All 

targeted officials had responded to the questionnaire and so we have five for each included 
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category. With a secondary education are two respondents, thirteen are with bachelor level of 

education and ten with master’s degree. With years of working experience of 10 years are twenty 

respondents, four of them are with working experience of 20 years, one had 30 years of working 

experience.  

 

4.2 CSF Sample Means  

In this section, the mean scores for each CSF generated after the large field research where 230 

respondents had responded, are calculated and presented. These results provide sample means for 

each CSF, which represents the estimate of the population mean. By creating the sample mean a 

general overview of the respondent’s perceptions is presented and this creates the ability to 

understand the overall CSFs averages at the country level. The most frequent values of mean, std. 

deviation, mode, range and minimum and maximum evaluation values for each factor are 

calculated. The sample mean values are important to the aim of the study because they show the 

variations and differences of the municipality elite officials. Finding sample means is only the start 

of this study because the means will be used further to measure the variations and trends of elite 

official’s perceptions regarding CSFs that are part of the measurement instrument. With the 

application of the sample means, the estimates given by the respondents respectively, 

municipalities regarding the readiness will be measured. It is measured if there are differences and 

how significant are individual differences to a general average. The results presented in the table 

shows that the readiness averages for each factor do not reach the value of 5.0, so all values are 

mid 3.0-4.0, which means that we have a minimum acceptable level of readiness and perceptions 

variations. Thus, sample means have made it possible to understand if there are variations on 
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individual perceptions, whether they are below or higher than the average value, and how wide the 

differences are between them.  

Table 4-16 

CSFs Mean Scores / Large Field Survey 
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N 
Valid 230 230 230 230 230 230 230 230 230 230 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 3.6967 3.6096 3.1696 3.6464 3.7609 3.7913 3.5884 3.5070 3.6797 3.7452 

Median 3.7500 3.6000 3.0000 3.6667 4.0000 3.7500 3.6667 3.4000 3.6667 3.8000 

Mode 3.75 4.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 3.33 3.60 3.67 3.60 

Std. Deviation .72022 .78817 .98546 .72226 .74279 .74245 .67654 .65913 .75430 .77671 

Range 3.25 3.60 4.00 3.33 4.00 3.75 3.33 3.00 4.00 3.40 

Minimum 1.75 1.40 1.00 1.67 1.00 1.25 1.67 2.00 1.00 1.60 

Maximum 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 

 

In the table are presented results that have been derived from data collected in ten municipalities 

where 230 respondents (elite officials) were involved. Sample means presented in bold are a 

derivative of the general population estimates included in the study. The table shows that MIC 

has an average of 3.69% out of 5.00 and standard deviation is .72022, L has an average of 3.60% 

out of 5.00 and standard deviation is .78817, MS averaged 3.16% out of 5.00 and standard 

deviation is .98546, EIC averaged 3.64 out of 5.00 and standard deviation is .72226, 

Communication has a mean of 3.76 out of 5.00 and standard deviation is .74279, OC has 

averaged 3.79% out of 5.00 and standard deviation is .74245, TVI averages 3.58% out of 5.00 

and standard deviation is  .67654, RA averaged 3.50% out of 5.00 and standard deviation is 

.65913, CI has average 3.67 out of 5.00 and standard deviation is .75430 and PSP averaged 
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3.74% out of 5.00 and standard deviation is .77671. It is worth noting that in all four statistical 

measurements, mean, median, mode, and range are concentrated between 3.0 - 4.0 values.  

4.3 CSF Variations Observation 

The aim of this analysis presented in this section was to understand how the data are spread 

regarding expressed readiness level. To make this observation the line chart, also known as the 

run chart is used and the linear average line is applied. The line charts display information’s as e 

series of data points connected by straight line segments. This type of chart is used to visualize 

the estimate fluctuations that are derived from data observation in field research. With the use of 

line charts, it is aimed to find variations that occur as a result of different individual estimation 

and make them as clearly as possible for the reader.  

The chart 4-1 shows variations of the elite officials respectively in the municipalities’ 

estimations regarding the level of readiness for LSS application. In this case, variation means the 

fluctuation of changes on estimates that have occurred while a large field survey is conducted. 

On the vertical axis, values from 1 to 5 are set which indicate the level of readiness that the 

municipalities have achieved while on the horizontal axis municipalities that are part of the study 

are presented. Lines placed on the surface indicate variations (ups and downs) according to the 

level of readiness based on the given estimation for each CSF and each municipality. To do the 

variation observation, the bi-modal pattern is used. A bimodal distribution signals that the 

estimation has a special cause of variation present. Estimates are not the same, they differ from 

each other and the line takes different directions from point to point. Varying size for each CSF 

can be understood by observing the flow and fluctuations of lines, by observing the up and 

downs distance from the linear average line. These ups and downs indicate that there is a 
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variation from the point of view of elite officials involved in the research, the more pronounced 

the fluctuation of the flow, the greater the variation.   

 

Figure 4-1. Municipal variation observation 

 

From a wide point of view, it seems that the slopes of each municipality have the same flow 

(similar variations), but if treated separately, in each municipality, even if modest, variations for 

each CSF are different. However, from this perspective, most pronounced variations are noticed 

among factors such as MS and PSP which differ a lot from other CSFs and especially in relation 

to MIC, Communication, OC, TVI and EIC factors. It is also possible to see that specific factors 

such as MIC, Communication, OC, TVI, and EIC have light variations, and are stretched almost 

in a linear line in all municipalities. In order to observe the variations, in figure 4-1 is included a 

linear line of the average (dash line), which is representing the sample average for this 

measurement with a sample mean of 3.5.   
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The slope of MIC factor is showing variation at all municipalities involved in the study but more 

pronounced variation is observed in Peja / Pec municipality where the slope is going down far 

away from the linear average line. Pronounced variation is observed at L factor under Peja / Pec 

municipality where the slope is going down and is creating negative distance from the linear 

average line. In the MS factor, variation is observed in some municipalities like Gjakova / 

Djakovica, Lipjan / Lipljane, Mamusha / Mamusa, Peja / Pec and Prizren. In the EIC factor, 

variation is observed in the municipalities of Junik and Peja / Pec. At communication, factor 

variations are observed in the municipalities Gjakova / Djakovica, Junik, Peja / Pec and Vushtrri. 

All mentioned municipalities have distance from the linear average line. By OC factor, the worth 

mentioning variation is observed at Peja municipality where the slope is going down in negative 

distance from the linear average line. By TVI factor the variation is observed in two 

municipalities, where Peja / Pec municipality is differing in a negative way down from the linear 

average line instead of Prishtina / Pristina municipality which is differing in a positive way going 

up from the linear average line. By RA factor, positive variations are observed by municipalities 

Gjakova / Djakovica and Istog while by Peja / Pec municipality negative variation is observed 

where the slope is going down from the linear average line. At CI factor are observed two 

positive variations where Gjakova / Djakovica, Mamusha / Mamusa and Vushtrri / Vucitrn are 

above the linear average line and at Peja / Pec municipality is observed the negative variation 

down to the linear average line. At PSP factor are observed some variation in the positive and 

negative meter. At Gjakova / Djakovica, Mamusha / Mamusa and Prizren municipalities it is 

observed positive variation because the assessment is above the linear average line while at 

Lipjan / Lipljane and Peja / Pec municipalities is observed negative variation, the slope is down 

from the linear average line.     
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4.4 Level of Municipal Readiness  

In this section, the performance level of each factor in relation to the municipality was observed. 

To perform this analysis, the sample means of each municipality are used separately. With the 

purpose to be clear and easily understandable, graphical charts of the radar type that reflect the 

municipal readiness for each CSF are used. Radar charts are graphs with multiple scales that are 

used to report self-assessed knowledge and competencies (Kaczynski, Wood & Harding, 2008). 

Radar charts are a useful way to display multivariate observations with an arbitrary number of 

variables. Typically, radar charts are generated in a multi-plot format with many stars on each 

page and each star representing an observation. On the radars net, the minimum and maximum 

values are presented where 0.0 is the minimum value and is in the center of the net and the 

maximum value 5.0 which is in the extreme periphery. The values are marked on the radar grid 

lines and they reflect the readiness observed for each CSF. This graphic view enables the 

understanding of the level of readiness for each CSF of each municipality. Characteristically, in 

each municipality, the indicative line is in the middle of the net and had an almost circular shape.  

The values are recorded mainly at the level between 3.0 – 4.0 values. In occasional cases, the 

average falls below 2.0 and in rare cases exceeds 4.0.  The presentation of municipal results is 

done starts with the big ones and then the small ones.  

Readiness Level in Prishtina / Pristina Municipality  

The first municipality presented is Prishtina / Pristina with 198,890 inhabitants, 514 km2 surface, 

a budget of 32,289,607.00 €, 11 municipal departments.  
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Figure 4-2. Prishtina / Pristina municipality readiness level 

 

The estimates for the municipality of Prishtina / Pristina that are presented in the chart 4-2 shows 

factors such as PSP and MS which have the lowest values and factors such as MIC and OC 

which have scored the highest values. MIC factor scored at 3.68, L factor at 3.34, MS factor at 

2.95, EIC factor at 3.38, C factor at 3.66, OC at 3.78, TVI factor at 3.76, RA factor at 3.41, CI 

factor at 3.59 and PSP factor at 2.95. It is generally noticed that in the municipality of Prishtina / 

Pristina the averages range from the lowest 2.9 at MS factor and the highest 3.8 at OC factor. 

Readiness Level in Prizren Municipality  

The second municipality is Prizren, which is the second largest municipality in the Republic of 

Kosovo with 177,781 inhabitants, 603 km2 surface, a budget of 9,310,000.00, and 13 municipal 

departments. 
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Figure 4-3. Prizren municipality readiness level 

 

From the estimates given for the municipality of Prizren which is presented in the chart 4-3, a 

regular circle is created, where almost all CSFs are in similar radar space. MIC factor has scored 

at 3.44, L factor at 3.40, MS factor at 3.28, EIC factor at 3.65, C factor at 3.54, OC at 3.35, TVI 

factor at 3.34, RA factor at 3.52, CI factor at 3.42 and PSP factor at 3.55. It is generally noticed 

that in the municipality of Prishtina / Pristina the averages range from the lowest 3.28 at MS 

factor and the highest 3.65 at EIC factor.   

Readiness Level in Peja / Pec Municipality  

The next in the row is Peja / Pec municipality which belongs in the category of important 

municipalities in the RKS. In this study, the municipality of Peja / Pec is ranked in the second 

group of municipalities with 96,450 inhabitants, 603 km2 of surface, a budget of 3,654,914.00 € 

and 14 municipal departments.   
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Figure 4-4. Peja / Pec municipality readiness level 

 

The estimates for the municipality of Peja / Pec, which are presented in the chart 4-4 shows 

factors of very low results. Factors PSP and MS have the lowest values and factors such as MIC, 

EIC, C, OC and TVI scored the highest values. MIC factor had scored at 3.01, L factor at 2.78, 

MS factor at 2.54, EIC factor at 3.04, C factor at 3.02, OC at 3.13, TVI factor at 2.98, RA factor 

at 2.84, CI factor at 2.88 and PSP factor at 2.54. It is generally noticed that in the municipality of 

Peja / Pec the averages range from the lowest 2.54 at MS and PSP factor and the highest 3.04 at 

EIC factor.  

Readiness Level in Gjakova / Djakovica Municipality  

Municipality of Gjakova / Djakovica is the fourth municipality involved in the research which 

belongs in the second group with 88,499 inhabitants, 586 km2 area, planned budget of 

3,040,500.00 € and 10 municipal departments.   
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Figure 4-5. Gjakova / Djakovica municipality readiness level 

 

The estimates for the municipality of Djakova / Djakovica that are presented in the chart 4-5 

shows factors such as PSP and MS which have the lowest values and factors such as C and OC 

which have scored the highest values. MIC factor had scored at 3.85, L factor at 3.89, MS factor 

at 3.64, EIC factor at 3.74, C factor at 4.22, OC at 4.20, TVI factor at 3.82, RA factor at 3.84, CI 

factor at 4.16 and PSP factor at 3.64. It is generally noticed that in the municipality of Gjakova / 

Djakovica the averages range from the lowest 3.64 at PSP factor and the highest 4.22 at the C 

factor.  
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Readiness Level in Vushtrri / Vucitrn Municipality  

Two other municipalities, which have up to 70,000 inhabitants, are treated in this section. Initially, 

the results of averages for the municipality of Vushtrri / Vucitrn were presented with 69,870 

inhabitants, 345 km2 of land, a budget of 1,780,000 €, 12 municipal departments.   

 

Figure 4-6. Vushtrri / Vucitrn readiness level 

 

The estimates for the municipality of Vushtrri / Vucitrn that are presented in the chart 4-6 shows 

factors such as PSP and MS which have the lowest values and factors such as OC and C which 

have scored the highest values. MIC factor had scored at 3.70, L factor at 3.78, MS factor at 

3.00, EIC factor at 3.65, C factor at 3.80, OC at 3.91, TVI factor at 3.64, RA factor at 3.60, CI 

factor at 3.68 and PSP factor at 3.00. It is generally noticed that in the municipality of Vushtrri / 

Vucitrn the averages range from the lowest 3.00 at PSP and MS factors and the highest 3.91 at 

OC factor. 
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Readiness Level of Lipjan / Lipljane Municipality  

Lipjan / Lipljane municipality is in the third group of municipalities involved in this study. In the 

administrative structure of RKS, it belongs to the group of medium size municipalities with 

57,605 inhabitants, 338 km2 of land, planned budget of €1,890,000.00, 13 municipal 

departments.   

 

Figure 4-7. Lipjan / Lipljane readiness level 

 

The estimates for the municipality of Lipjan / Lipljane that are presented in the chart 4-7 shows 

factors such as PSP and MS which have the lowest values and factors such as C and MICwhich 

have scored the highest values. MIC factor had scored at 4.03, L factor at 3.81, MS factor at 

2.86, EIC factor at 3.59, C factor at 4.00, OC at 3.81, TVI factor at 3.63, RA factor at 3.55, CI 

4.03
3.82

2.86

3.59

4.00

3.82

3.64

3.55

3.59

2.86

0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

Management
Involvement and

Commitment

Leadership

Managerial Skills

Employees
Involvement and

Commitment

Communication

Organizational Culture

Transparency,
Visibility and
Information

Resource Allocation

Continuous
Improvement

Project Selection and
Prioritization

Lipjan



167 

 

factor at 3.59 and PSP factor at 2.86. In the municipality of Lipjan / Lipljane, the averages range 

from the lowest 2.86 at PSP, MS factors and the highest 4.03 at MIC factor.  

Readiness Level in Fushë Kosovë / Kosovo Polje Municipality  

Fushë Kosova / Kosovo Polje is a municipality with 34,827 inhabitants, 84 km2 surface, with a 

planned budget of € 2,370,000 €, 11 municipal departments. This municipality belongs to the 

fourth group of municipalities included in the study, while in the administrative structure of 

Kosovo; it is part of the middle sized municipalities.  

 

Figure 4-8. Fushë Kosova / Kosovo Polje readiness level 

 

The estimates for the municipality of Fushe Kosova / Kosovo Polje that are presented in the chart 

4-8 shows factors such as PSP and MS which have the lowest values and factors such as OC and 
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C which have scored the highest values. MIC factor had scored at 3.71, L factor at 3.85, MS 

factor at 3.38, EIC factor at 4.00, C factor at 3.83, OC at 3.98, TVI factor at 3.71, RA factor at 

3.47, CI factor at 3.90 and PSP factor at 3.38. The averages range from the lowest 3.38 at the 

PSP and MS factors and the highest 4.00 at EIC factor.  

Readiness Level of Istog / Istok Municipality  

Istog / Istok is a municipality that belongs to the fourth group in this study with 39,289 

inhabitants, 454 km2 of surface area, the planned budget of € 1,024,651.00, 8 municipal 

departments. After analyzing the data collected by the respondents, these averages are reached as 

shown in the diagram.  

 

Figure 4-9. Readiness level in Istog / Istok municipality 

 

The estimates for the municipality of Istog / Istok that are presented in the chart 4-9 shows 

factors such as PSP and MS which have the lowest values and factors such as MIC and CI which 
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have scored the highest values. MIC factor had scored at 3.90, L factor at 3.70, MS factor at 

3.37, EIC factor at 3.66, C factor at 3.85, OC at 3.84, TVI factor at 3.66, RA factor at 3.76, CI 

factor at 3.93 and PSP factor at 3.37. The averages range from the lowest 3.37 at PSP and MS 

factors and the highest 3.93 at CI factor.  

Readiness Level of Mamusha / Mamusa Municipality  

Mamusha / Mamusa municipality belongs to the fifth group of the municipalities involved in this 

study and is categorized as a small municipality in the Republic of Kosovo with  5,507 

inhabitants, 32 km2 area, a budget of € 66,700.00 , 6 municipal departments. Analyses of 

collected data carried out in this municipality have created this diagram shape.  

 

Figure 4-10. Readiness level in Mamusha / Mamusa municipality 

 

3.65

3.85

3.40

3.69

3.50

3.88

3.60

3.61

3.84

3.40

0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

Management
Involvement and…

Leadership

Managerial Skills

Employees
Involvement and…

Communication

Organizational
Culture

Transparency,
Visibility and…

Resource Allocation

Continuous
Improvement

Project Selection and
Prioritization

Mamusha



170 

 

The estimates for the municipality of Mamusha / Mamusa that are presented in the chart 4-10 

shows factors such as PSP and MS which have the lowest values and factors such as L and OC 

which have scored the highest values. MIC factor had scored at 3.65, L factor at 3.85, MS factor 

at 3.40, EIC factor at 3.68, C factor at 3.50, OC at 3.88, TVI factor at 3.60, RA factor at 3.61, CI 

factor at 3.84 and PSP factor at 3.40. The averages range from the lowest 3.40 at PSP and MS 

factors and the highest 3.88 at OC factor.  

Readiness Level of Junik Municipality  

Junik municipality has 6.084 inhabitants, 77.82 square kilometers, a budget of € 92,000.00 and 7 

municipal departments. This municipality belongs to the fifth group of municipalities included in 

this study.   

 

Figure 4-11. Readiness level in Junik municipality 
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The estimates for the municipality of Junik that are presented in chart 4-11 shows factors such as 

PSP and MS which have the lowest values and factors such as EIC, C and OC which have scored 

the highest values. MIC factor had scored at 3.98, L factor at 3.77 MS factor at 3.32, EIC factor 

at 4.06, C factor at 4.08, OC at 4.05, TVI factor at 3.72, RA factor at 3.63, CI factor at 3.84 and 

PSP factor at 3.32. The averages range from the lowest 3.32 at PSP and MS factors and the 

highest 4.08 at C factor. 

From the information provided by the charts, it is noticed that the smaller municipality like Junik 

has shown more readiness while Peja / Pec, which is part of larger municipalities, has shown less 

readiness. Charts are showing that large municipalities, in general, have expressed less readiness 

in the management factor than the smaller municipalities. Large municipalities have less 

readiness to apply LSS principles to more efficient leadership. Smaller municipalities have rated 

higher, but they also do not reach the value of 4.0 (very good). Large municipalities, with the 

exception of Gjakova / Djakovica which has exceeded 4.0 (very good), have a low readiness to 

apply LSS principles to MS. Even small municipalities do not have high readiness because they 

do not reach 4.0 (very good). EIC factor is rated lower in larger municipalities, while in smaller 

municipalities it is rated higher, but not as high in accordance with the LSS principles. The 

readiness of the three major municipalities including a small municipality (Mamusha / Mamusa) 

for Communication factor is rated low. However, no municipality has the ideal value in 

accordance with the LSS principles. By three major municipalities, except Gjakova / Djakovica 

low readiness for OC is achieved, while smaller municipalities stay around 4.0 (very good) but 

neither this value is in line with the LSS principles. No municipality has expressed sufficient 

readiness for the TVI factor. The lowest rating is recorded in large municipalities such as Prizren 

and Peja / Pec. No municipality has high rating readiness for the RA factor. The lowest rating is 
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recorded in large municipalities such as Prishtina / Pristina, Prizren and Peja / Pec. No 

municipality had achieved ideal value according to the LSS principles. No municipality is 

achieving ideal values according to the LSS principles for the CI factor while large 

municipalities show low readiness, especially the Peja / Pec municipality. The readiness for the 

PSP factor is low at all municipalities especially in the municipalities of Peja / Pec and Prishtina 

/ Pristina.  

4.5 Variations within the Groups 

In this section, a comparison of the mean estimates within the groups involved in the study is 

conducted. This analysis is conducted for each CSF implying all subgroups divided by gender, 

age, function in the municipality, level of education, and years of work experience. Estimated 

sample means are compared to understand whether there are variations and differences. If yes, 

additional operations are performed to see if the respondent’s socio-economic characteristics are 

having an impact on that. To find the sample mean a preliminary operation was performed by 

calculating the averages of each respondent and each CSF. With the use of the Compare Mean 

SPSS tool and Independent Samples T-Test and One Way Anova method of mean calculation is 

performed. The Independent Samples T-Test compares the means of two independent groups in 

order to determine whether there is statistical evidence that the associated population means are 

significantly different. This method is used to compare the gender groups involved in this study. 

Whereas, ANOVA is short for “Analysis  of Variance”.  The main purpose of an ANOVA is to 

test if two or more groups differ from each other significantly in one or more characteristics. The 

averages that derive from the statistical analysis are used to perform qualitative analyzes by 

building charts and interpreting the identified differences. The analyzes were conducted for each 

group included in the study starting with the gender group and then the age group, the function 
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group in the municipality, the education level group, and the group of years of on-duty 

experience. To perform the measurement of the subgroup differences, the subgroup averages 

were obtained by applying the Tukey’s HSD (One-ANOVA) analysis. This analysis was carried 

out in order to find the facts that give answers to the research question of the study. To visualize 

the results of the analysis, linear charts are used. Each graph contains information about vertical 

and horizontal axis where mean scores and CSFs are presented, data labels showing the mean 

values, up and downs bars that reflect the different size and legend of the graph where the names 

of variables are presented.  

Multiple Comparison Analysis 

Once an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) test has been completed, the researcher may still need 

to understand subgroup differences among the different experimental and control groups 

(McHugh, 2011). Multiple-comparison tests are created to take account of the fact that there may 

be many potential comparisons between pairs of treatment means in an analysis of variance. 

Tukey's HSD is well accepted in the literature, and its use is recommended as a proper method to 

make all possible pairwise comparisons amongst a group of means (Day & Quinn, 1989). 

Subgroups treated in this section are divided by gender, age, function, education level and years 

of working experience. These types of comparisons occur when the researcher has only a general 

question, such as "Are there any differences” (Day & Quinn, 1989). In order to measure 

differences between subgroups, specific procedures are applied. In the first step, the collected 

data are analyzed in order to get means for each indicator. Indicator means were clustered under 

a proper CSF creating a composite value which is used further as a sample mean. With Tukey’s 

HSD method the data were analyzed and interesting results are achieved. The results of the 
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analysis are presented in the multi comparison tables which are available in the tables presented 

in the (APPENDIX 7).   

For the MIC factor, the difference of significant statistical value is marked between functional 

groups (managerial - committee) diff = -.4540 where sig. = .029.  

For the L factor, difference of function-based statistical significant values is recorded between the 

groups (management-political) where diff. = -.4480 and sig. = .026, (civil servants-political) where 

diff. = -.5720 and sig. = .002, between (political-committee) diff. = -.6591, where sig. = .001 and 

between (political-commission) diff. = -.6003, where sig. = .002. The statistical significant 

differences of age-based are also recorded between the groups (34/41 - 58/65) diff. = -.4347 where 

sig. = 0.27 and (42/49 - 58/65) diff. = -.4480 where sig. = .030. Among the groups divided by 

education level, the difference is noted between the groups (bachelor - middle) diff = -.4348 where 

sig. = .022 and (bachelor - master) diff. = -.2465 where sig. = .028. 

For the MS factor, the difference with significant statistical value is marked between function-

based (commission - political) where diff. = -.4829, and sig. = 0.19, (commission - management) 

diff. = -.4121 where sig. = .044. The difference between the age groups is marked between the 

groups (34/41 - 26/33) diff. = -.4511 where sig. = .016, (34/41 - 50/57) diff. = -.4645 where sig. = 

.016 and (34/41 - 58/65) diff. = -.4948 where sig. = .043. According to the level of education there 

are significant differences between the groups (middle - bachelor) diff. = -.5680 where sig. = .017 

and (middle - PhD) diff. = -.9833 where sig. = .031. Among the groups based on work experience, 

there was a difference of significant statistical value among groups (11/20 - 31/40) where diff. = -

.7018 and sig. = .043. 

For the EIC factor, significant difference was found between age-based groups between (34/41 - 

58/65) diff. = -.4354 where sig. = .015. There are also distinct differences between groups divided 
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by the level of education (bachelor - middle) diff. = -.4377 where sig. = .012 and (master - middle) 

diff. = -.3870 where sig. = .031. A significant statistical difference is noted among the working 

experience group (11/20 - 31/40) diff. = -.6334 and sig. = .013. 

For the Communication factor, significant differences had been noted between the groups 

(management - political) diff. = -.2885 where sig. = .050, (civil servant-political) diff. = -.3000 

where sig. = 0.43 and (political-commission) diff. = -.3690 where sig. = 0.18. A significant 

statistical difference is noted among the (bachelor – middle) education groups where diff. = -.3865 

and sig. = .031. 

For the OC factor, significant statistical difference had been noted between function-based groups 

(civil servant – political) diff. = -.4000 where sig. = .007, (committee - political) diff. = -.4133 

where sig. = .010 and (political-commission) diff. = -.4431 where sig. = .004. Among the age 

groups, the difference are noted between (34/41 - 58/65) diff. = -.4264 where sig. = .021, and 

(42/49 - 58/65) diff. = -.4675 where sig. = .017. According to the level of education there is a 

difference between the (bachelor - middle) group where diff. = -.4016 and sig. = .025.  

For the TVI factor are noted differences of significant statistical value between groups divided by 

the level of education where the groups (bachelor - middle) diff. = -6074 and sig. = .000, (bachelor 

- master) diff. = -.2403 and sig. = .011 and (master - middle) diff. = -.3671 where sig. = .026. The 

difference of significant statistical value is recorded in the group divided by the years of working 

experience between the groups (1/10 - 31/40) diff. = -6093 and sig. = .008, (11/20 - 31/40) diff. = 

-.6990 and sig. = .003 and (21/30 - 31/40) diff. = -9085 and sig. = .001. 

For RA factor, significant differences have been noted between function - based groups (civil 

servant - political) diff. = -.2880 where sig. = .029. Differences were also recorded among age-

based groups between (58/65 - 18/25) diff. = -.5323 where sig. = .039, (58/65 - 26/33) diff. = -
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.3865 where sig. = .020, (58/65 - 34/41) diff. = -.5742 where sig. = .000, (58/65 - 42/49) diff. = -

.4987 where sig. = .004, and (58/65 - 50/57) diff. = -.4968 where sig. = .003. 

For CI factor, there is a difference with significant statistical value between function-based groups 

(civil servant - political) diff. = -.3200 where sig. = .034, (committee - political) diff. = -.3485 

where sig. = .035. Differences between education-based groups are noted between (bachelor - 

middle) diff. = -.3634 where sig. = .047.  

For the PSP factor, differences of significant statistical value had been noted between function-

based groups (political-commission) diff. = -.5507 where sig. = .007, (commission - 

management) diff. = -5051 where sig. = .013 and (commission - civil servant) diff. = -.4267 

where sig. = 0.37. The statistically significant differences of age-based are observed among the 

groups (34/41 - 26/33) diff. = -.4151 where sig. = .026, (34/41 - 42/49) diff. = -.3974 where sig. 

= .041 and (34/41 - 50/57) diff. = -.4195 where sig. = .029. The differences are also observed 

among the groups divided by the level of education, precisely between the groups (bachelor - 

middle) diff. = -.5602 where sig. = .018 and (PhD - middle) where diff. = -.9700 and sig. = .033.    

Variations within the age group  

Based on the results presented in the multi comparison table the averages for age group have 

these variations. The minimum average at MIC factor is marked by the lowest average at age 

(42-49) with 1.75 and the highest average at age (58-65) with 2.75 while the maximum average 

is achieved 5.00 by all subgroups. The minimum average at L factor had scored the lowest 

average at age (34-41) with 1.40 and the highest average is at age (58-65) with 2.80, while the 

lowest maximum average is recorded at age (18-25), (50-57) and (58-65) with 4.80 and the 

highest maximum average 5.00 is achieved by other subgroups. The lowest minimum average of 

the MS factor is recorded by all subgroups at 1.00 so is the highest too, while the lowest 
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maximum average 4.00 is scored by the subgroup of age (18-25) and other subgroups have 

scored the highest 5.00 average. The lowest minimum average at EIC factor is 1.67 scored by 

(26-33) and (34-41) subgroups and the highest minimum average is 3.00 scored by (18-25) and 

(58-65) subgroups while at maximum average scores the lowest is 4.67 scored by (58-65) 

subgroup and the highest average 5.00 is scored by all other ages. At the Communication factor, 

the lowest minimum average is 1.00 scored by (34-41) subgroup and the highest minimum 

average is 3.00 scored by (18-25) subgroup while the lowest maximum average is 4.00 scored by 

(18-25) subgroup and the highest average 5.00 is achieved by all age subgroups. The lowest 

minimum average at OC factor is scored by (34-41) subgroup with 1.25 and the highest is 3.00 

scored by (58-65) subgroup while the lowest maximum average 5.00 is scored by all age 

subgroups. The lowest minimum average value of TVI is marked by age (50-57) with 1,67 and 

the highest average of 2.67 by age (58-65) while the lowest maximum average value is 4.67 

scored by (18-25) and (58-65) age subgroups while the highest maximum average value is  5.00 

scored by all other subgroups. The lowest minimum average value at RA factor marks at 2.00 by 

age subgroup of (26-33) and the highest minimum average is scored at 3.20 from (58-65) age 

subgroup while the lowest maximum average values is scored at 4.40 by (18-25) age subgroup 

and the highest at 5.00 i scored by (34-41), (42-49) and (58-65) age subgroups. The lowest 

minimum average value of CI factor has marked 1.00 at age (34-41 and the highest is 2.33 in age 

subgroups (18-25) and (50-57) while the lowest maximum average value is scored by (18-25) 

subgroup with 4.67 and the highest 5.00 is scored by all other subgroups. The lowest minimum 

average value in PSP factor is marked by all age subgroups at 1.00 while the lowest maximum 

average value is marked by (18-25) subgroup with 4.00 and the other subgroups have scored the 

highest maximum average 5.00.   
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Variations within the group function  

Based on the results presented in the multi comparison table the averages for working function in 

the municipality group had these variations. The minimum averages of the MIC factor are 

extended from the lowest 1.75 in managerial subgroup and highest 2.50 in performance 

commission while all groups had scored the highest maximum average at 5.00.  The L factor had 

recorded lowest minimum score 1.40 in civil servant subgroup and the highest 2.20 in political 

leaders and performance commission subgroups while the lowest maximum average 4.80 is 

scored by managerial subgroup and the highest value of 5.00 is scored by all other subgroups. 

The minimum average scores in MS factor move from 1.00 the lowest scored in all groups 

excluding political leaders’ subgroup which has scored 2.00 and is the highest minimum average, 

while in the maximum average scores, all groups reached the highest value of 5.00.  The lowest 

minimum average in EIC factor is 1.67 in managerial subgroup and the highest 2.33 in political, 

members of the committee and members of commission subgroups while maximum scores had 

reached the highest score of 5.00 by all subgroups. In the communication factor, lowest 

minimum average is scored at 1.00 in the civil servant group and the highest is 2.00 scored by all 

subgroups while at the maximum average score, all subgroups had scored the highest value 5.00. 

At the OC factor, the lowest minimum average value was recorded in the civil servant’s 

subgroup with 1.25 and the highest 2.50 in political and members of commission subgroups 

while at maximum averages scores, all subgroups had scored the highest value of 5.00. The TVI 

factor was marked by the lowest minimum average value of 1.67 in the managerial subgroup and 

the highest 2.00 in other subgroups while the lowest maximum average is recorded in the 

managerial subgroup with 4.67 and the other subgroups had scored the highest value of 5.00.  

The lowest minimum average at the RA factor is 2.00 in committee subgroup and the highest is 
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2.40 in commission subgroup while the lowest maximum average is 4.40 in managerial subgroup 

and the highest 5.00 is recorded in political, civil servants and commission subgroups.  At the CI 

factor, the lowest minimum average value 1.00 was recorded in the civil servant subgroup and 

2.33 was the highest in political subgroup while in the maximum average scores all subgroups 

had reached the 5.00 which is the highest score. The lowest minimum average at PSP factor is 

1.60 in managerial subgroup and the highest 240 in commission subgroup while the highest 

maximum average value of 5.00 is recorded in all subgroups.  

Variations within the group of education level  

Based on the results presented in the multi comparison table the averages for education level 

group have these variations. The MIC factor recorded the lowest minimum average in the 

bachelor subgroup with an average of 1.75 while the highest minimum average is scored in the 

Ph.D. level subgroup with an average of 3.50 while the lowest maximum average value is 3.75 

by Ph.D. level subgroup whereas the maximum average of 5.00 is scored by other subgroups. 

The L factor had a lowest minimum average in the bachelor subgroup with 1.40 and the highest 

in the Ph.D. level subgroup with 2.60 while the lowest maximum average value is recorded in 

the Ph.D. level subgroup with 4.60 while the highest maximum average of 5.00 is reached by all 

other subgroups. MS factor recorded the lowest minimum average of 1.00 at all subgroups which 

is at the same time also the highest minimum average scored while the lowest maximum average 

is scored by Ph.D. level at 4.00 and the highest maximum average at 5.00 is scored by all other 

subgroups.  The EIC factor is estimated at a lowest minimum average of 1.67 by bachelor and 

master’s level subgroups and the highest estimation is achieved in the Ph.D. level subgroup with 

an average of 3.00 while the lowest maximum average estimate is recorded at 4.00 by the Ph.D. 

subgroup and the highest value at 5.00 is scored by all other subgroups. Communication factor is 
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rated with the lowest minimum average by the bachelor subgroup at 1.00 and the highest 

minimum average is scored by the middle level at average 3.00 while the lowest and the highest 

maximum average at 5.00 is recorded by all other subgroups. The lowest rating at minimum 

averages for OC factor is recorded at bachelor level with average 1.25 and the highest at 2.50 by 

the middle level subgroup while the maximum average of all subgroups had reached the highest 

value at 5.00. The TVI factor had recorded the lowest minimum average at 1.67 by bachelor 

level subgroup and highest at 3.00 by the middle level subgroup, while the lowest maximum 

average score is 4.67 by Ph.D. level and the maximum average is 5.00 reached by all other 

subgroups. The minimum average rating for RA factor is extended from the lowest at 2.00 

bachelor subgroup and the highest is at 2.60 in Ph.D. subgroup while the lowest maximum 

average is scored at 4.00 by Ph.D. subgroup and the highest of 5.00 is scored by bachelor and 

master’s level subgroups. For the CI factor, the lowest minimum averages move from the lowest 

of 1.00 at bachelor level subgroup to highest at 3.00 middle-level subgroup while the lowest 

maximum average is 4.33 in Ph.D. subgroup and the highest of 5.00 is scored by bachelor and 

master’s level subgroups. The lowest minimum averages of PSP factor behaved at 1.00 by all 

subgroups involved in the research while the lowest maximum average is at 4.00 in the Ph.D. 

subgroup and the highest of 5.00 is scored by all other subgroups.   

Variations within the group of years of working experience  

Based on the results presented in the multi comparison table the averages for age group have 

these variations. In MIC factor, minimum average values behave from the lowest 1.75 in (11-20) 

years of working experience to highest of 3.00 in (21-30) years of working experience subgroup. 

While the lowest value at the maximum average score is recorded at 4.50 in (21-30) years of 

experience and the highest maximum average is scored at 5.00 in (1-10), (11-20) and (31-40) 
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years of experience. For L factor minimum averages are extend from the lowest at 1.80 in (11-

20) subgroup and the highest is 2.80 in (31-40) subgroup. The lowest maximum average is 

scored at 4.80 by (21-30) and (31-40) subgroup and the highest maximum average at 5.00 by (1-

10) and (21-30) subgroup. The minimum averages of MS are extended from the lowest average 

of 1.00 in (1-10), (11-20) and (31-40) subgroup and the highest of 2.00 in (21-30) subgroup, 

while the lowest maximum average score is recorded at 5.00 by all subgroups.  The minimum 

average EIC factor is extended from the lowest at 1.67 in (1-10) and (11-20) subgroup while the 

maximum averages scored at 5.00 by all subgroups. The communication factor had recorded 

minimum averages from the lowest at 1.00 in (1-10) subgroup while the highest is recorded at 

3.00 by (31-40) subgroup, while the lowest maximum average rating is recorded at 5.00 by all 

subgroups. The minimum average value in OC factor is recorded from the lowest at 1.25 in the 

subgroup (1-10) and the highest of 2.75 in (21-30) subgroup. The lowest maximum average is 

scored in (21-30) subgroup with 4.75 and the highest maximum average is scored in other 

subgroups. The minimum averages for TVI are extended from the lowest of 1.67 in (21-30) 

subgroup to highest at 3.00 in (31-40) subgroup, while, the lowest maximum average score is 

recorded at 4.67 by (21-30) subgroup and the other subgroups scored at 5.00. In the RA factor, 

the lowest minimum average is 2.00 in (1-10) and the highest is 2.60 in (11-20) subgroup, while 

the lowest maximum average is scored at 4.60 in (31-40) subgroup and the highest maximum 

average is scored at 5.00 is scored by (1-10) and (21-30) subgroup. In the CI factor, the 

minimum averages move from the lowest of 1.00 in (1-10) subgroup and the highest of 3.00 in 

(31-40) subgroup while the lowest maximum average is scored at 4.67 by (31-40) subgroup and 

the highest maximum average is scored at 5.00 by other subgroups. The minimum averages of 

PSP extend from the lowest at 1.60 in (1-10) subgroup and the highest of 3.00 in (31-40) 
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subgroup. The lowest maximum average is scored at 4.40 by (21-30) subgroup and the highest 

maximum average is scored at 5.00 by other subgroups.   

4.6 Differences between groups  

In this section are presented the differences between the groups involved in the research in relation 

to CSFs. With this action, it is measured whether the groups have differences between themselves, 

whether gender, age, function, level of education or work experience affect them to have different 

assessments.  

Differences in the gender basis 

In table 4-17, the average analysis for gender group is performed. The table indicates values for 

the number of respondents, means, standard deviation, confidence interval, minimum and 

maximum values. Means are divided into groups by male and female for all 10 CSFs. For the MIC 

factor, the average for females is 3.5691 while for a male is 3.7597. For the L factor, the average 

is 3.4947 while for the male 3.6662. For the MS factor, the average for the female is 3.2500 

whereas for the male is 3.1299. For the EIC factor, the female average is 3.6842 whereas for the 

male is 3.6277. For the Communication factor, the average for a female is 3.7697 while the male 

is 3.7565. For the OC factor, the average for a female is 3.7171 whereas for the male is 3.8279.  

For the TVI factor, the average for the female gender is 3.6360 while for the male gender is 3.5649. 

For the RA factor, the average for the female is 3.4421 while for the male gender is 3.5390. For 

the CI factor, the average for the female gender is 3.5000 whereas the male is 3.7684. For the PSP 

factor the average for the female is 3.3105 whereas for the male gender is 3.1442.  

Table 4-17 

Mean Differences between Gender-Based Group 

 
N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Min Max 
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Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Management 

Involvement and 

Commitment 

female 76 3.5691 .75233 .08630 3.3972 3.7410 1.75 5.00 

male 154 3.7597 .69773 .05623 3.6487 3.8708 2.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.6967 .72022 .04749 3.6032 3.7903 1.75 5.00 

Leadership 

female 76 3.4947 .83680 .09599 3.3035 3.6860 1.40 5.00 

male 154 3.6662 .75945 .06120 3.5453 3.7871 1.80 5.00 

Total 230 3.6096 .78817 .05197 3.5072 3.7120 1.40 5.00 

Managerial Skills 

female 76 3.2500 .95394 .10942 3.0320 3.4680 1.00 5.00 

male 154 3.1299 1.00131 .08069 2.9705 3.2893 1.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.1696 .98546 .06498 3.0415 3.2976 1.00 5.00 

Employees 

Involvement and 

Commitment 

female 76 3.6842 .76960 .08828 3.5083 3.8601 1.67 5.00 

male 154 3.6277 .69957 .05637 3.5163 3.7391 1.67 5.00 

Total 230 3.6464 .72226 .04762 3.5525 3.7402 1.67 5.00 

Communication 

female 76 3.7697 .70447 .08081 3.6088 3.9307 1.00 5.00 

male 154 3.7565 .76320 .06150 3.6350 3.8780 2.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.7609 .74279 .04898 3.6644 3.8574 1.00 5.00 

Organizational 

Culture 

female 76 3.7171 .77711 .08914 3.5395 3.8947 1.25 5.00 

male 154 3.8279 .72452 .05838 3.7126 3.9433 1.50 5.00 

Total 230 3.7913 .74245 .04896 3.6948 3.8878 1.25 5.00 

Transparency, 

Visibility and 

Information 

female 76 3.6360 .68243 .07828 3.4800 3.7919 2.00 5.00 

male 154 3.5649 .67460 .05436 3.4575 3.6723 1.67 5.00 

Total 230 3.5884 .67654 .04461 3.5005 3.6763 1.67 5.00 

Resource Allocation 

female 76 3.4421 .63859 .07325 3.2962 3.5880 2.40 4.80 

male 154 3.5390 .66875 .05389 3.4325 3.6454 2.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.5070 .65913 .04346 3.4213 3.5926 2.00 5.00 

Continuous 

Improvement 

female 76 3.5000 .81921 .09397 3.3128 3.6872 1.00 5.00 

male 154 3.7684 .70616 .05690 3.6560 3.8808 2.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.6797 .75430 .04974 3.5817 3.7777 1.00 5.00 

Project Selection and 

Prioritization 

female 76 3.3105 .95632 .10970 3.0920 3.5291 1.00 5.00 

male 154 3.1442 .99107 .07986 2.9864 3.3019 1.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.1991 .98078 .06467 3.0717 3.3266 1.00 5.00 

 

Mean values presented in the table have been manipulated to get the run chart below where the 

gender basis differences are figuratively displayed. 
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Figure 4-12. Differences between gender basis groups 

  

The run chart enables us to figuratively see where the gender differences are. Red in color is the 

line that shows the female gender estimates while the blue line shows the male estimates. 

Significant differences between the two groups are observed on the CI and PSP factors, whereas 

modest differences are also observed for MIC, L, MS, OC and RA factors. Women are less ready 

or less optimistic in applying the factor for MS and for PSP, while males have a lower readiness 

to factor CI, MIC and L. Men have a more linear line but also very pessimistic. Their greatest 

optimism is observed in OC factor, which is still very low compared to LSS standards.   
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To measure differences between age groups, the One Way ANOVA method was used. The 

difference in averages is measured for each CSF and is presented in the table (APPENDIX 8). 

The results of the analysis of the differences for the groups divided by age indicate that for the 

MIC factor the age 18-25 achieved an average of 3.66%, age 26-33 averaged 3.63%, age 34-41 

averaged of 3.68%, age 42-49 averaged 3.68%, age 50-57 averaged 3.62% and age of 58-65 

averaged 4.07 out of 5.00. In the L factor, the age 18-25 had achieved an average of 3.46%, age 

26-33 average 3.74%, age 34-41 average of 3.50%, age 42-49 averaged 3.48%, age 50-57 

averaged 3.59% and age of 58-65 averaged of 3.93% out of 5.00. In the MS factor, the age 18-25 

had achieved an average of 3.00%, age 26-33 averaged 3.32%, age 34-41 averaged 2.86 

averaged, age 42-49 averaged 3. averaged, age 50-57 averaged 3.33%  and age 58-65 averaged 

3.36% out of 5.00. In the EIC factor, the age 18-25 had achieved an average of 4.00%, age 26-33 

averaged 3.62%, age 34-41 averaged of 3.51%, age 42-49 averaged 3.64%, age 50-57 averaged 

3.62% and age of 58-65 averaged 3.95% out of 5.00. In the C factor, the age 18-25 had achieved 

an average of 3.55%, age 26-33 averaged 3.77%, age 34-41 averaged 3.73%, age 42-49 an 

averaged 3.67%, age 50-57 averaged 3.84% and age of 58-65 averaged 3.88 out of 5.00. In the 

OC factor, the age 18-25 had achieved an average of 3.69%, age 26-33 average 3.79%, age 34-

41 average 3.72%, age 42-49 averaged 3.68%, age 50-57 averaged 3.83% and age 58-65 an 

average of 4.14% out of 5.00. In the TVI factor, the age 18-25 had achieved an average of 3.62, 

age 26-33 averaged 3.66%, age 34-41 averaged 3.51%, age 42-49 had an average of 3.52%, age 

50-57 an average of 3.55% and age of 58-65 an average of 3.78% out of 5.00. In the RA factor, 

the age 18-25 had achieved an average of 3.42, age 26-33 averaged 3.56, age 34-41 averaged 

3.38, age 42-49 had an average of 3.45%, age 50-57 had an average of 3.45%  and age of 58-65 

had an average of 3.95% out of 5.00. In the CI factor the age 18-25 had achieved an average of 
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3.66%, age 26-33 averaged 3.61%, age 34-41 average of 3.62%, age 42-49 an average of 3.61%, 

age 50-57 an average of 3.77% and age of 58-65 an average of 3.92% out of 5.00. In the PSP 

factor, the age 18-25 had achieved an average of 3.00, age 26-33 averaged 3.32%, age 34-41 

averaged of 2.90%, age 42-49 an average of 3.30%, age 50-57 an average of 3.32% and age of 

58-65 an average of 3.36% out of 5.00. In the run chart below the differences are displayed.   

 

Figure 4-13. Differences between age basis groups 

 

In this chart where the results of the analyzed averages are presented in a visual view, differences 

are noticed between the age-divided groups in all factors. The most noticeable differences are 

observed in the RA, L, MIC, OC, PSP, MS and C factors. It is also noted that senior officials 

aged 58-65 have higher ratings and age 34-41 gave lower ratings. This age 34-41 had given low 

estimates especially to MS and PSP factors. It is worthy to mention that in the MS factor overall 

estimates are low in all ages included in the research.   
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Differences on function basis  

In the table in (APPENDIX 8), the estimates of the elite officials divided by official position in 

the municipality are presented. The functions of municipal officials are divided into political, 

managerial, civil servants, members of the political committee and members of the performance 

measurement commission. Based on that dataset, means are achieved and used to find out the 

differences. The achieved means are the following, at MIC factor, the group of political officials 

reached an average of 3.65%, the managerial group is at 3.94%, civil servants at 3.65%, political 

committee members at 3.49%, and members of the performance commission at 3.67% out of 

5.00.  At L factor, the political officials reached the average of 4.04%, the managerial group 

3.60%, the group of civil servants reached an the average of 3.47%, the political committee 

group at 3.38%  and the group of the members of the commission at 3.44% out of 5.00. At the 

MS factor, the group of political officials had reached an average at 3.34%, the managerial group 

at 3.26%, the group of civil servants at 3.18%, the group of committee members at 3.13%, and 

the group of members of the performance commission at 2.85% out of 5.00. At EIC factor, the 

political officials had scored an average of 3.73%, the managerial group 3.66%, the civil 

servant’s group 3.61%, the group of committee members 3.59% and the group of performance 

measurement commission 3.61% out of 5.00. At the communication factor, the political official 

group had reached an average of 4.00%, the managerial group 3.71, the civil servant’s group 

3.70, the group of the committee members 3.73% and the performance commission group 

3.63%. At the OC factor, the group of political officials reached an average of 4.08%, the 

managerial group 3.83, the civil servant’s group 3.68%, the political committee group 3.66%, 

and the performance commission group 3.63% out of 5.00. At the TVI factor, the group of 

political officials had reached an average of 3.72, the managerial group 3.48%, the civil servant’s 
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group 3.67%, the political committee group 3.47%, and the performance commission 3.54% out 

of 5.00. At the RA factor, the group of political officials had reached an average of 3.68, the 

managerial group 3.51, the civil servants 3.39, the political committee 3.49 and the performance 

commission 3.43 out of 5.00. At factor CI the group of political officials had reached an average 

of 3.91, the managerial group 3.64%, the civil servants 3.59%, the political committee 3.56% 

and the performance commission 3.65% out of 5.00. At PSP factor, the political official’s group 

had reached an average of 3.38%, the managerial group 3.33%, the civil servant’s group 3.26%, 

the policy committee 3.08%, and the performance commission 2.83% out of 5.00. The achieved 

results are presented graphically in the chart below.    

 

Figure 4-14. Differences between function basis groups 

In the chart, the differences are noted between the groups divided by the function they exercise 

in the municipality. Differences were observed in almost all of the factors involved in the 

instrument. The most noticeable differences are observed in the L, MS, PSP, OC and C factors. It 
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is noted that officials with political positions have higher ratings compared to other officials. It is 

also noted that the members of the performance measurement commission had the lowest ratings. 

The other three groups, managerial, civil servants and committee, had estimates that differ from 

the political group, as well as from the group that are members of the performance measurement 

commission, these three groups are somewhere in their midst, manifesting approximate estimates 

with each other.    

Differences on education level basis  

Below, results of One Way ANOVA analysis of the group divided by education level are 

presented. The achieved results are presented in the table which is located in the table 

(APPENDIX 8). This action aims to analyze whether the level of education affects the readiness 

of municipal officials to apply LSS standards. After performing the analytic action, at the MIC 

factor, the group of municipal officials with middle level of education had reached an average of 

3.98%, the bachelor level at 3.59%, master’s group had an average of 3.78% and Ph.D level 

3.62% out of 5.00. At L factor the middle level of education had reached an average of 3.92%, 

the bachelor level at 3.48%, the master’s level at 3.73% and Ph.D group had reached an average 

of 3.43% out of 5.00. At the MS factor, the middle level of education has had scored an average 

of 3.65%, bachelor level at 3.08%, master’s level at 3.21% and Ph.D at 2.66% out of 5.00. At 

EIC factor, the middle level of education had reached an average of 4.03%, bachelor level 

3.59%, master’s level 3.64% and Ph.D at 3.38% out of 5.00. At the communication factor the 

middle level of education had reached an average of 4.07%, the bachelor level 3.68, master’s 

level 3.79 and Ph.D at 3.66% out of 5.00.  At the OC factor, the middle level of education had 

scored an average of 4.12, bachelor level at 3.72%, master’s level at 3.80% and Ph.D at 3.87% 

out of 5.00. At the TVI factor, the middle level of education had reached an average of 4.05%, 
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bachelor level at 3.44%, master’s level at 3.68% and Ph.D at 3.72% out of 5.00. At the RA factor 

group with a middle level of education had reached an average of 3.75, bachelor level at 3.51, 

master’s level at 3.44% and Ph.D at 3.40 out of 5.00. At the CI factor, the group of the middle 

level of education had scored an average of 4.00%, bachelor level at 3.63%, master’s level at 

3.66% and Ph.D at 3.66% out of 5.00.  At the PSP factor, the group of the middle level of 

education had scored an average of 3.67%, bachelor level at 3.10%, master’s level at 3.25% and 

Ph.D at 2.70% out of 5.00. In the chart below, the differences between the groups are 

figuratively displayed.   

 

Figure 4-15. Differences between education level groups 

The analysis displayed in the chart explains that the ratings of officials divided by education 

level are low and there are differences noticed between groups. The most significant differences 

are observed in the MS, PSP, EIC, L, C and MIC factors. Also, moderate differences are noticed 
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in other factors such as OC, TVI and CI. The highest ratings are recorded in the middle-level 

level group, whereas the lower ratings are registered with officials with a Ph.D. level of 

education. Officials with bachelor and master’s level of education are between the two levels of 

secondary education and that of the Ph.D.  

Differences on years of experience basis 

Results of One Way ANOVA analysis of group divided by years of working experience are 

presented. The achieved results are presented in the table which is located in the (APPENDIX 8). 

This action aims to analyze whether the years of working experience affect the readiness of 

municipal officials to apply LSS standards. After performing the analytic operation, at the MIC 

factor, the group of municipal officials with years of experience from 1-10 reached an average of 

3.66%, the experienced group from 11-20 reached 3.72%, the group with experience from 21-30 

years had an average of 3.57% and the group with working experience from 31-40 reached an 

average of 4.05% out of 5.00. In the L factor, the group of municipal officials with years of 

experience from 1-10 had reached an average of 3.64, the experienced group from 11-20 years 

has reached 3.53%, the group with experience from 21-30 years had an average of 3.45% and the 

group with working experience from 31-40 reached an average of 4.02 out of 5.00. In the MS 

factor, the group of municipal officials with years of experience from 1-10 had reached an 

average of 3.16%, the experienced group from 11-20 years had reached 3.07%, the group with 

experience from 21-30 years had an average of 3.41 and the group with working experience from 

31-40 had reached an average of 3.77 out of 5.00. In the EIC factor, the group of municipal 

officials with years of experience from 1-10 had reached an average of 3.69%, the experienced 

group from 11-20 years had reached 3.51%, the group with experience from 21-30 years had an 

average of 3.64% and the group with working experience from 31-40 reached an average of 
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4.14% out of 5.00. In the C factor, the group of municipal officials with years of experience from 

1-10 had reached an average of 3.79%, the experienced group from 11-20 years had reached 

3.68%, the group with experience from 21-30 years had an average of 3.70% and the group with 

working experience from 31-40 had reached an average of 4.00 out of 5.00. In the L factor, the 

group of municipal officials with years of experience from 1-10 had reached an average of 

3.64%, the experienced group from 11-20 years had reached 3.53, the group with experience 

from 21-30 years had  an average of 3.45% and the group with working experience from 31-40 

reached an average of 4.02% out of 5.00. In the OC factor the group of municipal officials with 

years of experience from 1-10 had reached an average of 3.78%, the experienced group from 11-

20 years had reached 3.77%, the group with experience from 21-30 years had an average of 

3.72% and the group with working experience from 31-40 had reached an average of 4.13% out 

of 5.00. In the TVI factor, the group of municipal officials with years of experience from 1-10 

had reached an average of 3.61, the experienced group from 11-20 years had reached 3.52, the 

group with experience from 21-30 years had an average of 3.31% and the group with working 

experience from 31-40 reached an average of 4.22% out of 5.00. In the RA factor, the group of 

municipal officials with years of experience from 1-10 had reached an average of 3.50%, the 

experienced group from 11-20 years had reached 3.53, the group with experience from 21-30 

years had an average of 3.25% and the group with working experience from 31-40 reached an 

average of 3.68% out of 5.00. In the CI factor the group of municipal officials with years of 

experience from 1-10 had reached an average of 3.65%, the experienced group from 11-20 years 

had reached 3.70%, the group with experience from 21-30 years had an average of 3.62% and 

the group with working experience from 31-40 reached an average of 3.92% out of 5.00. In the 

PSP factor, the group of municipal officials with years of experience from 1-10 had reached an 
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average of 3.19%, the experienced group from 11-20 years had reached 3.11%, the group with 

experience from 21-30 years had an average of 3.41% and the group with working experience 

from 31-40 had reached the average of 3.77% out of 5.00. In the chart below the results are 

displayed.   

 

Figure 4-16. Differences between years of working experience groups 

 

Figure 4-16 shows that the differences between groups divided by years of working experience 

exist in all factors. By MS, PSP, TVI factors the differences are bigger. But even by the factors 

L, MIC, EIC, OC and CI differences are quite distinct. The group categorized with years of work 

experience from 31 to 40 had the highest ratings and the group categorized with years of work 

experience from 21 to 30 had mainly given lower ratings, especially in the TVI and RA factors.  
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4.7 CSF Ranking 

Factor ranking was done with the purpose to understand the difficulty to be implemented in the 

municipality. This is done by using Kendall’s W2 coefficient of concordance method.  

Table 4-18 

CSF Evaluation by Municipalities 

Nr CSF 
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1 
Management, Involvement and 
Commitment 

2 4 5 4 4 2 6 6 4 4 

2 Leadership 8 6 8 6 3 3 5 5 6 3 
3 Managerial Skills 9 10 9 7 9 9 9 9 9 9 

4 
Employee, Involvement and 
Commitment 

6 1 2 8 6 7 2 2 3 5 

5 Communication 4 3 3 1 2 1 4 4 2 8 
6 Organizational Culture 1 7 1 2 1 4 1 1 1 1 

7 
Transparency, Visibility and 
Information 

3 8 4 5 7 5 7 7 7 7 

8 Resource Allocation 7 9 7 10 8 8 8 8 8 6 
9 Continuous Improvement 5 5 6 3 5 6 3 3 5 2 

10 
Project Selection and 
Prioritization 

10 2 10 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 

 

The results presented in the table 4-18 have gone through a specific process. First, with the use 

of the averages of each CSF in each municipality performs analysis for each municipality 

separately. As a result, for each CSF, a value is produced and a ranking in the table is created. 

Then the data of each CSF in each municipality were applied to perform the ranking analysis 

between the municipalities. After the data analysis with the nonparametric test by applying the 

Legacy Dialog, all ten factors for each municipality are tested and the ranks that are presented in 
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the table 4-18 are achieved. Further, the rankings data in each municipality were again analyzed 

with Kendall Coefficient of Concordance W2 so that we now can understand the average of 

municipal consistency for each separate factor.  

Table 4-19 

CSF Ratings by Municipalities and Kendall’s W2 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Management Involvement and 

Commitment 
10 3.6000 1.50555 1.00 6.00 

Leadership 10 5.6000 2.06559 3.00 8.00 

Managerial Skills 10 8.9000 .73786 7.00 10.00 

Employees Involvement and 

Commitment 
10 4.6000 2.41293 1.00 8.00 

Communication 10 3.2000 2.04396 1.00 8.00 

Organizational Culture 10 2.1000 1.96921 1.00 7.00 

Transparency, Visibility and 

Information 
10 6.0000 1.63299 3.00 8.00 

Resource Allocation 10 7.6000 1.42984 5.00 10.00 

Continuous Improvement 10 4.3000 1.41814 2.00 6.00 

Project Selection and 

Prioritization 
10 9.1000 2.51440 2.00 

10.00 

 

 

Test Statistics 

N 10 

Kendall's Wa .629 

Chi-Square 56.618 

df 9 

Asymp. Sig. .000 

a. Kendall's Coefficient of 

Concordance 

In the Table 4-19, the achieved results for CSF ranking regarding 10 municipalities that are part 

of the analysis are presented.  Under mean column, the averages scored are displayed in the 

range from the lowest value of 2.1000 for OC factor and the highest value of 9.100 for PSP 

factor. The lowest value indicates less difficulty in applying LSS and high concordance among 



196 

 

municipalities while 9.1000 indicates that this factor is more difficult to be applied by the 

municipalities and there is high accordance among municipalities for that estimation. 

Municipality concordance for these ranks is considerably high and is confirmed by the value of 

the Kendall Wa coefficient (.629) which is confirmed by Sig. (.000). By processing the table 

according to the values of the concordance averages, the final order of the CSF is achieved. The 

Table 4-20 shows the level of readiness from less to more challenging CSF.    

Table 4-20 

CSF Final Ranking According to the Level of Readiness 

Nr CSF  Mean Rank 

1 Organizational Culture 2.10  

2 Communication  3.20 

3 Management Involvement and Commitment  3.60 

4 Continuous Improvement  4.30 

5 Employees Involvement and Commitment  4.60 

6 Leadership 5.60 

7 Transparency, Visibility and Information 6.00 

8 Resource Allocation 7.60 

9 Managerial Skills 8.90 

10 Project Selection and Prioritization 9.10 

 

4.8 Readiness Challenges  

This section explains the qualitative findings that are collected through informal interviews 

conducted during the interview with municipal officials. This information has been collected by 

the author who kept notes when completing the questionnaires with the officials involved in the 

research. In all 230 cases, while completing the questionnaire, the process was accompanied by 

voluntary comments about the indicators included in the questionnaire. Interviewed officials 

provided additional thoughts on the questions asked to make it clear why they were giving that 

assessment. Interestingly, the purpose of keeping notes was to document the reaction of officials 
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to the current level of quality of processes, behaviors, equipment, spaces, techniques and 

working conditions in the municipality. With this interviewing technique, the author understood 

the reasons for each assessment given by the officials. As stated in the previous chapter, 

permission to keep anonymous notes from each officer was requested and, after completing the 

questionnaire, their approval for the use in the project was also required. Furthermore, the 

discussion for each CSF was developed ranking them in the order when selected and validated.  

4.8.1 Management Involvement and Commitment Readiness Challenges  

In order to understand the readiness level and challenges of MIC factor performance, four 

indicators were used. Respondents were asked to give an additional answer on their assessment 

whether managers apply standardized templates to perform office operations and models for 

measuring officer’s performance as suggested by Tregear (2014), when he stated “process 

standardization means the development of a standard or best-practice process to be used as a 

template for all instances of the process throughout the organization”. The respondents were asked 

to answer if managers perform gemba walk in the offices of subordinate officials as Womack 

(2011), suggests when saying that the “gemba walk or go see activity allows leaders and team 

members to directly observe the work as it is performed”. This activity is important because it 

provides insight into inefficiencies that cause the employee to work around processes in order to 

accomplish their tasks (Lewis & Wescott, 2017). They were also asked to respond if managers 

have methods to encourage officials to be more innovative and efficient in carrying out their duties 

and to be in line with statement of Sørensen & Torfing (2016), who had said “exchanges among 

actors with different experiences, perspectives, opinions, ideas, and resources tend to challenge 

conventional wisdom and inspire the creation of something new”. For this CSFs, estimates with 

an average of about 3.69 out of 5.0 are achieved, which means that this average is not consistent 
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with the LSS philosophy. The most frequent additional responses provided by the interviewed 

officials are:  

 The sector managers, usually are not able to manipulate computer applications, they do not 

manage at the best manner the Office Electronic Applications.  

 There is a lack of creative ability and largely lack the will to learn more. 

 Managers usually feel superior, they like to give orders and wait for their work to be done by 

officials rather than exercising their capabilities.  

 They are not at an acceptable level to search the Internet sources for new work techniques. 

 They are not focused on work and have no ambition to achieve success in the office. 

4.8.2 Leadership Readiness Challenges  

To evaluate the readiness level and the challenges of leadership factor, five indicators were used 

which aim to understand how collaborative department directors are with their peers and 

subordinates, how good they are motivating them to share their plans and experiences, how much 

they are engaged in protecting the rights of employees, what ideas they bring to solve the problems 

and how they take the decisions. Department leaders themselves and municipal officials were 

asked to answer if the leader’s behaviors in the municipality are effective as suggested by Hoch 

(2013), who had confirmed that leaders’ behavior impacts their teams’ structure, working process, 

and effectiveness. They were asked to answer if leaders in the municipality are in line with the 

conclusion that when team members have sufficient trust in their leaders, they are more willing to 

follow ethical procedures and take risks (Hoyt, Price & Poatsy, 2013) or if team leaders are 

supported by team members, and if they obtain the maximum utility by sharing leadership among 

team members (as cited in Choi, Kim & Kang, 2017). They were asked to answer if in their 
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municipality where they work their leaders have an individual consideration as is suggested by 

Braun, et al., (2013) who stated that to be more effective in goal achievement, leaders’ should treat 

their employees as individuals, rather than simply group members, and identify the different needs, 

abilities, and aspirations of those individuals. On this, the CSF reached an average of 3.60 out of 

5.0 which is not in line with the standards of the LSS philosophy. The most critical remarks that 

are given by the officials are:  

 Directors do not have an equal approach to all subordinates, sometimes they commit 

discrimination.  

 Problem-solving models are influenced by politics and personal interest. 

 Directors do not share their plans in time and often communicate them inappropriately and 

unobtrusively.  

 In many cases, directors have no power to protect workers' rights due to other defects in the 

system and political influences. 

 Directors make decisions in accordance with the political objectives of the governing party. 

4.8.3 Managerial Skills Readiness Challenges  

Training is a planned effort of the company to create suitable conditions for acquiring the necessary 

work competencies as stated by (Cocuľová, 2017), therefore municipalities must show more 

dedication and invest more in their officials to gain new skills. In order to understand the readiness 

level and challenges of the MS factor which is the purpose of this study, it was required to 

understand whether municipal employees are been trained and whether they are trained regardless 

of their official level. To understand this, some questions are asked which makes one  able to 

understand if in their municipality employees are considered responsible for the quality of the 
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products and services, if they are trained to use available data to make a decision, including training 

in advanced e-government services and statistical process control techniques as suggested by 

Casalino (2014), and if these training are considered a very important issue for every one and if 

training are planned very carefully as suggested by Armstrong (2010). From municipal officials is 

also asked to understand if a job-relevant training program that meets trainee needs and needs to 

be learned is implemented as suggested by Bell et al., (2017). Considering that training should also 

be based on employee capacities because, as noted in Zwick's (2015) survey, where older 

employees are less willing to attend training than young people, it was asked to give answers in 

this regard too. It was asked to understand if employees avoid training and why because as argued 

by Zwick (2015), old people have more tendencies to do that and the reasons why old people avoid 

training are supposed to be their difficulty in learning new things, the financial benefits are lower 

than for young people, and they may have difficulty adapting prolonged schedules and fleeing 

from their routines. In this study, MS factor reached an average of 3.16 out of 5.0 at the country 

level. The reasons for this average, according to officials are:  

 In many municipalities, there are no training plans for employees.  

 Many municipalities do not allocate financial resources for training, they but are well-suited 

to training that comes as donations from foreign organizations.  

 Not all workers are willing to attend training. 

 Many times it happens that participants are not regular followers in the training.  

 Many participants attending the training are interested only in the diploma. 

 It often happens that trainers are not really experts. 

 There is no motivation for training because what is learned in training mostly is not being 

applied in the office. 
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4.8.4 Employee Involvement and Commitment Readiness Challenges  

EIC factor readiness level and challenges were assessed with an appliance of three indicators. 

Questions were asked if employees gather and discuss issues that arise during work, if employees 

use self-assessment methods, and if they are sensitive and supportive of employees who need 

support. These questions were asked in order to understand if they agree with the statement that 

employees commitment to the organisation is an important issue because it may be used to predict 

employee’s performance, absenteeism and other behaviors as concluded by Owoyemi et al., 

(2011). Also they were asked to respond if in their municipality respects the role and importance 

of contact and interactivity of employees within the organization as concluded by Murenin, 

Novikova & Volkov (2017) where after analysing the communication, they stated that single 

contacts, multiple contacts, inter-departmental, non formal and intra-departmental meetings are 

interactions that have an important impact in organisations’ performance. They concluded that 

employees need to find ways to meet and discuss common problems in the organisation and work 

together to eliminate eventual defects. The EIC factor reached an average rating of 3.64 out of 5.0. 

The reasons for this non-ideal assessment according to respondents are: 

 Joint meetings to talk about work problems are considered not important. 

 Joint meetings are not organized in a correct way, employees fear that their critical statements 

may be misconstrued. 

 There are many lazy employees who do not want to work and are not prepared to help anybody. 

 Self-assessment is not part of the working culture. 

4.8.5 Communication Readiness Challenges  
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Communication is a very important factor, according to officials interviewed but despite this, this 

factor is estimated at an average of 3.76 out of 5.0. Two indicators were used to measure the 

readiness level for C factor; first, if the municipality applies an official communication strategy as 

suggested by Luoma-aho, Olkkonen & Lähteenmäki (2013), that agree with the fact that managing 

stakeholder expectations with the appropriate communication strategies and understanding 

stakeholders’ needs are becoming central for public sector organizations organisations. Secondly, 

they were asked if the municipality has a communication system in which all municipal employees 

implement a good communication between all stakeholders so to verify the conclusion of Dawes 

& Pardo (n.d.), who said that good communication practices by using proper tools and techniques 

ensure that all stakeholders are continuously and adequately informed about project goals and 

progress. Noting that respondent’s evaluations are low in this regard it has been consistently asked 

to understand why that assessment was given. The reasons why the quality of communication is 

on this non at ideal average, according to respondents the reasons are:  

 Most municipalities do not have any communication strategies and they consider it 

unnecessary because it is suspected that they will not be implemented. 

 Municipalities that have a communication strategy show that it is not implemented. 

 Leadership does not prioritise the advancement and perfection of communication. 

 Installed communication equipment is not used by senior officials because they have no skills 

and some officials who disregard official principles. Thus, the communication chain is 

defective and the commitment of those who use contemporary devices is diminished.  

4.8.6 Organizational Culture Readiness Challenges  
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The OC factor readiness level is estimated at an average of 3.79 out of 5.0. This assessment is not 

in line with the standard of the LSS philosophy. Four indicators were used which made us able to 

understand the reasons why there are obstacles to higher readiness level. The first indicator is the 

key role of leadership in influencing the employee experience of inclusion, if they deliver equal 

treatment to all employees as it argued by Li et al., (2013), that leaders must exhibit ethical 

behaviour in order to set high moral standards and foster followers' ethical conduct (as cited in 

Chen & Hou, 2016). Secondly, it is required to measure fairness, trust and respect among 

employees as it is argued by Rosenberg (2003), that respectful engagement is developed by 

recognizing another person, understanding and appreciating them, listening, attending to needs, 

emphasizing another’s good qualities, and making requests not demands (as cited in Carmeli, 

Dutton & Hardin, 2015). Thirdly it is required to understand how correctly the flow of processes 

is built, if processes are correct and transparent as suggested by Davenport (2014), if they have a 

formal structure where the beginning, intermediate steps and the end of the process is visual, if it 

is clarified who is the end customer if it is well performed and if there are improvements needed. 

And fourth it is required to understand how much the code of ethics is applied by the municipal 

employees. If employees distinguish and respect actions such as right, wrong or permissive, 

consequences such as good, bad or indifferent, characters such as virtuous or vicious and motives 

such as goodwill, evil will as Pojman (1990), had described the areas of ethics (as cited in Osibanjo 

et al., 2015). The reasons for such an assessment according to the interviewed officials are:  

 Leadership is politically influenced and usually keeps closer to those belonging to the same 

political party. 

 Some Leaders prefer to keep close easily obedient persons. 

 Among officials, there is jealousy, especially among those who have career ambitions. 
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 Faith and fairness are influenced by age and careers; there is a conflict of generations. 

 Lack of equality is very clear on a gender basis, women exercise less important posts. 

 The service delivery process runs through several offices, and the offices involved in the 

process are located in different facilities, often even miles apart. 

 The code of ethics is not respected by everyone, especially those who are socially close to the 

leadership and unfairly benefit from this situation. 

4.8.7 Transparency, Visibility and Information Readiness Challenges  

In order to understand the readiness level and challenges of the TVI factor, three key indicators 

have been used and measured. In order to understand the reasons why this factor is estimated by a 

low average of only 3.58 out of 5.0, having in consideration the fact that as stated by Anitha (2014), 

organizational policies, procedures, structures and systems decide the extent to which employees 

are engaged in an organization, respondents were asked to respond if the procedures and 

instructions of the work position are in place, clear and simple. If digital means were being used 

to improve their flow and process visually as suggested by Di Ciccio, Marrella & Russo (2014), 

referring to the Process System Management which is considered an appropriate mechanism to 

support processes in three dimensions such as control-flow perspective, tasks and the relationships 

between parties involved in the process. These initiatives seem to be very necessary for this digital 

age as suggested by Wang & Feeny (2014), who stated that local governments often pursue e-

government initiatives with the hopes of improving the delivery of public services and increasing 

organizational efficiencies. Like other factors so far, also TVI factor is not in line with the LSS 

philosophy standard and the reasons for this are: 
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 In some municipalities, it is said that there is no specific sector for monitoring and correcting 

processes and consequently there is no one to draw up instructions and distribute them. 

 In some municipalities, it is said that there is no sector for monitoring and correcting processes, 

as a result, no one deals with designing and drawing the flow of processes. 

 In some municipalities, it is said that there is not enough IT personnel and there is no leadership 

support for a proper electronic system that would enable overall visibility. 

 In some cases, it is said that directors do not recognise the importance of the electronic 

information system and therefore do not prioritise it.  

4.8.8 Resource Allocation Readiness Challenges  

Each activity along the supply chain requires particular resources and capabilities to accomplish 

the task and contribute to a competitive advantage (Hitt, Xu & Carnes, 2016).  Even though the 

allocation of resources is very important, in a quantitative analysis this factor is estimated at an 

average of 3.5 out of 5.0 indicating that it is not in line with standards based on the LSS philosophy. 

Five indicators were used to measure the municipal readiness level and challenges toward RA 

factor and to understand the causes that challenge the readiness. The indicators are focused on 

allocating resources to human resources, supplying technological equipment, maintaining 

workspace, building and maintaining standardised electronic systems, and engaging experts on 

specific projects. With these questions, it is intended to understand if leadership in the municipality 

is considering human resources as the most important resource as is stated by Powell & Snellman 

(2004). Whether municipality leaders consider technical equipment’s and technical knowledge as 

valuable resource that facilitates product/service innovations as argued by Hitt, Xu & Carnes 

(2016). If the municipal leaders are aware that the work environment was found to be one of the 

significant factors that determine the engagement level of an employee and training and career 
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development is another important dimension which is to be considered in the process of engaging 

employees since it helps the employees to concentrate on a focused work dimension (Anitha, 

2014). They were asked if they and their leaders are convinced on the role of the experts and if 

they engage experts for specific issues since experts are considered to be individuals who possess 

specific knowledge and have received specific training, theoretically they are considered to be 

neutral players in providing requested information (Van Ast & Gerrits, 2016). The reasons for a 

low rating, according to respondents are:  

 Employee training is not a priority for the leadership; capital investments are much more 

prioritised.  

 In some municipalities there is no confidence in the quality of training offered; it is considered 

wasting time and money. 

 Small financial capacities limit some municipalities to supply new technological equipment 

and invest in improving the working environment. 

 For standardised systems, for their licenses and system maintenance should be paid, some 

municipalities have small financial incomes and do not have the financial capacity for such a 

thing.   

4.8.9 Continuous Improvement Readiness Challenges  

To measure the readiness level and challenges of the CI factor and to understand the causes that 

have affected the low achieved readiness level, three indicators were used. This factor had reached 

an average of 3.67 out of 5.0 which is not consistent with the LSS philosophy. The used indicators 

relate to the immediate identification of defects, response patterns and the permanent monitoring 

of systems in order to prevent defects. While conducting the survey, respondents were asked to 
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give their assessment if they use any specific instrument to identify the causes of defects as LSS 

does (Antony, 2006) and if municipalities have in place any monitoring system which will 

contribute to avoid a problem or to respond toward a problem that is happening as recommended 

by Hyland et al. (2015), a system that includes an operations centre, and a number of monitoring 

devices in communication with the operations centre. The reasons for this low level of average, 

according to respondents are:  

 Problems occurring with service delivery are not identified because most employees are not 

sufficiently professionally prepared for that. 

 Employees are negligent, lack of sense of responsibility and do not act if the system is 

defective. 

 Cross-sectional communication does not works at best, this makes difficult to understand the 

defect and the cause of the defect quickly. 

 There are no work plans to systematically control processes and systems; everything remains 

on the self-initiative of supervisors, while self-initiative is not on the desired level. 

 

 

4.8.10 Project Selection and Prioritization Readiness Challenges  

Five indicators were used to understand the PSP factor readiness level and challenges. Following 

the responses of the interviewed officials, there are some serious reasons why this factor reaches 

a low average of 3.19 out of 5.0 which is not consistent with the LSS philosophy. With indicators 

used, it is intended to explore whether municipalities use correct criteria for project selection and 

prioritisation, if the projects are in line with the development strategy, if cost/benefit analysis is 
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carried out, if an automated electronic system is used to select the most useful projects and if the 

selection and prioritisation of projects is based on the municipality database. In other words if they 

act as suggested by Behrens & Hawranek (1991), that process for project selection and 

prioritisation shall go through four phases like identification of investment opportunities,  analysis 

of project alternatives and preliminary project selection (pre-feasibility study), project preparation 

(feasibility study), and project appraisal and investment decisions (as cited in Cheng & Cheng, 

2005). According to respondents involved in the research, the causes for the low readiness level 

are:  

 Criteria for project selection and prioritization depend on the Mayor's political programs. 

 Not always are the projects in line with the municipal development strategy because the mayors 

are influenced by the communities and businesses that have supported the elections. 

 There are many projects that are carried out without prior cost/benefit analysis and the reason 

is that such an analysis should be carried out by experts in the municipality, who are missing.  

 In no municipality is an automated electronic platform for project selection and prioritisation 

installed. Currently, an automated procurement system is being installed, which is managed by 

the central government.  

 In some municipalities, they complained that there is no integrated database of natural and 

developmental capacities and there is no developmental orientation program. Something in this 

field has started this year with financial and professional support from European and American 

states.  
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5 Chapter five: Discussion  

The purpose of this study was to measure the readiness of Kosovo municipalities to apply the 

principles of the LSS in their administration. To measure the readiness of municipalities and to 

understand the level of readiness, a specific process has been followed and several specific 

procedures have been implemented. Initially, the literature had been reviewed and the theoretical 

framework of the study was built. Then a systematic review of the literature was followed to 
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identify the most appropriate CSFs and the most useful indicators to carry out the research. With 

the use of CSFs and indicators, the measuring readiness instrument was designed. By applying 

the Delphi method and with the use of statistical methods as Chronbach’s Alpha and Kendall’s 

Coefficient of Concordance W2, appropriate CSFs have been validated and a measuring 

instrument was built. By conducting a preliminary survey, the instrument was tested and 

validated. With the use of the readiness measuring instrument, a large survey was conducted in 

the municipalities of Kosovo and 230 selected elite officials were interviewed. The collected data 

have been analysed quantitatively and qualitatively and have yielded useful results for the study. 

Measuring municipal readiness to apply LSS had been made in several directions, by comparing 

them between municipalities and between officials divided in gender, age, function, education, 

and experience categories. The CSF ranking according to the level of readiness was achieved. 

Articulated explanations regarding the variations and differences that have been observed during 

the performed analysis are provided below.    

5.1 Articulation of selected CSFs  

According to Coronado and Antony (2002), CSFs are the essential ingredients required for the 

success of Lean Six Sigma projects in an organisation. That is why the first research question is 

focused on identifying and selecting the most CSFs that match the nature of work in state 

organisations, namely in the municipality. Research has highlighted ten useful CSFs as 

management involvement and commitment, leadership, managerial skills, communication, 

organisational culture transparency, visibility and information, resource allocation, continuous 

improvement, project selection and prioritisation as the most important and best suited to apply 

in local government.  
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These CSFs are appropriate because they enable the improvement of local governance at all 

levels of government and in all processes that create value for citizens. With their full 

application, it will be more democratic, adequate tools that accelerate processes, more 

understanding among colleagues, and more visibility in the process flow, prevention of process 

defects, fair resource allocation and right decision-making based on consistent and accurate data.  

The results of the study confirm the fact that currently none of the CSFs that are part of this 

project are applied in accordance with LSS standards by the municipalities in Kosovo. In chapter 

four, the results of municipal readiness to apply LSS standards to local government are provided. 

According to the results, in no municipalities did the CSF reach an average of 5.0 which would 

mean that municipalities are fully compliant with LSS standard. Nevertheless, it can be seen that 

no municipality and no CSF reaches neither the average of 4.0 which would mean "very good" 

or approximate to LSS standard. The average analysis shows that the smallest average is scored 

by managerial skill factor with an average of 3.16 out of 5.0 while the highest average was 

achieved at project selection and prioritisation factor 3.74 out of 5.0. According to the results, it 

can be concluded that all averages for all CSFs are above 3.0 which falls within the "Minimum 

Accepted Level". 

The results in all municipalities make us to understand that the three major municipalities such as 

Prishtina / Pristina, Prizren and Peja / Pec have lower readiness than other municipalities, or 

saying it in another way, the CSFs are applied at lower quality than in other municipalities, but it 

is also true, neither other municipalities do not reach the LSS standard. According to the results 

that were achieved in chapter four, the graph shows that the variations of the municipalities are 

quite similar, so the municipalities have approximate opinions regarding the CSF assessment but 

they still differ from one and another.  
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5.2 Articulation of readiness level  

In this section, the level of readiness for each CSF is explained. With a moderate consensus .629 

Kendall’s W2 the results show that the most challenging CSF to be applied in Kosovo 

municipalities are project selection and prioritisation, managerial skills and resource allocation 

factors, while something less challenging are organizational culture, communication, 

management involvement and commitment factors. Other CSFs like continuous improvement, 

employees’ involvement and commitment, leadership and transparency, visibility and 

information are in the middle of the list. The project selection and prioritisation factor are the 

most challenging one, having received an average rating of only 3.19 that is at the limits of being 

the minimum acceptable level. Even among the groups involved, there are differences in ratings 

but there is no highlighted group. Considering this critical situation regarding the project 

selection and prioritisation factor, and in order to be in line with LSS standard, municipalities 

should act in accordance with the municipal development strategy, apply sovereign criteria to 

select projects, projects should be planned in accordance with legal acts, based on databases and 

preliminary research, and of course, municipalities should be transparent in processing and 

procedures. Managerial skill factor is the second most challenging factor which in fact is a very 

important factor for the proper functioning of the municipality. Managerial skill factor scores the 

average of only 3.16. It is almost the minimum acceptable value. And there is a high degree of 

agreement between municipalities in this regard. There are assessment differences between the 

groups for this factor, but the most optimistic assessment reaches only 3, 57 by the age group 

that means not in line with LSS standard. To be in line with LSS standard, municipalities should 

care for more employees training in all areas, they should increase their skills in information 

technology, communication, leadership, project management and implementation, in reviewing 
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legal acts. Increasing employee skills in the level of LSS standard accelerates processes and 

provides high-quality administrative services. The resource allocation factor has proven to be 

very challenging to be applied in the municipality, having scored an only average of 3.50. 

Differences have been noted between the groups, but nevertheless, the most optimistic 

assessment remains low in any case. To be in line with LSS standard, municipalities should be 

encouraged to respect the demands and needs of all sectors, to locate equally as needed financing 

tools for project implementation, support employee training, better working condition and 

modern office equipment. The transparency, visibility and information factor had reached a low 

average of 3.58 and is considered challenging to be applied according to LSS principles. 

Estimates between the groups involved in the study for the readiness to apply this factor exist but 

nevertheless the most optimists have still given a low rating, this means that this factor is not in 

line with LSS standard. To be in line with LSS standard, municipalities should undertake 

measures for more visible systems that enable everyone to follow the processes, to design plans 

and sketches for each process, not only to install but to apply electronic information exchange 

systems. The leadership factor is considered as one of the main factors in each enterprise, public 

or private, but in this study, this factor has reached a low average value of readiness, only 3.60 

and is ranked fifth as challenging factor. There are pronounced differences in age groups 

regarding the leadership factor, the most optimistic estimation is 3.57 which means is low and 

not in line with LSS standard. To be in line with LSS standard, municipalities need to take 

measures for more willingness to cooperate and exchange with managerial and operational 

levels, and leaders should improve their behaviour in accordance with democratic norms and 

take criteria-based decisions. The employees’ involvement and commitment factor are ranked 

fifth and has a high consensus in this regard. It is not in line with the LSS principles, since it 
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captured an average rating of 3.64. The differences between the groups on the level of readiness 

were also confirmed. In order to be in line with LSS standard, municipalities should build 

systems for all inclusion in decision-making, educate and motivate employees for more 

understanding and support for each other and they should be self-monitoring in the performance 

of certain tasks. For the continuous improvement factor, there is a high consensus among the 

municipalities to rank it in the fourth position. This factor is not compliant with the LSS 

principles, as it had an average of only 3.67. There are differences between the groups included 

in the study but none of the groups has scored at the level according to the LSS standard. In order 

to be in line with LSS standard, municipalities should be committed to building systems to 

quickly identify defects in their processes and eliminate them immediately, and to build warning 

systems to prevent defects. For the management involvement and commitment factor, there is a 

high level of consensus among the municipalities to rank it as third. Estimates show that there 

are differences between groups involved in the study regarding the readiness to be applied by the 

municipalities. The averages show that this CSF is not in accordance with the LSS principles, it 

scores only at 3.69. To be in line with LSS standard, sector managers should be able to prepare 

and build templates for standardisation of operations; managers should apply employee 

monitoring techniques and be good partners with others, and find ways to motivate employees 

for more quality in performing their duties. On the communication factor, there is a high 

consensus among the municipalities to rank it as the second most valued factor. Neither this CSF 

is consistent with the ideal principles of LSS, it captures an average value of 3.76 that is lower 

than the first factor with the difference of .00304 and better than the last CSF with the difference 

of .05618. The one sample t-test analysis shows that there are differences between groups in how 

they see the level of readiness. To be in line with LSS stanadard, municipalities should be 
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committed to building innovative communication strategies and taking care for correct 

implementation. Organisational culture as the most acceptable factor from other factors is also 

not in line with the LSS principles. This CSF captures an average value of 3.79 and differs by 

0.5922 with project selection and prioritisation factor which is the lower estimated CSF with an 

average of 3.1991. Hence, based on the articulation above, differences between groups about 

how they see the level of readiness are proven to exist and even the most optimistic ones have 

not reached the score at the level of LSS standard. As well as proven that to be in line with LSS 

standard, municipalities should be committed to progress in building trust and fairness among 

employees and management hierarchy and should advance in the way they manage the problems 

when they appear in the municipality.  

5.3 Articulation of differences between municipalities and groups  

According to the findings of the research, it is confirmed that in all cases, differences are evident 

between municipalities and between groups involved in the research. Based on the findings, it 

turns out that the larger municipalities are less ready. Elite officials of large municipalities give 

lower estimates of readiness compared to those of smaller municipalities. The reason why they 

have such an opinion is the higher intensity and higher dynamics that is happening in the bigger 

local government administrations. Elite officials in larger municipalities are more committed 

because in those cities the number of citizens is bigger and consequently the number of 

organisations, businesses and problems are bigger. This makes them to be more experienced and 

to have a better knowledge of municipal administration operations and needs. They are aware of 

how a perfect local government administration should be and accept the fact that municipalities, 

where they work, are not in accordance with that perfection and the standards suggested by LSS. 
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The differences between the municipalities that are part of this study are not very large but they 

exist and are noticed between the biggest and the small municipalities. Generally speaking, in 

large municipalities compared to small municipalities, lower ratings have been recorded for all 

factors, but the most pronounced ones are recorded in the managerial skill factor, project 

selection and prioritisation factor, leadership factor and management involvement and 

commitment factor. In the larger municipalities, there is more dissatisfaction with the quality of 

sectorial communication so they are convinced that the assets and the budget are not fairly 

allocated and consequently officials are not satisfied with the resource allocation factor.  While 

small municipalities have fewer staff and operate in a more compact space, communication is, 

therefore, better between departments and sectors. Municipality resources in small municipalities 

are not big and therefore officials are more flexible for eventual errors that occur during the 

resources allocation. However, even in small municipalities, there is the conviction among elite 

officials that administrative quality is not in line with LSS standards for any of the treated CSF. 

Differences are also observed in the average results as well as in the multiple comparison 

analysis. According to these results, for the management involvement and commitment factor 

more pronounced differences are among the managerial subgroup and others, between the ages 

of 58/65 subgroup and the others, and middle education versus others with high academic 

education level. In leadership factor differences are noted between the political subgroup and 

other subgroups, 58/65 aged subgroup differs from other subgroups and the higher education 

subgroup differs from others. In the managerial skill factor, differences were noted between the 

commission subgroup and others, the age group 34/41 from the others and middle education 

level from others. In the employees, involvement and commitment factor differences are 

observed between age subgroup of 58/65 and others, by middle education level officials to others 
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and between groups based on work experience where were 1-10 and those 31- 40 years of 

working experience. At communication factor, the differences are marked between politically-

basis officials and others and between middle-level of education with high education level. At 

organisational culture, factor differences were noted between political function and others, senior 

age subgroup of 58/65 and others, as well between middle-level of education and others. At 

transparency, visibility and information factor , differences were observed in the education level 

group and in the group of work experience. Officials with a higher-level of education differ from 

others while the subgroup group of officials with years of working experience 31-40 differs in 

evaluations with others. In resource allocation factor, differences are noted in function-based and 

age-grouping groups. The assessments of the political based subgroup are different from other 

subgroups, while age-based groups differ in the ratings by officials aged 58/65. In continuous 

improvement factor, differences are noted in function-based and education-based groups. 

Officials with a political function differ from others in assessments and officials with a higher 

education level differ with others in their assessments. In project selection and prioritisation 

factor differences are noted in function - based, age - and education - based groups. Officials that 

belong to performance commission differ in their assessments, 34/41 age officials differ with 

others in assessments and middle-education level officials differ from others in assessments. 

Hence, referring to the findings mentioned so far, this observation tells us that the municipal elite 

officials have different opinions about the level of readiness of the municipality in relation to the 

LSS standards and their estimates vary depending on age, function, level of education or years of 

work experience.   
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6 Chapter Six: Limitations, Implications, Recommendation and Conclusions  

6.1 Limitations  

This study has made it possible to understand the quality level of the administration services in the 

Kosovo municipalities, it is confirmed the fact that the operation of the municipal administration 

is not in line with the LSS standards. Although in this study are included almost the central 

municipalities of Kosovo, selected by region and divided according to their size, still out of the 38, 
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only 18 municipalities were included in the study. It should be noted that this study has measured 

the administrative services in the municipality but not the specific independent municipal 

institutions that are founded by the municipalities which also deliver important services to the 

citizens.  

There are also many other areas where there is a chance to extend this study. From the literature 

review, and also from the general knowledge, it is known that the municipalities have shares in 

local public enterprises which offer very important services for the citizens. Municipalities manage 

with other institutions such as schools, ambulances, cultural institutions, sports, environmental 

maintenance companies, water supply, waste management, water channels, transportations etc.  

All these companies have their own administration and go through the same administrative 

processes as the municipal administration. If these institutions were to be explored, a more 

comprehensive reflection on local governance and the quality of services to citizens would be 

created. 

Also, this study has made it possible understanding that the functioning of the administration is 

not in line with the LSS standards but has not enlightened the administrative philosophy that the 

municipalities of Kosovo follow. The research has not been able to achieve understanding the 

name of the administrative model currently used which should provide quality administrative 

services for citizens. It is not possible to understand what tools, techniques and methods are 

applied by municipal officials in order to be in line with total management quality standards.     

6.2 Research Implications  

Research findings show that Kosovo municipalities are not ready to apply the LSS philosophy to 

their administration. The low readiness of municipalities in relation to LSS philosophy is 

manifested in all ten CSFs that are part of the readiness measuring instrument. According to 
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respondents involved in the research, these factors are implemented at a minimum acceptable 

level by all municipalities and therefore the quality of public administration is not at the 

optimum level as recommended by LSS philosophy.  

But, based on the research analysis, one thing is clear, municipalities have understood the 

importance of the CSFs. The readiness measurement tool proposed in this study offers critical 

factors that enable the quality of municipal administration to be improved, and elite municipal 

officials have accepted this.  

Respecting and implementing correctly the CSFs that are selected in this research and which are 

part of the measuring instrument is crucial to improving the quality of public administration of 

municipalities in Kosovo.  

LSS based involvement and commitment of leadership and management in the municipal 

administration enables change of working culture and increased integrity at work.  By changing 

the culture at work, the way of allocating resources will be improved based on fair and equal 

principles, correct methods and criteria for selecting and prioritising projects will be used.  

Increasing the integrity of the municipal administration will strengthen the commitment of 

employees to work correctly, to attend training which lifelong learning is. Workers will 

qualitatively perform the assigned duties. By attending the necessary training will increase 

knowledge and skills on the use of tools and techniques recommended by LSS and municipal 

administrative services will be refined. Communication will improve among officials and in 

relation to citizens, transparency will increase and confidence among all parties will increase. 

With the continuous improvement of administrative services, quick and quality services will be 
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delivered, which will bring satisfaction to citizens, which is actually the mission of local 

government.  

Hence, to achieve these factors excellently, an awareness session should be conducted. 

Municipal leaders, managers and all employees should be focused on adopting the CSFs for 

improving administrative services.   

Put explicitly, with the application of LSS philosophy, Kosovo municipalities will be able to 

improve the quality of administrative services. Leadership and management will be cautious in 

relation to employees, demonstrate high professionalism, human courtesy and reward the most 

diligent ones in order to preserve confidence and increase motivation among all employees in the 

municipality. If that happens, the municipality will increase the human and technical skills and 

consequently will achieve the intended quality of administration services in accordance with the 

LSS philosophy. Municipalities will be cautious and correct in allocating funds appropriately for 

the municipal sectors and municipal projects. The fair allocation of financial, material and 

human resources according to the LSS philosophy directly affects the correct acquisition of 

decisions, the correct selection and prioritisation of projects, the improvement of working 

conditions, the provision of modern technological equipment that facilitates the realisation of 

operations and processes in administration.  

Applying the lean six sigma philosophy raises the culture of work in the municipality, employees 

will communicate faster, more accurately between themselves and the public. Processes will be 

more visible and faster by applying tools and mechanisms that increase the visibility of process 

flow. When processes are made transparent, employees will find it easier to follow them and this 

will enable avoidance of defects, avoidance of prejudices and consequently preserves harmony 

and satisfaction at work. When processes pass through electronic systems, the flow of processes 
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will improve; for the employees, it will be easier to find the necessary data to review documents 

or to draft reports. Citizens will get quick answers in their demands and will quickly resolve their 

problems with the administration where the citizens’ satisfaction will increase towards local 

government.  

However, to achieve this progress is not easy at all; the implementation of the LSS philosophy 

has its obstructive implications. The study suggests four concrete obstructive implications that 

the municipalities will face if they decide to apply the LSS philosophy such as understanding of 

political power, resistance to change of organisational infrastructure, resistance to change of the 

organisational culture, the cost of adaptation and education.  

The Ministry of Local Government is responsible for installing new administrative policies in 

municipalities. Installing a new methodology in the municipality may be followed by political 

reactions, reactions of citizens and it is likely that there will be reactions from the executive 

bodies everywhere. This usually happens because always when the changes occur there are the 

parties who doubt whether it is worth spending on or not. Leadership should provide financial 

resources that will be spent on creating the LSS methodology adapting strategy. To successfully 

accomplish such a mission, government has to identify and engage professional institutions and 

academies that provide these services. The engagement of the appropriate experts who are able 

to identify the situation, draw up the action plan, implement the plan has cost and takes a 

relatively long time. Secondly, when the project implementation for the LSS philosophy 

installation starts, there will be confusion in all levels because training are performed with 

different working groups and by time division. Certainly, the municipalities will suffer as long as 

the training takes place because some will learn faster and some will be slower in taking lessons. 

Third, in order to provide quick services, without the need for the citizens to walk a lot and in 
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long distances, the municipality environment should be reorganised and efficient flow of 

citizens’ movement should be created. Based on the experience of the municipalities in Kosovo, 

which are scattered across many facilities, the Kosovo government should think on how to build 

facilities where all the departments and all sectors of the municipality can be located in a 

building. Modern technology and information networks and equipment should be installed, 

which ensure efficient communication and high security. Fourth, the municipalities have to 

spend their financial means to pay trainers who will be engaged in educating leaders, managers 

and employees. To successfully implement this service, certified instructors and high-tech 

information technology experts should be engaged. These training are usually offered only by 

certified LSS academies and institutions which have their own experts. With the help of these 

experts, the municipal staff at all levels attends training and exercises on how to change the 

working culture and how to embrace a new culture such as the LSS.  

6.3 Recommendations  

Local government institutions should embrace a certain pattern of management with public 

administration. The tools and mechanisms recommended by that particular model should be 

applied. Local government administrations should build standards of process management, 

capacity building, and decision making as LSS philosophy practices.  Local government 

administration should focus on improving service delivery by building human capacities, 

information technology, restructuring the work environment by building new communication and 

information systems.  

So, while the municipal officials acknowledge the fact that the LSS is useful and guarantees a 

perfect local government then it would be good that this research should not be limited only to the 

municipalities. Also, it should be spread to other state institutions such as the state government, 
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various state agencies, in hospitals and health institutions, in universities and schools, in 

independent local public institutions and in all other possible public institutions.  

Public institutions need to be concerned about the need for change in management and efficient 

administration of institutions. All of this can be achieved with more visionary leadership and 

with highly committed and involved management. Despite the desire to install the LSS 

philosophy in local government and the hope that one day this will happen, however, officials 

have their doubts.  

6.4 Conclusions  

This study has addressed the municipality's readiness to apply the LSS philosophy in order to 

improve local governance. This study has managed to satisfy the expectations of the project.  

Measurement of the municipalities' readiness was carried out and useful evaluations were made. 

It measured the level of the current quality in the local government administration and it was 

compared with the quality level based on the standards of the LSS philosophy. Results of 

measurements of CSFs variations and differences between municipalities and municipal officials 

on the level of readiness to apply LSS standards were reached. Research results, both quantitative 

and qualitative, have created the opportunity to draw sufficient conclusions about municipal 

readiness to embrace LSS in local government. Based on the research results, municipalities' 

readiness to apply LSS standards is not on the desired level. The level of readiness is at the 

minimum acceptable level and has a huge difference with the level of excellence promoted by the 

LSS philosophy. According to research statistics, the most challenging factors for municipalities 

are PSP, RA and MS. Statistics also show that the low level of readiness for LSS application was 

recorded in all categories that are treated separately by gender, age, function level of the education 

and working experience. Based on the results of the research it can be concluded that municipal 
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officials acknowledge that the philosophy of the LSS is perfect and guarantees perfect local 

governance. It is also acknowledged that such a philosophy requires much dedication and 

commitment from all parties in order to install it in the municipality and that it can hardly be 

achieved without the support of experts. Leadership should engage experienced implementers who 

are local government experts based on LSS philosophy, who know how to motivate key local 

government actors and who know how to learn and train municipal employees.  Experts that have 

knowledge on how to use LSS tools and techniques and know the methodology for installing those 

techniques are required in order to realise the right deployment.  The engagement of LSS experts 

has a certain cost and this fact burdens the municipality financially, and in many cases, for many 

municipalities, the cost is a serious obstacle and makes it impossible to install this philosophy in 

the municipality.  Also, the fact is not ignored that installing LSS in local government requires 

dedication and maximum engagement of employees and sometimes some of them are unwilling 

and will resist the change because they do not have proper skills or have no interest for a perfect 

system. Almost all officials involved in this study have claimed that the LSS philosophy is 

appropriate and acceptable and there is a hope that one day this philosophy will be installed in 

local government. The interviewed officials share the thought that one day these standards will be 

met and the local government will be improved. It is encouraging the fact that the interviewed 

officials agree with the fact that installing the LSS philosophy in the municipality may happen 

gradually, starting with CSFs that are more easily applicable and gradually raising awareness about 

the application of other more challenging CSFs. If in the future the municipalities of Kosovo 

succeed in implementing these CSFs, perfect local governance in line with LSS philosophy will 

be achieved.   
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Ones again, results mentioned above have been achieved with the application of the measuring 

instrument which is considered a significant pillar of the project. The construction of the measuring 

instrument was carried out in the first part of the project by applying scientific operations. Success 

in this regard is achieved with the involvement of experts in the project. With the application of 

readiness measuring instrument, it is achieved to conclude that municipalities in Kosovo are still 

not ready to apply the LSS philosophy.  
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Mrs. / Mr. _____________________________ 

You are kindly asked to be part of a scientific research that lasts up to 30 minutes. Your 

participation is totally confidential and voluntary. 

You are kindly asked to give your opinion as an expert on the importance of factors affecting the 

ideal administrative services of the municipality which have an impact on citizens' satisfaction. 

The following factors are derived from the literature that deals with the "lean six sigma" concept. 

The "lean six sigma" method improves the flow of processes and thus reduces costs, speeds up 

processes, and increases citizen satisfaction. 

The basic information of the interviewee 

Position:  _____________________ Municipality __________________________ 

Years of working experience 

Email: _______________________________ 

Education: ____________________________ 

 

 

Instructions  

Based on your experience in the quality of administrative services, how much do you agree with 

statements below. Please evaluate these factors by giving grades 1 to 5 where: 

Note (1) = not at all 
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Note (2) = very little 

Note (3) = accepted 

Note (4) = very good 

And grade (5) = completely  

Nr Critical Success Factor  Note  

1 Management Involvement and Commitment 

By what note do you evaluate (1-5) superiors give guidance, supervise, 

create rules, evaluate, and interact with the employees? 

 

2 Training and Education  

By what grade do you rate (1-5) at all levels of the organization everyone 

attends training in different fields, several times a year? 

 

3 Managerial Skills 

By what note do you rate (1-5) employees have managerial skills in 

planning, monitoring, organizing, decision making, problem solving, 

correctness, collaboration, ethics at work, being self-confident, respectful, 

are good listeners, skills in technology, engineering and administration? 

 

4 Lining to the municipal development strategy  

By what note do you rate (1-5) actions of all employees are based on the 

strategic objectives of the municipality? 

 

5 Analysis and Measurements 

How do you assess (1-5) decisions and actions of the municipality are 

based on employee performance measurement, perceptions of employees 

and citizens about the quality of governance? 

 

6 Voice of Citizens  

By what note do you rate (1-5) when the actions of the municipality are 

based on citizens' requests, complaints, criticisms and pleasures? 

 

7 Organizational Culture 

By what grade do you value (1-5) in the administration, the superiors and 

colleagues respect the ideas, attitudes, beliefs, values, traditions, 

orientations, the relatives of others? 

 

8 Culture Change 

By what note do you rate (from 1-5) new ideas, innovations, inventions, 

imitations, improvements are accepted by the employees? 

 

9 Recourse Allocation  

By what note do you rate (from 1-5) the municipality allocates enough 

financial means to supply with working tools, experts, modern 

equipment, skilled, motivated, experienced, energetic, skilled people? 

 

10 Effective Communication   
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By what grade do you rate (1-5) there is effective communication in the 

municipality, there is clear, written, verbal, timely communication, and is 

accessible to everyone? 

11 Project Selection and Prioritization  

By what note do you rate (from 1-5) the processes is drawn up, criteria 

must be applied, decisions must be made on data-based analyzes to 

determine what are the first projects to be implemented? 

 

12 Organizational Infrastructure of the Municipality  

By what grade do you evaluate (from 1-5) procedures, policies, roles are 

properly applied, tasks must be respected, hierarchical structure is 

respected and an integrated work system is applied? 

 

13 Experts Involvement  

By what grade do you rate (1-5) the municipality engages dedicated, 

passionate, reliable experts to carry out specific projects, training and 

unplanned operations? 

 

14 Leader  

By what note do you rate (1-5) the chairman sets a clear vision, shares the 

vision with all employees, guides all employees how to achieve a 

common vision? 

 

15 Process Management  

By what note do you rate (1-5) that process creation, process 

development, and process control, process assessment is necessary for 

improving the services? 

 

16 Understanding Tools and Techniques  

By what note do you rate (from 1-5) the recognition of technological 

equipment, technological applications, working methods, regulations, 

administrative instructions enables the improvement of administrative 

services? 

 

17 Employees Involvement and Commitment  

By what note do you evaluate (from 1-5) the involvement and dedication 

of all employees in identification, planning, decision making, 

organization, action, control, evaluation enables the improvement of 

services? 

 

18 Team Work 

By what note do you value (1-5) of teamwork in action, in difficulty, 

enjoyment, sacrifice, respect, understanding, tolerance, loyalty enables 

the improvement of the service? 

 

19 Human Recourse Motivation  

By what note do you rate (1-5) empowering employees by delegating 

responsibility, trust, giving rewards for achievement, resource allocation, 

respecting their ideas, enables the improvement of service delivery? 

 

20 The system of rewards and compensation 

How do you rate it (1-5) the municipality sets criteria for employee 

reward, promotion and recognition? 

 

21 Alignment to the supplier   
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By what note do you rate (1-5) the municipality cooperates with the 

supplier by making contracts, checks for quality, speed and correctness? 

22 Transparency, Visibility and Information  

By what note do you rate (1-5) the municipality has an information 

system (web site, magazine, gatherings) that produces accurate, timely, 

fair, easily understandable information? 

 

23 Project Review System  

By what note do you evaluate (from 1-5) the municipality reviews the 

project by identifying the defect, uses templates for review, controls 

timelines and indicators? 

 

24 Continuous Improvement  

By what grade do you rate (1-5) The municipality applies the model for 

continuous improvement of services by identifying, measuring, 

analyzing, changing and controlling services? 

 

25 Strategic Planning  

By what note do you evaluate (1-5) the municipality for each project sets 

targets, plans activities, resources, actions, deadlines, responsibilities and 

partners? 

 

26 Self-awareness Policies 

By what grade do you rate (from 1-5) the municipality constantly applies 

awareness-raising activities for employees to better understand the 

importance of service, the importance of quality, the importance of the 

institution, the importance of culture at work, the importance of citizen 

appreciation? 

 

27 Integrated System 

By what note do you evaluate (from 1-5) the municipality has a 

qualitative connection with state institutions, links between sectors, links 

to vertical levels, links to external partners in an electronic and physical 

system? 

 

 

 

  

 

 

APPENDIX 2  

Questionnaire for conducting a second interview with experts on the evaluation of Critical 

Success Factors – CSFs 
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Mrs. / Mr. _____________________________ 

You are kindly asked to be part of a scientific research that lasts up to 30 minutes. Your 

participation is totally confidential and voluntary. 

You are kindly asked to give your opinion as an expert on the importance of factors affecting the 

ideal administrative services of the municipality which have an impact on citizens' satisfaction. 

The following factors are derived from the literature that deals with the "lean six sigma" concept. 

The "lean six sigma" method improves the flow of processes and thus reduces costs, speeds up 

processes, and increases citizen satisfaction. 

The basic information of the interviewee 

Position:  _____________________ Municipality __________________________ 

Years of working experience 

Email: _______________________________ 

Education: ____________________________ 

Instructions  

Based on your experience in the quality of administrative services, how much do you agree with 

statements below. Please evaluate these factors by giving grades 1 to 5 where: 

Note (1) = not at all 

Note (2) = very little 

Note (3) = accepted 
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Note (4) = very good 

And grade (5) = completely  

Nr Critical Success Factor  Note 1 Note 2 

1 Management Involvement and Commitment 

By what note do you evaluate (1-5) superiors give guidance, 

supervise, create rules, evaluate, and interact with the 

employees? 

  

 

 

2 Training and Education  

By what grade do you rate (1-5) at all levels of the 

organization everyone attends training in different fields, 

several times a year? 

  

 

 

3 Managerial Skills 

By what note do you rate (1-5) employees have managerial 

skills in planning, monitoring, organizing, decision making, 

problem solving, correctness, collaboration, ethics at work, 

being self-confident, respectful, are good listeners, skills in 

technology, engineering and administration? 

  

 

 

 

4 Lining to the municipal development strategy  

By what note do you rate (1-5) actions of all employees are 

based on the strategic objectives of the municipality? 

  

 

 

5 Analysis and Measurements 

How do you assess (1-5) decisions and actions of the 

municipality are based on employee performance 

measurement, perceptions of employees and citizens about 

the quality of governance? 

  

 

 

6 Voice of Citizens  

By what note do you rate (1-5) when the actions of the 

municipality are based on citizens' requests, complaints, 

criticisms and pleasures? 

  

 

 

7 Organizational Culture 

By what grade do you value (1-5) in the administration, the 

superiors and colleagues respect the ideas, attitudes, beliefs, 

values, traditions, orientations, the relatives of others? 

  

 

 

8 Culture Change 

By what note do you rate (from 1-5) new ideas, innovations, 

inventions, imitations, improvements are accepted by the 

employees? 

   

9 Recourse Allocation  

By what note do you rate (from 1-5) the municipality 

allocates enough financial means to supply with working 

tools, experts, modern equipment, skilled, motivated, 

experienced, energetic, skilled people? 
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10 Effective Communication  

By what grade do you rate (1-5) there is effective 

communication in the municipality, there is clear, written, 

verbal, timely communication, and is accessible to everyone? 

   

11 Project Selection and Prioritization  

By what note do you rate (from 1-5) the processes is drawn 

up, criteria must be applied, decisions must be made on data-

based analyzes to determine what are the first projects to be 

implemented? 

   

12 Organizational Infrastructure of the Municipality  

By what grade do you evaluate (from 1-5) procedures, 

policies, roles are properly applied, tasks must be respected, 

hierarchical structure is respected and an integrated work 

system is applied? 

   

13 Experts Involvement  

By what grade do you rate (1-5) the municipality engages 

dedicated, passionate, reliable experts to carry out specific 

projects, training and unplanned operations? 

   

14 Leader  

By what note do you rate (1-5) the chairman sets a clear 

vision, shares the vision with all employees, guides all 

employees how to achieve a common vision? 

   

15 Process Management  

By what note do you rate (1-5) that process creation, process 

development, and process control, process assessment is 

necessary for improving the services? 

   

16 Understanding Tools and Techniques  

By what note do you rate (from 1-5) the recognition of 

technological equipment, technological applications, working 

methods, regulations, administrative instructions enables the 

improvement of administrative services? 

   

17 Employees Involvement and Commitment  

By what note do you evaluate (from 1-5) the involvement and 

dedication of all employees in identification, planning, 

decision making, organization, action, control, evaluation 

enables the improvement of services? 

   

18 Team Work 

By what note do you value (1-5) of teamwork in action, in 

difficulty, enjoyment, sacrifice, respect, understanding, 

tolerance, loyalty enables the improvement of the service? 

   

19 Human Recourse Motivation  

By what note do you rate (1-5) empowering employees by 

delegating responsibility, trust, giving rewards for 

achievement, resource allocation, respecting their ideas, 

enables the improvement of service delivery? 

   



274 

 

20 The system of rewards and compensation 

How do you rate it (1-5) the municipality sets criteria for 

employee reward, promotion and recognition? 

   

21 Alignment to the supplier  

By what note do you rate (1-5) the municipality cooperates 

with the supplier by making contracts, checks for quality, 

speed and correctness? 

   

22 Transparency, Visibility and Information  

By what note do you rate (1-5) the municipality has an 

information system (web site, magazine, gatherings) that 

produces accurate, timely, fair, easily understandable 

information? 

   

23 Project Review System  

By what note do you evaluate (from 1-5) the municipality 

reviews the project by identifying the defect, uses templates 

for review, controls timelines and indicators? 

   

24 Continuous Improvement  

By what grade do you rate (1-5) The municipality applies the 

model for continuous improvement of services by identifying, 

measuring, analyzing, changing and controlling services? 

   

25 Strategic Planning  

By what note do you evaluate (1-5) the municipality for each 

project sets targets, plans activities, resources, actions, 

deadlines, responsibilities and partners? 

   

26 Self-awareness Policies 

By what grade do you rate (from 1-5) the municipality 

constantly applies awareness-raising activities for employees 

to better understand the importance of service, the importance 

of quality, the importance of the institution, the importance of 

culture at work, the importance of citizen appreciation? 

   

27 Integrated System 

By what note do you evaluate (from 1-5) the municipality has 

a qualitative connection with state institutions, links between 

sectors, links to vertical levels, links to external partners in an 

electronic and physical system? 

   

 

APPENDIX 3  

Questionnaire for conducting a third Delphi Round – Ranking by importance 

Mrs. / Mr. _____________________________ 
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You are kindly asked to be part of a scientific research that lasts up to 15 minutes. Your 

participation is totally confidential and voluntary. 

You are kindly asked to give your opinion as an expert on the importance of indicators affecting 

the ideal administrative services of the municipality which have an impact on citizens' 

satisfaction. 

The following factors are derived from the literature that deals with the "lean six sigma" concept. 

The "lean six sigma" method improves the flow of processes and thus reduces costs, speeds up 

processes, and increases citizen satisfaction. 

The basic information of the interviewee 

Position:  _____________________ Municipality __________________________ 

Years of working experience 

Email: _______________________________ 

Education: ____________________________ 

Instructions  

These factors are sorted alphabetically. Based on your experience in the quality of administrative 

services, how would you rate them based on their importance?  

Please rank 1 most important to 13 less important 

Nr Critical Success Factors Ranks 

1 Communication   

2 Continuous Improvement   

3 Employee Involvement and Commitment   

4 Integrated System   
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5 Leadership   

6 Management, Involvement and Commitment   

7 Managerial Skills   

8 Organizational Culture   

9 Project Select and Prioritization    

10 Resource Allocation   

11 Teamwork   

12 Transparency, Visibility and Information     

13 Understanding Tools and Techniques   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 4 

Questionnaire for conducting a fourth interview with experts on the evaluation of indicators 

Mrs. / Mr. _____________________________ 
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You are kindly asked to be part of a scientific research that lasts up to 30-40 minutes. Your 

participation is totally confidential and voluntary. 

You are kindly asked to give your opinion as an expert on the importance of indicators affecting 

the ideal administrative services of the municipality which have an impact on citizens' 

satisfaction. 

The following factors are derived from the literature that deals with the "lean six sigma" concept. 

The "lean six sigma" method improves the flow of processes and thus reduces costs, speeds up 

processes, and increases citizen satisfaction. 

The basic information of the interviewee 

Position:  _____________________ Municipality __________________________ 

Years of working experience 

Email: _______________________________ 

Education: ____________________________ 

Instructions  

Based on your experience in the quality of administrative services, how much do you agree with 

manners, mechanisms, tools and technics presented below as appropriate to be applied in 

municipal administration.  

Please evaluate these factors by giving grades 1 to 5 where: 

Note (1) = not at all 

Note (2) = very little 
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Note (3) = accepted 

Note (4) = very good 

And grade (5) = completely  

Nr Critical Success 

Factor 

Indicators Note 

1 Transparency, 

Visibility and 

Information,  

Rules and standards for visible municipal administration   

Visual Electronic Devices   

Value Stream Mapping of the processes   

Reporting on a daily basis all official decisions   

Notification delivery to each office for problems and successes   

2 Leadership The leader cooperates and coordinates with his subordinates   

Providing new ideas for problem solving   

Sharing experiences and plans with employees   

Committed to protect employees rights   

Equality in the respect of common rules   

3 Management 

Involvement and 

Commitment 

Creating rules and standards   

Co-operating (helping) in performing the duties   

Providing measurement tools (objectives) at all levels   

Regular monitoring   

Encouraging employees to bring new ideas   

4 Communication Communication guidelines   

Communication through information technology   

Communication through printed papers and meetings   

Effective internal and public communication   

Audits of the communication system at least once a year   

5 Continuous 

Improvement 

Immediate registration of the identified problem   

Immediate measures to correct the identified problem   

Increase of the use of information technology   

Providing simple and clear instructions to avoid ambiguities   

Regularly checking the process improvement   

6 Managerial Skills Enhancing skills to create rules and policies   

Advancing skills to manipulate with electronic devices   

Staying up to date with newest changes   

Citizen Relationship Management   

Enhancing creativity and innovation among civil servants   
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7 Resource 

Allocation 

Proper funding allocation to support human resources   

Proper budget allocation for modern IT equipment   

Comfortable working environment   

Proper budget for the implementation of planned projects   

Providing experts to support specific issues   

8 Organizational 

Culture 

Equal treatment   

Trust among civil servants   

Rewards for performance and learning   

Services based on "Citizens", highest priority for citizens   

Code of Conduct   

9 Project Selection 

and Prioritization 

Criteria for project selection and prioritization   

Use of standardized models   

Alignment with strategy   

Cost/Benefit Analysis   

Transparency in selecting and prioritizing projects   

10 Employees 

Involvement and 

Commitment 

Inclusiveness on Decisions Taking in the department / sector   

Monitoring of daily engagement   

Empathy towards marginalized categories   

Listening to and accepting suggestions   

Monitoring of employee misfeasance   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 5  

Readiness Differences by Age, Gender, Function, Education Level, Working Experience – Peja 

Municipality  
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Mean differences within the group of age (Peja/Pec Municipality) 
Descriptives            

  N Mean 

Std. 
Deviatio

n 
Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Min Max 

Between- 
Componen
t Variance 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Management 26-33 7 3.000
0 

.70711 .26726 2.3460 3.6540 2.00 4.00   

Involvement 34-41 7 2.678
6 

.53452 .20203 2.1842 3.1729 2.00 3.75   

Commitment 42-49 5 3.200
0 

.41079 .18371 2.6899 3.7101 2.75 3.75   

  
50-57 4 3.250

0 
.35355 .17678 2.6874 3.8126 3.00 3.75   

  58-65 1 3.500
0 

        3.50 3.50   

  Total 24 3.010
4 

.55892 .11409 2.7744 3.2464 2.00 4.00   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .55080 .11243 2.7751 3.2457       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .12414 2.6657 3.3551     .01140 

Leadership 26-33 7 2.885
7 

.76470 .28903 2.1785 3.5929 1.80 3.80   

  34-41 7 2.628
6 

.35456 .13401 2.3007 2.9565 2.20 3.20   

  42-49 5 2.880
0 

.30332 .13565 2.5034 3.2566 2.60 3.20   

  50-57 4 2.750
0 

.44347 .22174 2.0443 3.4557 2.40 3.40   

  58-65 1 2.800
0 

        2.80 2.80   

  Total 24 2.783
3 

.48960 .09994 2.5766 2.9901 1.80 3.80   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .52420 .10700 2.5594 3.0073       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .10700
a 

2.4863
a 

3.0804
a 

    -.04440 

Managerial  26-33 7 2.714
3 

.95119 .35952 1.8346 3.5940 2.00 4.00   

Skills 34-41 7 2.285
7 

.48795 .18443 1.8344 2.7370 2.00 3.00   

  42-49 5 2.600
0 

1.14018 .50990 1.1843 4.0157 1.00 4.00   

  50-57 4 2.500
0 

1.00000 .50000 .9088 4.0912 2.00 4.00   

  58-65 1 3.000
0 

        3.00 3.00   

  Total 24 2.541
7 

.83297 .17003 2.1899 2.8934 1.00 4.00   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .89021 .18171 2.1613 2.9220       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .18171
a 

2.0371
a 

3.0462
a 

    -.12488 

Employees  26-33 7 2.761
9 

.65868 .24896 2.1527 3.3711 1.67 3.67   

Involvement  34-41 7 3.142
9 

.85758 .32414 2.3497 3.9360 2.33 4.33   

Commitment 42-49 5 3.333
3 

.91287 .40825 2.1999 4.4668 2.00 4.33   
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  50-57 4 2.833
3 

.19245 .09623 2.5271 3.1396 2.67 3.00   

  58-65 1 3.666
7 

        3.67 3.67   

  Total 24 3.041
7 

.72440 .14787 2.7358 3.3476 1.67 4.33   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .74199 .15146 2.7247 3.3587       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .15146
a 

2.6212
a 

3.4622
a 

    -.03264 

Communicatio
n 

26-33 7 2.928
6 

.93223 .35235 2.0664 3.7907 2.00 4.00   

  34-41 7 2.857
1 

.74801 .28272 2.1653 3.5489 2.00 4.00   

  42-49 5 3.300
0 

.27386 .12247 2.9600 3.6400 3.00 3.50   

  50-57 4 3.000
0 

.40825 .20412 2.3504 3.6496 2.50 3.50   

  58-65 1 3.500
0 

        3.50 3.50   

  Total 24 3.020
8 

.66723 .13620 2.7391 3.3026 2.00 4.00   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .70231 .14336 2.7208 3.3209       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .14336
a 

2.6228
a 

3.4189
a 

    -.06081 

Organizational  26-33 7 3.071
4 

.71755 .27121 2.4078 3.7351 1.50 3.50   

Culture 34-41 7 3.178
6 

.51467 .19453 2.7026 3.6546 2.50 3.75   

  42-49 5 3.200
0 

.20917 .09354 2.9403 3.4597 3.00 3.50   

  50-57 4 2.937
5 

.12500 .06250 2.7386 3.1364 2.75 3.00   

  58-65 1 3.750
0 

        3.75 3.75   

  Total 24 3.135
4 

.48889 .09980 2.9290 3.3419 1.50 3.75   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .50786 .10367 2.9184 3.3524       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .10367
a 

2.8476
a 

3.4232
a 

    -.02393 

Transparency 26-33 7 2.904
8 

.68622 .25937 2.2701 3.5394 2.00 4.00   

Visibility 34-41 7 2.952
4 

.73102 .27630 2.2763 3.6285 2.00 3.67   

Information 42-49 5 3.200
0 

.83666 .37417 2.1611 4.2389 2.00 4.33   

  50-57 4 2.750
0 

.73912 .36956 1.5739 3.9261 1.67 3.33   

  58-65 1 3.666
7 

        3.67 3.67   

  Total 24 2.986
1 

.70525 .14396 2.6883 3.2839 1.67 4.33   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .74235 .15153 2.6690 3.3033       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .15153
a 

2.5654
a 

3.4068
a 

    -.06799 

Resource  26-33 7 2.714
3 

.58716 .22193 2.1712 3.2573 2.00 3.60   

Allocation 34-41 7 2.742
9 

.29921 .11309 2.4661 3.0196 2.20 3.00   

  42-49 5 3.000
0 

.50990 .22804 2.3669 3.6331 2.20 3.60   
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  50-57 4 2.900
0 

.34641 .17321 2.3488 3.4512 2.40 3.20   

  58-65 1 3.400
0 

        3.40 3.40   

  Total 24 2.841
7 

.44907 .09167 2.6520 3.0313 2.00 3.60   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .45916 .09373 2.6455 3.0378       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .09373
a 

2.5814
a 

3.1019
a 

    -.01160 

Continuous  26-33 7 2.761
9 

.76290 .28835 2.0563 3.4675 1.67 3.67   

Improvement 34-41 7 2.952
4 

.55872 .21118 2.4357 3.4691 2.00 3.33   

  42-49 5 3.133
3 

.29814 .13333 2.7631 3.5035 3.00 3.67   

  50-57 4 2.916
7 

.41944 .20972 2.2493 3.5841 2.33 3.33   

  58-65 1 2.000
0 

        2.00 2.00   

  Total 24 2.888
9 

.57033 .11642 2.6481 3.1297 1.67 3.67   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .57347 .11706 2.6439 3.1339       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .11706
a 

2.5639
a 

3.2139
a 

    -.00454 

Project  26-33 7 2.714
3 

.95119 .35952 1.8346 3.5940 2.00 4.00   

Selection 34-41 7 2.285
7 

.48795 .18443 1.8344 2.7370 2.00 3.00   

Prioritization 42-49 5 2.600
0 

1.14018 .50990 1.1843 4.0157 1.00 4.00   

  50-57 4 2.500
0 

1.00000 .50000 .9088 4.0912 2.00 4.00   

  58-65 1 3.000
0 

        3.00 3.00   

  Total 24 2.541
7 

.83297 .17003 2.1899 2.8934 1.00 4.00   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .89021 .18171 2.1613 2.9220       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .18171
a 

2.0371
a 

3.0462
a 

    -.12488 

a. Warning: Between-component variance is negative. It was replaced by 0.0 in computing this random effects measure. 

 

 

Mean differences within the group of function (Peja/Pec Municipality) 

Descriptives 

  N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Min Max 

Between
- 

Compon
ent 

Variance 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Management political 5 2.7000 .64711 .28940 1.8965 3.5035 2.00 3.75   

Involvement  managerial 5 3.1500 .45415 .20310 2.5861 3.7139 2.75 3.75   
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Commitment civil servant 5 3.3000 .54199 .24238 2.6270 3.9730 2.75 4.00   

  committee 5 2.8500 .60208 .26926 2.1024 3.5976 2.00 3.50   

  commission 4 3.0625 .55434 .27717 2.1804 3.9446 2.50 3.75   

  Total 24 3.0104 .55892 .11409 2.7744 3.2464 2.00 4.00   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .56414 .11516 2.7694 3.2514       

    Random 
Effects 

      .11516a 2.6907a 3.3301a     -.00704 

Leadership political 5 2.8800 .46043 .20591 2.3083 3.4517 2.20 3.40   

  managerial 5 2.8000 .34641 .15492 2.3699 3.2301 2.60 3.40   

  civil servant 5 3.0000 .61644 .27568 2.2346 3.7654 2.20 3.80   

  committee 5 2.6400 .71274 .31875 1.7550 3.5250 1.80 3.40   

  commission 4 2.5500 .10000 .05000 2.3909 2.7091 2.40 2.60   

  Total 24 2.7833 .48960 .09994 2.5766 2.9901 1.80 3.80   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .50835 .10377 2.5661 3.0005       

    Random 
Effects 

      .10377a 2.4952a 3.0714a     -.02245 

Managerial  political 5 2.6000 .89443 .40000 1.4894 3.7106 2.00 4.00   

Skills managerial 5 2.6000 .54772 .24495 1.9199 3.2801 2.00 3.00   

  civil servant 5 3.2000 .83666 .37417 2.1611 4.2389 2.00 4.00   

  committee 5 2.2000 1.09545 .48990 .8398 3.5602 1.00 4.00   

  commission 4 2.0000 0.00000 0.00000 2.0000 2.0000 2.00 2.00   

  Total 24 2.5417 .83297 .17003 2.1899 2.8934 1.00 4.00   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .79472 .16222 2.2021 2.8812       

    Random 
Effects 

      .20338 1.9770 3.1063     .07471 

Employees political 5 3.0000 .70711 .31623 2.1220 3.8780 2.33 4.00   

Involvement managerial 5 3.0667 .92496 .41366 1.9182 4.2152 1.67 4.00   

Commitment civil servant 5 2.8667 .90062 .40277 1.7484 3.9849 2.00 4.33   

  committee 5 3.1333 .69121 .30912 2.2751 3.9916 2.67 4.33   

  commission 4 3.1667 .63828 .31914 2.1510 4.1823 2.33 3.67   

  Total 24 3.0417 .72440 .14787 2.7358 3.3476 1.67 4.33   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .78807 .16086 2.7050 3.3784       

    Random 
Effects 

      .16086a 2.5950a 3.4883a     -.11555 

Communication political 5 2.9000 .89443 .40000 1.7894 4.0106 2.00 4.00   

  managerial 5 3.4000 .54772 .24495 2.7199 4.0801 2.50 4.00   

  civil servant 5 3.2000 .75829 .33912 2.2585 4.1415 2.00 4.00   

  committee 5 2.9000 .54772 .24495 2.2199 3.5801 2.00 3.50   
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  commission 4 2.6250 .47871 .23936 1.8633 3.3867 2.00 3.00   

  Total 24 3.0208 .66723 .13620 2.7391 3.3026 2.00 4.00   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .67229 .13723 2.7336 3.3081       

    Random 
Effects 

      .13723a 2.6398a 3.4018a     -.00813 

Organizational  political 5 3.3000 .48088 .21506 2.7029 3.8971 2.50 3.75   

Culture managerial 5 3.3000 .32596 .14577 2.8953 3.7047 3.00 3.75   

  civil servant 5 3.3000 .20917 .09354 3.0403 3.5597 3.00 3.50   

  committee 5 2.8000 .75829 .33912 1.8585 3.7415 1.50 3.50   

  commission 4 2.9375 .42696 .21348 2.2581 3.6169 2.50 3.50   

  Total 24 3.1354 .48889 .09980 2.9290 3.3419 1.50 3.75   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .47969 .09792 2.9305 3.3404       

    Random 
Effects 

      .10836 2.8345 3.4363     .01070 

Transparency political 5 3.1333 .80277 .35901 2.1366 4.1301 2.00 4.00   

Visibility  managerial 5 3.0667 1.06458 .47610 1.7448 4.3885 1.67 4.33   

 Information civil servant 5 3.2000 .18257 .08165 2.9733 3.4267 3.00 3.33   

  committee 5 2.6667 .66667 .29814 1.8389 3.4944 2.00 3.33   

  commission 4 2.8333 .69389 .34694 1.7292 3.9375 2.00 3.67   

  Total 24 2.9861 .70525 .14396 2.6883 3.2839 1.67 4.33   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .74221 .15150 2.6690 3.3032       

    Random 
Effects 

      .15150a 2.5655a 3.4068a     -.06419 

Resource  political 5 2.5600 .29665 .13266 2.1917 2.9283 2.20 3.00   

Allocation managerial 5 3.0000 .37417 .16733 2.5354 3.4646 2.40 3.40   

  civil servant 5 3.0400 .26077 .11662 2.7162 3.3638 2.80 3.40   

  committee 5 2.6400 .65422 .29257 1.8277 3.4523 2.00 3.60   

  commission 4 3.0000 .48990 .24495 2.2205 3.7795 2.40 3.60   

  Total 24 2.8417 .44907 .09167 2.6520 3.0313 2.00 3.60   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .43625 .08905 2.6553 3.0280       

    Random 
Effects 

      .10331 2.5548 3.1285     .01362 

Continuous  political 5 3.1333 .50553 .22608 2.5056 3.7610 2.33 3.67   

Improvement managerial 5 2.5333 .64979 .29059 1.7265 3.3401 1.67 3.00   

  civil servant 5 3.2000 .18257 .08165 2.9733 3.4267 3.00 3.33   

  committee 5 2.8667 .69121 .30912 2.0084 3.7249 2.00 3.67   

  commission 4 2.6667 .60858 .30429 1.6983 3.6351 2.00 3.33   

  Total 24 2.8889 .57033 .11642 2.6481 3.1297 1.67 3.67   
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  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .55567 .11343 2.6515 3.1263       

    Random 
Effects 

      .12983 2.5284 3.2493     .01981 

Project  political 5 2.6000 .89443 .40000 1.4894 3.7106 2.00 4.00   

Selection managerial 5 2.6000 .54772 .24495 1.9199 3.2801 2.00 3.00   

Prioritization civil servant 5 3.2000 .83666 .37417 2.1611 4.2389 2.00 4.00   

  committee 5 2.2000 1.09545 .48990 .8398 3.5602 1.00 4.00   

  commission 4 2.0000 0.00000 0.00000 2.0000 2.0000 2.00 2.00   

  Total 24 2.5417 .83297 .17003 2.1899 2.8934 1.00 4.00   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .79472 .16222 2.2021 2.8812       

    Random 
Effects 

      .20338 1.9770 3.1063     .07471 

a. Warning: Between-component variance is negative. It was replaced by 0.0 in computing this random effects measure. 

 

 

 

Mean differences within the group of education level (Peja/Pec Municipality) 

Descriptives 

  N Mean 

Std. 
Deviatio

n 
Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Min Max 

Between- 
Componen
t Variance 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Management bachelor 14 3.071
4 

.54091 .14456 2.7591 3.3837 2.00 4.00   

Involvement master 10 2.925
0 

.60150 .19021 2.4947 3.3553 2.00 3.75   

Commitment Total 24 3.010
4 

.55892 .11409 2.7744 3.2464 2.00 4.00   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .56648 .11563 2.7706 3.2502       

   Rando
m 
Effects 

      .11563
a 

1.5412
a 

4.4797a     -.01679 

Leadership bachelor 14 2.685
7 

.53039 .14175 2.3795 2.9920 1.80 3.80   

  master 10 2.920
0 

.41312 .13064 2.6245 3.2155 2.20 3.40   

  Total 24 2.783
3 

.48960 .09994 2.5766 2.9901 1.80 3.80   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .48585 .09917 2.5777 2.9890       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .11637 1.3047 4.2619     .00721 

Managerial  bachelor 14 2.571
4 

.93761 .25059 2.0301 3.1128 1.00 4.00   
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Skills master 10 2.500
0 

.70711 .22361 1.9942 3.0058 2.00 4.00   

  Total 24 2.541
7 

.83297 .17003 2.1899 2.8934 1.00 4.00   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .85090 .17369 2.1815 2.9019       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .17369
a 

.3347a 4.7486a     -.05951 

Employees  high 14 3.166
7 

.72501 .19377 2.7481 3.5853 2.00 4.33   

Involvement  master 10 2.866
7 

.72350 .22879 2.3491 3.3842 1.67 4.00   

Commitment Total 24 3.041
7 

.72440 .14787 2.7358 3.3476 1.67 4.33   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .72439 .14787 2.7350 3.3483       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .14790 1.1624 4.9210     .00002 

Communicatio
n 

high 14 2.964
3 

.63441 .16955 2.5980 3.3306 2.00 4.00   

  master 10 3.100
0 

.73786 .23333 2.5722 3.6278 2.00 4.00   

  Total 24 3.020
8 

.66723 .13620 2.7391 3.3026 2.00 4.00   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .67864 .13853 2.7335 3.3081       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .13853
a 

1.2607
a 

4.7810a     -.03027 

Organizational  high 14 3.017
9 

.53227 .14225 2.7105 3.3252 1.50 3.50   

  master 10 3.300
0 

.38730 .12247 3.0229 3.5771 2.50 3.75   

  Total 24 3.135
4 

.48889 .09980 2.9290 3.3419 1.50 3.75   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .47830 .09763 2.9329 3.3379       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .14110 1.3426 4.9283     .02019 

Transparency high 14 2.881
0 

.60774 .16243 2.5301 3.2319 1.67 3.67   

Visibility master 10 3.133
3 

.83444 .26387 2.5364 3.7303 2.00 4.33   

Information Total 24 2.986
1 

.70525 .14396 2.6883 3.2839 1.67 4.33   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .70930 .14478 2.6858 3.2864       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .14478
a 

1.1464
a 

4.8258a     -.01127 

Resource  high 14 2.900
0 

.50077 .13384 2.6109 3.1891 2.00 3.60   

Allocation master 10 2.760
0 

.37476 .11851 2.4919 3.0281 2.20 3.40   

  Total 24 2.841
7 

.44907 .09167 2.6520 3.0313 2.00 3.60   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .45347 .09256 2.6497 3.0336       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .09256
a 

1.6655
a 

4.0178a     -.00783 

Continuous  high 14 2.976
2 

.46159 .12336 2.7097 3.2427 2.00 3.67   
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Improvement master 10 2.766
7 

.70361 .22250 2.2633 3.2700 1.67 3.67   

  Total 24 2.888
9 

.57033 .11642 2.6481 3.1297 1.67 3.67   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .57309 .11698 2.6463 3.1315       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .11698
a 

1.4025
a 

4.3753a     -.00620 

Project  high 14 2.571
4 

.93761 .25059 2.0301 3.1128 1.00 4.00   

Selection  master 10 2.500
0 

.70711 .22361 1.9942 3.0058 2.00 4.00   

Prioritization Total 24 2.541
7 

.83297 .17003 2.1899 2.8934 1.00 4.00   

  Mode
l 

Fixed 
Effects 

    .85090 .17369 2.1815 2.9019       

    Rando
m 
Effects 

      .17369
a 

.3347a 4.7486a     -.05951 

a. Warning: Between-component variance is negative. It was replaced by 0.0 in computing this random effects measure. 

 

 

Mean differences within the group of working experience (Peja/Pec Municipality) 

Descriptives 

  N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Min Max 

Between- 
Component 

Variance 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Management  1-10 12 2.8750 .64403 .18592 2.4658 3.2842 2.00 4.00   

Involvement  11-20 8 3.0625 .47716 .16870 2.6636 3.4614 2.50 3.75   

Commitment 21-30 4 3.3125 .37500 .18750 2.7158 3.9092 3.00 3.75   

  Total 24 3.0104 .55892 .11409 2.7744 3.2464 2.00 4.00   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .55968 .11424 2.7728 3.2480       

    Random 

Effects 

      .11424a 2.5189a 3.5020a     -.00134 

Leadership 1-10 12 2.7833 .54244 .15659 2.4387 3.1280 1.80 3.40   

  11-20 8 2.8750 .53385 .18875 2.4287 3.3213 2.20 3.80   

  21-30 4 2.6000 .16330 .08165 2.3402 2.8598 2.40 2.80   

  Total 24 2.7833 .48960 .09994 2.5766 2.9901 1.80 3.80   

  Model Fixed 

Effects 

    .50293 .10266 2.5698 2.9968       

    Random 

Effects 

      .10266a 2.3416a 3.2250a     -.02074 

Managerial  1-10 12 2.5833 .99620 .28758 1.9504 3.2163 1.00 4.00   

Skills 11-20 8 2.3750 .51755 .18298 1.9423 2.8077 2.00 3.00   

  21-30 4 2.7500 .95743 .47871 1.2265 4.2735 2.00 4.00   

  Total 24 2.5417 .83297 .17003 2.1899 2.8934 1.00 4.00   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .86028 .17560 2.1765 2.9069       

    Random 
Effects 

      .17560a 1.7861a 3.2972a     -.07251 

Employees  1-10 12 2.9722 .77144 .22270 2.4821 3.4624 1.67 4.33   
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Involvement  11-20 8 3.1250 .83452 .29505 2.4273 3.8227 2.00 4.33   

Commitment 21-30 4 3.0833 .41944 .20972 2.4159 3.7507 2.67 3.67   

  Total 24 3.0417 .72440 .14787 2.7358 3.3476 1.67 4.33   

  Model Fixed 

Effects 

    .75432 .15398 2.7215 3.3619       

    Random 
Effects 

      .15398a 2.3792a 3.7042a     -.06938 

Communication 1-10 12 3.0000 .82572 .23837 2.4754 3.5246 2.00 4.00   

  11-20 8 3.0000 .53452 .18898 2.5531 3.4469 2.00 3.50   

  21-30 4 3.1250 .47871 .23936 2.3633 3.8867 2.50 3.50   

  Total 24 3.0208 .66723 .13620 2.7391 3.3026 2.00 4.00   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .69650 .14217 2.7252 3.3165       

    Random 

Effects 

      .14217a 2.4091a 3.6326a     -.06260 

Organizational  1-10 12 3.1667 .62462 .18031 2.7698 3.5635 1.50 3.75   

Culture 11-20 8 3.0938 .29693 .10498 2.8455 3.3420 2.50 3.50   

  21-30 4 3.1250 .43301 .21651 2.4360 3.8140 2.75 3.75   

  Total 24 3.1354 .48889 .09980 2.9290 3.3419 1.50 3.75   

  Model Fixed 

Effects 

    .51043 .10419 2.9187 3.3521       

  Random 

Effects 

      .10419a 2.6871a 3.5837a     -.03375 

Transparency  1-10 12 2.8333 .68902 .19890 2.3956 3.2711 2.00 4.00   

Visibility  11-20 8 3.2917 .65314 .23092 2.7456 3.8377 2.00 4.33   

Information 21-30 4 2.8333 .83887 .41944 1.4985 4.1682 1.67 3.67   

  Total 24 2.9861 .70525 .14396 2.6883 3.2839 1.67 4.33   

  Model Fixed 

Effects 

    .70100 .14309 2.6885 3.2837       

    Random 

Effects 

      .15531 2.3178 3.6544     .00938 

Resource  1-10 12 2.6500 .51962 .15000 2.3199 2.9801 2.00 3.60   

Allocation 11-20 8 3.0500 .17728 .06268 2.9018 3.1982 2.80 3.40   

  21-30 4 3.0000 .43205 .21602 2.3125 3.6875 2.40 3.40   

  Total 24 2.8417 .44907 .09167 2.6520 3.0313 2.00 3.60   

  Model Fixed 

Effects 

    .42258 .08626 2.6623 3.0211       

  Random 

Effects 

      .14671 2.2104 3.4729     .03622 

Continuous  1-10 12 2.8889 .65649 .18951 2.4718 3.3060 1.67 3.67   

Improvement 11-20 8 3.0417 .45207 .15983 2.6637 3.4196 2.00 3.33   

  21-30 4 2.5833 .50000 .25000 1.7877 3.3789 2.00 3.00   

  Total 24 2.8889 .57033 .11642 2.6481 3.1297 1.67 3.67   

  Model Fixed 
Effects 

    .57410 .11719 2.6452 3.1326       

   Random 

Effects 

      .11719a 2.3847a 3.3931a     -.00675 

Project 1-10 12 2.5833 .99620 .28758 1.9504 3.2163 1.00 4.00   

Selection  11-20 8 2.3750 .51755 .18298 1.9423 2.8077 2.00 3.00   

Prioritization 21-30 4 2.7500 .95743 .47871 1.2265 4.2735 2.00 4.00   

  Total 24 2.5417 .83297 .17003 2.1899 2.8934 1.00 4.00   

  Model Fixed 

Effects 

    .86028 .17560 2.1765 2.9069       

    Random 
Effects 

      .17560a 1.7861a 3.2972a     -.07251 

a. Warning: Between-component variance is negative. It was replaced by 0.0 in computing this random effects measure. 
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APPENDIX 6 

Questionnaire for conducting field survey with elite officials of selected municipalities 

Research for measuring the readiness to apply Lean Six Sigma to local government 
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I'm conducting a survey for doctoral studies. With this interview you are participating in a 

scientific research. It will last about 15-20 minutes. It is voluntary and remains completely 

confidential. 

Kindly, considering your role in the municipality, I ask you for your opinion to understand if the 

municipality is offering ideal services to its citizens. 

The following questions will measure how much the key factors that enable the municipality to 

have the ideal services to citizens are implemented. The questionnaire contains 35 questions that 

appear as author's findings. 

After analysis, if you are interested you can access the research results and then you can use 

them to initiate any discussion in the municipality or anywhere else you consider useful.       

Basic questions  

Gender  

1. Female 

2. Male 

Age 

1. 18 – 25 

2. 26 – 33 

3. 34 – 41  

4. 42 – 49  

5. 50 – 57  

6. 57 – 65  

What is your role in the municipality? 

1. Political Position (Director) 

2. Leader (chief) sector 
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3. Civil servant (with a permanent contract) 

4. Committee on Politics and Finance Member  

5. Commissioner for Performance Measurement 

What qualification do you have? 

1. Secondary school 

2. High School 

3. Master 

4. PhD 

Years of working experience in the municipality? 

1. 1-10 years 

2. 11-20 years 

3. 21-30 years 

4. 31-40 years  

5. 40- and over 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Survey Questions  

 

Management Involvement and Commitment  



292 

 

1. Chiefs of the Sector are committed to establishing standardized models for carrying out 

work tasks (papers, reports, archiving); (Template)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

2. Sector Chiefs are committed to measuring employee performance regularly using the 

index form (Benchmarking)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

3. Chiefs of the sector regularly monitor employees by visiting them at their workplace 

(Gemba walk)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

4. Chiefs of the sector encourage officials to bring new ideas to solve problems (Kaizen)! 

How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

Leadership 

5. Directors co-operate with subordinates for the establishment of joint working plans 

(teamwork)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

6. Directors bring new ideas about how to solve the problem, based on the citizens' priority 

(Kano analysis)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  
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7. Directors share their plans and experiences with other employees in order to make them 

more powerful in action (Team motivation)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

8. Directors commit themselves to protecting workers' rights so that they feel safe at work! 

How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

9. Directors apply tables with certain criteria for decision making (Decision Making 

Matrix)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

Managerial Skills 

10. All employees of all levels are trained continuously in all aspects! (Capacity building)! 

How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

Employee Involvement and Commitment  

11. All employees are gathered to discuss a decision that has to do with their sector 

(Brainstorming)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

12. All officials show understanding for people with disabilities and to those who need 

support! How Real Is It? 
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1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

13. Officials do self-monitoring to see if they are giving the maximum at work (Check 

Process)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

Communication 

14. The municipality develops communication in accordance with the communication 

strategy (Standardized work)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

15. Administrative information flows through the information system and enables access to 

and use of information for all municipal employees. (EDI - Electronic Data Interchange)! 

How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

Organizational Culture 

16. The Mayor and the directors should ensure that everyone is treated equally by respecting 

human rules and principles! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

17. In the municipality there is trust and correctness between the mayor, directors and 

municipal officials! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  
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18. The municipal services are organized so that citizens do everything in one place, without 

spending time, money, and don’t have to walk too much (One Stop Shop)! How Real Is 

It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

19. The Municipality strictly adheres to an official document that regulates employee 

behavior and sanctioned if it is not respected! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

Information, Visibility and Transparency 

20. Procedures and guidelines for employees are clear, simple and understandable to 

everyone (SOP)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

21. Process flow for each service is detailed and displayed in visible locations (VSM)! How 

Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

 

 

22. The Municipality implements the electronic process management system which indicates 

the stagnation and defects in processes that are caused by negligence or neglect at work! 

How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  
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Resource Allocation 

23. Municipality allocates sufficient financial resources for continuous employee training! 

How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

24. The municipality regularly allocates the necessary financial means for purchasing 

electronic equipment! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

25. The Municipality invests in the maintenance and improvement of the working 

environment by taking care of the health of the employees (Total Productive 

Maintenance). How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

26. The Municipality applies an automated electronic cash flow platform for planned and 

approved projects! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

 

 

27. The municipality allocates the necessary financial means for engaging experts to carry 

out specific projects! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  
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Continuous Improvement 

28. Problems in the municipality are quickly identified and information is immediately 

shared with others that are part of the process (Corrective Action Matrix). How Real Is 

It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

29. In cases where there is a problem, the responsible official immediately commits to 

eliminating the problem identified in the process! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

30. Supervisors as a preventative measure regularly check the processes if they are 

functioning well, without defects and without loss (Error-proofing)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

Project, Selection and Prioritization 

31. The Municipality applies / sets well analyzed criteria for selecting and prioritizing 

projects to be implemented (Prioritization matrix)! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

 

32. The projects are in line with the municipal development strategy! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  
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33. For each project realized by the municipality, the cost and benefit analysis for the 

municipality and the citizens is preliminarily carried out. Cost / Benefit Analysis! How 

Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

34. The Municipality correctly applies an automated electronic platform that enables 

procurement processes to be transparent and in compliance with procurement legal 

procedures. How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

35. All municipal decisions are taken based on statistics and records that are maintained and 

processed by the database unit! How Real Is It? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Minimum accepted level Highly Completely  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 7 

Multiple Comparisons Analysis of Function Group versus others on each CSF 

Tukey HSD   
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Dependent Variable (I) function (J) function 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Management Involvement 

and Commitment 

political managerial -.29712 .14085 .220 -.6845 .0902 

civil servant .00000 .14223 1.000 -.3911 .3911 

committee .15694 .15544 .851 -.2705 .5844 

commission -.02262 .14885 1.000 -.4320 .3867 

managerial political .29712 .14085 .220 -.0902 .6845 

civil servant .29712 .14085 .220 -.0902 .6845 

committee .45406* .15419 .029 .0300 .8781 

commission .27450 .14754 .342 -.1312 .6802 

civil servant political .00000 .14223 1.000 -.3911 .3911 

managerial -.29712 .14085 .220 -.6845 .0902 

committee .15694 .15544 .851 -.2705 .5844 

commission -.02262 .14885 1.000 -.4320 .3867 

committee political -.15694 .15544 .851 -.5844 .2705 

managerial -.45406* .15419 .029 -.8781 -.0300 

civil servant -.15694 .15544 .851 -.5844 .2705 

commission -.17956 .16152 .800 -.6238 .2646 

commission political .02262 .14885 1.000 -.3867 .4320 

managerial -.27450 .14754 .342 -.6802 .1312 

civil servant .02262 .14885 1.000 -.3867 .4320 

committee .17956 .16152 .800 -.2646 .6238 

Leadership political managerial .44800* .14991 .026 .0357 .8603 

civil servant .57200* .15138 .002 .1557 .9883 

committee .65911* .16544 .001 .2041 1.1141 

commission .60038* .15842 .002 .1647 1.0360 

managerial political -.44800* .14991 .026 -.8603 -.0357 

civil servant .12400 .14991 .922 -.2883 .5363 

committee .21111 .16410 .700 -.2402 .6624 

commission .15238 .15702 .868 -.2794 .5842 

civil servant political -.57200* .15138 .002 -.9883 -.1557 

managerial -.12400 .14991 .922 -.5363 .2883 

committee .08711 .16544 .985 -.3679 .5421 

commission .02838 .15842 1.000 -.4073 .4640 
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committee political -.65911* .16544 .001 -1.1141 -.2041 

managerial -.21111 .16410 .700 -.6624 .2402 

civil servant -.08711 .16544 .985 -.5421 .3679 

commission -.05873 .17191 .997 -.5315 .4140 

commission political -.60038* .15842 .002 -1.0360 -.1647 

managerial -.15238 .15702 .868 -.5842 .2794 

civil servant -.02838 .15842 1.000 -.4640 .4073 

committee .05873 .17191 .997 -.4140 .5315 

Managerial Skills political managerial .07077 .19419 .996 -.4633 .6048 

civil servant .16000 .19609 .926 -.3792 .6992 

committee .20111 .21430 .882 -.3882 .7905 

commission .48286 .20521 .132 -.0815 1.0472 

managerial political -.07077 .19419 .996 -.6048 .4633 

civil servant .08923 .19419 .991 -.4448 .6233 

committee .13034 .21257 .973 -.4542 .7149 

commission .41209 .20340 .257 -.1473 .9714 

civil servant political -.16000 .19609 .926 -.6992 .3792 

managerial -.08923 .19419 .991 -.6233 .4448 

committee .04111 .21430 1.000 -.5482 .6305 

commission .32286 .20521 .516 -.2415 .8872 

committee political -.20111 .21430 .882 -.7905 .3882 

managerial -.13034 .21257 .973 -.7149 .4542 

civil servant -.04111 .21430 1.000 -.6305 .5482 

commission .28175 .22268 .713 -.3306 .8941 

commission political -.48286 .20521 .132 -1.0472 .0815 

managerial -.41209 .20340 .257 -.9714 .1473 

civil servant -.32286 .20521 .516 -.8872 .2415 

committee -.28175 .22268 .713 -.8941 .3306 

Employees Involvement and 

Commitment 

political managerial .07308 .14396 .987 -.3228 .4690 

civil servant .12000 .14537 .923 -.2798 .5198 

committee .14074 .15887 .902 -.2962 .5776 

commission .12222 .15213 .929 -.2961 .5406 

managerial political -.07308 .14396 .987 -.4690 .3228 

civil servant .04692 .14396 .998 -.3490 .4428 

committee .06766 .15759 .993 -.3657 .5010 

commission .04915 .15079 .998 -.3655 .4638 

civil servant political -.12000 .14537 .923 -.5198 .2798 

managerial -.04692 .14396 .998 -.4428 .3490 
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committee .02074 .15887 1.000 -.4162 .4576 

commission .00222 .15213 1.000 -.4161 .4206 

committee political -.14074 .15887 .902 -.5776 .2962 

managerial -.06766 .15759 .993 -.5010 .3657 

civil servant -.02074 .15887 1.000 -.4576 .4162 

commission -.01852 .16508 1.000 -.4725 .4355 

commission political -.12222 .15213 .929 -.5406 .2961 

managerial -.04915 .15079 .998 -.4638 .3655 

civil servant -.00222 .15213 1.000 -.4206 .4161 

committee .01852 .16508 1.000 -.4355 .4725 

Communication political managerial .28846 .14611 .282 -.1134 .6903 

civil servant .30000 .14754 .254 -.1057 .7057 

committee .26389 .16125 .476 -.1795 .7073 

commission .36905 .15441 .122 -.0556 .7937 

managerial political -.28846 .14611 .282 -.6903 .1134 

civil servant .01154 .14611 1.000 -.3903 .4134 

committee -.02457 .15994 1.000 -.4644 .4153 

commission .08059 .15304 .985 -.3403 .5015 

civil servant political -.30000 .14754 .254 -.7057 .1057 

managerial -.01154 .14611 1.000 -.4134 .3903 

committee -.03611 .16125 .999 -.4795 .4073 

commission .06905 .15441 .992 -.3556 .4937 

committee political -.26389 .16125 .476 -.7073 .1795 

managerial .02457 .15994 1.000 -.4153 .4644 

civil servant .03611 .16125 .999 -.4073 .4795 

commission .10516 .16755 .971 -.3556 .5659 

commission political -.36905 .15441 .122 -.7937 .0556 

managerial -.08059 .15304 .985 -.5015 .3403 

civil servant -.06905 .15441 .992 -.4937 .3556 

committee -.10516 .16755 .971 -.5659 .3556 

Organizational Culture political managerial .24827 .14453 .425 -.1492 .6457 

civil servant .40000 .14594 .051 -.0013 .8013 

committee .41333 .15950 .075 -.0253 .8520 

commission .44310* .15273 .033 .0231 .8631 

managerial political -.24827 .14453 .425 -.6457 .1492 

civil servant .15173 .14453 .832 -.2457 .5492 

committee .16506 .15821 .835 -.2700 .6001 

commission .19483 .15138 .700 -.2215 .6111 
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civil servant political -.40000 .14594 .051 -.8013 .0013 

managerial -.15173 .14453 .832 -.5492 .2457 

committee .01333 .15950 1.000 -.4253 .4520 

commission .04310 .15273 .999 -.3769 .4631 

committee political -.41333 .15950 .075 -.8520 .0253 

managerial -.16506 .15821 .835 -.6001 .2700 

civil servant -.01333 .15950 1.000 -.4520 .4253 

commission .02976 .16573 1.000 -.4260 .4855 

commission political -.44310* .15273 .033 -.8631 -.0231 

managerial -.19483 .15138 .700 -.6111 .2215 

civil servant -.04310 .15273 .999 -.4631 .3769 

committee -.02976 .16573 1.000 -.4855 .4260 

Transparency, Visibility and 

Information 

political managerial .23949 .13363 .381 -.1280 .6070 

civil servant .05333 .13493 .995 -.3177 .4244 

committee .25444 .14747 .420 -.1511 .6600 

commission .17905 .14121 .711 -.2093 .5674 

managerial political -.23949 .13363 .381 -.6070 .1280 

civil servant -.18615 .13363 .633 -.5536 .1813 

committee .01496 .14627 1.000 -.3873 .4172 

commission -.06044 .13996 .993 -.4453 .3245 

civil servant political -.05333 .13493 .995 -.4244 .3177 

managerial .18615 .13363 .633 -.1813 .5536 

committee .20111 .14747 .651 -.2044 .6066 

commission .12571 .14121 .900 -.2626 .5140 

committee political -.25444 .14747 .420 -.6600 .1511 

managerial -.01496 .14627 1.000 -.4172 .3873 

civil servant -.20111 .14747 .651 -.6066 .2044 

commission -.07540 .15323 .988 -.4968 .3460 

commission political -.17905 .14121 .711 -.5674 .2093 

managerial .06044 .13996 .993 -.3245 .4453 

civil servant -.12571 .14121 .900 -.5140 .2626 

committee .07540 .15323 .988 -.3460 .4968 

Resource Allocation political managerial .17246 .13010 .676 -.1853 .5302 

civil servant .28800 .13137 .186 -.0733 .6493 

committee .18956 .14357 .679 -.2053 .5844 

commission .25067 .13748 .363 -.1274 .6287 

managerial political -.17246 .13010 .676 -.5302 .1853 

civil servant .11554 .13010 .901 -.2422 .4733 
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committee .01709 .14241 1.000 -.3745 .4087 

commission .07821 .13627 .979 -.2965 .4529 

civil servant political -.28800 .13137 .186 -.6493 .0733 

managerial -.11554 .13010 .901 -.4733 .2422 

committee -.09844 .14357 .959 -.4933 .2964 

commission -.03733 .13748 .999 -.4154 .3407 

committee political -.18956 .14357 .679 -.5844 .2053 

managerial -.01709 .14241 1.000 -.4087 .3745 

civil servant .09844 .14357 .959 -.2964 .4933 

commission .06111 .14919 .994 -.3492 .4714 

commission political -.25067 .13748 .363 -.6287 .1274 

managerial -.07821 .13627 .979 -.4529 .2965 

civil servant .03733 .13748 .999 -.3407 .4154 

committee -.06111 .14919 .994 -.4714 .3492 

Continuous Improvement political managerial .27231 .14858 .357 -.1363 .6809 

civil servant .32000 .15002 .210 -.0926 .7326 

committee .34852 .16396 .213 -.1024 .7994 

commission .26254 .15701 .453 -.1692 .6943 

managerial political -.27231 .14858 .357 -.6809 .1363 

civil servant .04769 .14858 .998 -.3609 .4563 

committee .07621 .16264 .990 -.3710 .5235 

commission -.00977 .15562 1.000 -.4377 .4182 

civil servant political -.32000 .15002 .210 -.7326 .0926 

managerial -.04769 .14858 .998 -.4563 .3609 

committee .02852 .16396 1.000 -.4224 .4794 

commission -.05746 .15701 .996 -.4892 .3743 

committee political -.34852 .16396 .213 -.7994 .1024 

managerial -.07621 .16264 .990 -.5235 .3710 

civil servant -.02852 .16396 1.000 -.4794 .4224 

commission -.08598 .17037 .987 -.5545 .3826 

commission political -.26254 .15701 .453 -.6943 .1692 

managerial .00977 .15562 1.000 -.4182 .4377 

civil servant .05746 .15701 .996 -.3743 .4892 

committee .08598 .17037 .987 -.3826 .5545 

Project Selection and 

Prioritization 

political managerial .04554 .19193 .999 -.4823 .5734 

civil servant .12400 .19380 .968 -.4090 .6570 

committee .30067 .21181 .616 -.2818 .8831 
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commission .55067 .20282 .055 -.0071 1.1084 

managerial political -.04554 .19193 .999 -.5734 .4823 

civil servant .07846 .19193 .994 -.4494 .6063 

committee .25513 .21010 .743 -.3226 .8329 

commission .50513 .20103 .091 -.0477 1.0580 

civil servant political -.12400 .19380 .968 -.6570 .4090 

managerial -.07846 .19193 .994 -.6063 .4494 

committee .17667 .21181 .920 -.4058 .7591 

commission .42667 .20282 .222 -.1311 .9844 

committee political -.30067 .21181 .616 -.8831 .2818 

managerial -.25513 .21010 .743 -.8329 .3226 

civil servant -.17667 .21181 .920 -.7591 .4058 

commission .25000 .22009 .787 -.3553 .8553 

commission political -.55067 .20282 .055 -1.1084 .0071 

managerial -.50513 .20103 .091 -1.0580 .0477 

civil servant -.42667 .20282 .222 -.9844 .1311 

committee -.25000 .22009 .787 -.8553 .3553 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Multiple Comparisons Analysis of Age Group versus others on each CSF 
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Multiple Comparisons 

Tukey HSD   

Dependent Variable (I) age 

(J) 

age 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Management Involvement and 

Commitment 

18-25 26-33 .03667 .25954 1.000 -.7094 .7827 

34-41 -.01366 .25595 1.000 -.7494 .7221 

42-49 -.01357 .26275 1.000 -.7688 .7417 

50-57 .03889 .26173 1.000 -.7135 .7913 

58-65 -.41288 .28362 .693 -1.2282 .4024 

26-33 18-25 -.03667 .25954 1.000 -.7827 .7094 

34-41 -.05033 .13674 .999 -.4434 .3427 

42-49 -.05023 .14908 .999 -.4788 .3783 

50-57 .00222 .14729 1.000 -.4212 .4256 

58-65 -.44955 .18338 .143 -.9767 .0776 

34-41 18-25 .01366 .25595 1.000 -.7221 .7494 

26-33 .05033 .13674 .999 -.3427 .4434 

42-49 .00010 .14273 1.000 -.4102 .4104 

50-57 .05255 .14086 .999 -.3523 .4574 

58-65 -.39922 .17826 .224 -.9116 .1132 

42-49 18-25 .01357 .26275 1.000 -.7417 .7688 

26-33 .05023 .14908 .999 -.3783 .4788 

34-41 -.00010 .14273 1.000 -.4104 .4102 

50-57 .05245 .15286 .999 -.3869 .4919 

58-65 -.39931 .18789 .278 -.9394 .1408 

50-57 18-25 -.03889 .26173 1.000 -.7913 .7135 

26-33 -.00222 .14729 1.000 -.4256 .4212 

34-41 -.05255 .14086 .999 -.4574 .3523 

42-49 -.05245 .15286 .999 -.4919 .3869 

58-65 -.45177 .18647 .153 -.9878 .0843 

58-65 18-25 .41288 .28362 .693 -.4024 1.2282 

26-33 .44955 .18338 .143 -.0776 .9767 

34-41 .39922 .17826 .224 -.1132 .9116 

42-49 .39931 .18789 .278 -.1408 .9394 

50-57 .45177 .18647 .153 -.0843 .9878 

Leadership 18-25 26-33 -.27733 .28366 .925 -1.0927 .5380 
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34-41 -.03497 .27973 1.000 -.8391 .7691 

42-49 -.02171 .28716 1.000 -.8472 .8037 

50-57 -.12444 .28605 .998 -.9467 .6978 

58-65 -.46970 .30997 .655 -1.3607 .4213 

26-33 18-25 .27733 .28366 .925 -.5380 1.0927 

34-41 .24236 .14945 .585 -.1872 .6720 

42-49 .25563 .16293 .620 -.2127 .7240 

50-57 .15289 .16097 .933 -.3098 .6156 

58-65 -.19236 .20042 .930 -.7685 .3838 

34-41 18-25 .03497 .27973 1.000 -.7691 .8391 

26-33 -.24236 .14945 .585 -.6720 .1872 

42-49 .01327 .15599 1.000 -.4351 .4617 

50-57 -.08947 .15394 .992 -.5320 .3530 

58-65 -.43472 .19482 .228 -.9947 .1253 

42-49 18-25 .02171 .28716 1.000 -.8037 .8472 

26-33 -.25563 .16293 .620 -.7240 .2127 

34-41 -.01327 .15599 1.000 -.4617 .4351 

50-57 -.10274 .16706 .990 -.5830 .3775 

58-65 -.44799 .20534 .250 -1.0383 .1423 

50-57 18-25 .12444 .28605 .998 -.6978 .9467 

26-33 -.15289 .16097 .933 -.6156 .3098 

34-41 .08947 .15394 .992 -.3530 .5320 

42-49 .10274 .16706 .990 -.3775 .5830 

58-65 -.34525 .20379 .537 -.9311 .2406 

58-65 18-25 .46970 .30997 .655 -.4213 1.3607 

26-33 .19236 .20042 .930 -.3838 .7685 

34-41 .43472 .19482 .228 -.1253 .9947 

42-49 .44799 .20534 .250 -.1423 1.0383 

50-57 .34525 .20379 .537 -.2406 .9311 

Managerial Skills 18-25 26-33 -.32000 .35345 .945 -1.3360 .6960 

34-41 .13115 .34855 .999 -.8708 1.1331 

42-49 -.18605 .35781 .995 -1.2146 .8425 

50-57 -.33333 .35643 .937 -1.3579 .6912 

58-65 -.36364 .38624 .935 -1.4739 .7466 

26-33 18-25 .32000 .35345 .945 -.6960 1.3360 

34-41 .45115 .18622 .153 -.0841 .9864 

42-49 .13395 .20302 .986 -.4496 .7175 

50-57 -.01333 .20058 1.000 -.5899 .5632 
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58-65 -.04364 .24973 1.000 -.7615 .6742 

34-41 18-25 -.13115 .34855 .999 -1.1331 .8708 

26-33 -.45115 .18622 .153 -.9864 .0841 

42-49 -.31719 .19437 .578 -.8759 .2415 

50-57 -.46448 .19182 .153 -1.0159 .0869 

58-65 -.49478 .24276 .324 -1.1926 .2030 

42-49 18-25 .18605 .35781 .995 -.8425 1.2146 

26-33 -.13395 .20302 .986 -.7175 .4496 

34-41 .31719 .19437 .578 -.2415 .8759 

50-57 -.14729 .20817 .981 -.7457 .4511 

58-65 -.17759 .25587 .982 -.9131 .5579 

50-57 18-25 .33333 .35643 .937 -.6912 1.3579 

26-33 .01333 .20058 1.000 -.5632 .5899 

34-41 .46448 .19182 .153 -.0869 1.0159 

42-49 .14729 .20817 .981 -.4511 .7457 

58-65 -.03030 .25394 1.000 -.7603 .6997 

58-65 18-25 .36364 .38624 .935 -.7466 1.4739 

26-33 .04364 .24973 1.000 -.6742 .7615 

34-41 .49478 .24276 .324 -.2030 1.1926 

42-49 .17759 .25587 .982 -.5579 .9131 

50-57 .03030 .25394 1.000 -.6997 .7603 

Employees Involvement and 

Commitment 

18-25 26-33 .37333 .25968 .704 -.3731 1.1198 

34-41 .48087 .25609 .419 -.2553 1.2170 

42-49 .35659 .26289 .753 -.3991 1.1123 

50-57 .37778 .26188 .701 -.3750 1.1306 

58-65 .04545 .28377 1.000 -.7703 .8612 

26-33 18-25 -.37333 .25968 .704 -1.1198 .3731 

34-41 .10754 .13682 .970 -.2857 .5008 

42-49 -.01674 .14916 1.000 -.4455 .4120 

50-57 .00444 .14737 1.000 -.4192 .4281 

58-65 -.32788 .18348 .476 -.8553 .1996 

34-41 18-25 -.48087 .25609 .419 -1.2170 .2553 

26-33 -.10754 .13682 .970 -.5008 .2857 

42-49 -.12429 .14280 .953 -.5348 .2862 

50-57 -.10310 .14093 .978 -.5082 .3020 

58-65 -.43542 .17836 .147 -.9481 .0773 

42-49 18-25 -.35659 .26289 .753 -1.1123 .3991 

26-33 .01674 .14916 1.000 -.4120 .4455 
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34-41 .12429 .14280 .953 -.2862 .5348 

50-57 .02119 .15294 1.000 -.4185 .4608 

58-65 -.31113 .18799 .563 -.8515 .2293 

50-57 18-25 -.37778 .26188 .701 -1.1306 .3750 

26-33 -.00444 .14737 1.000 -.4281 .4192 

34-41 .10310 .14093 .978 -.3020 .5082 

42-49 -.02119 .15294 1.000 -.4608 .4185 

58-65 -.33232 .18657 .480 -.8686 .2040 

58-65 18-25 -.04545 .28377 1.000 -.8612 .7703 

26-33 .32788 .18348 .476 -.1996 .8553 

34-41 .43542 .17836 .147 -.0773 .9481 

42-49 .31113 .18799 .563 -.2293 .8515 

50-57 .33232 .18657 .480 -.2040 .8686 

Communication 18-25 26-33 -.21444 .27043 .969 -.9918 .5629 

34-41 -.18215 .26669 .984 -.9488 .5845 

42-49 -.11886 .27377 .998 -.9058 .6681 

50-57 -.28889 .27272 .897 -1.0728 .4951 

58-65 -.33081 .29552 .873 -1.1803 .5187 

26-33 18-25 .21444 .27043 .969 -.5629 .9918 

34-41 .03230 .14248 1.000 -.3773 .4419 

42-49 .09558 .15533 .990 -.3509 .5421 

50-57 -.07444 .15347 .997 -.5156 .3667 

58-65 -.11636 .19108 .990 -.6656 .4329 

34-41 18-25 .18215 .26669 .984 -.5845 .9488 

26-33 -.03230 .14248 1.000 -.4419 .3773 

42-49 .06329 .14872 .998 -.3642 .4908 

50-57 -.10674 .14677 .978 -.5286 .3151 

58-65 -.14866 .18574 .967 -.6826 .3853 

42-49 18-25 .11886 .27377 .998 -.6681 .9058 

26-33 -.09558 .15533 .990 -.5421 .3509 

34-41 -.06329 .14872 .998 -.4908 .3642 

50-57 -.17003 .15927 .894 -.6279 .2878 

58-65 -.21195 .19577 .888 -.7747 .3508 

50-57 18-25 .28889 .27272 .897 -.4951 1.0728 

26-33 .07444 .15347 .997 -.3667 .5156 

34-41 .10674 .14677 .978 -.3151 .5286 

42-49 .17003 .15927 .894 -.2878 .6279 

58-65 -.04192 .19430 1.000 -.6004 .5166 
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58-65 18-25 .33081 .29552 .873 -.5187 1.1803 

26-33 .11636 .19108 .990 -.4329 .6656 

34-41 .14866 .18574 .967 -.3853 .6826 

42-49 .21195 .19577 .888 -.3508 .7747 

50-57 .04192 .19430 1.000 -.5166 .6004 

Organizational Culture 18-25 26-33 -.10056 .26771 .999 -.8701 .6690 

34-41 -.02687 .26400 1.000 -.7858 .7320 

42-49 .01421 .27101 1.000 -.7648 .7933 

50-57 -.13889 .26997 .996 -.9149 .6372 

58-65 -.45328 .29255 .633 -1.2942 .3877 

26-33 18-25 .10056 .26771 .999 -.6690 .8701 

34-41 .07369 .14104 .995 -.3318 .4791 

42-49 .11477 .15377 .976 -.3272 .5568 

50-57 -.03833 .15192 1.000 -.4750 .3984 

58-65 -.35273 .18915 .427 -.8965 .1910 

34-41 18-25 .02687 .26400 1.000 -.7320 .7858 

26-33 -.07369 .14104 .995 -.4791 .3318 

42-49 .04108 .14722 1.000 -.3821 .4643 

50-57 -.11202 .14529 .972 -.5297 .3056 

58-65 -.42642 .18387 .191 -.9550 .1021 

42-49 18-25 -.01421 .27101 1.000 -.7933 .7648 

26-33 -.11477 .15377 .976 -.5568 .3272 

34-41 -.04108 .14722 1.000 -.4643 .3821 

50-57 -.15310 .15767 .927 -.6063 .3001 

58-65 -.46749 .19380 .156 -1.0246 .0896 

50-57 18-25 .13889 .26997 .996 -.6372 .9149 

26-33 .03833 .15192 1.000 -.3984 .4750 

34-41 .11202 .14529 .972 -.3056 .5297 

42-49 .15310 .15767 .927 -.3001 .6063 

58-65 -.31439 .19234 .577 -.8673 .2385 

58-65 18-25 .45328 .29255 .633 -.3877 1.2942 

26-33 .35273 .18915 .427 -.1910 .8965 

34-41 .42642 .18387 .191 -.1021 .9550 

42-49 .46749 .19380 .156 -.0896 1.0246 

50-57 .31439 .19234 .577 -.2385 .8673 

Transparency, Visibility and 

Information 

18-25 26-33 -.03704 .24561 1.000 -.7431 .6690 

34-41 .11597 .24221 .997 -.5803 .8122 

42-49 .10250 .24864 .998 -.6122 .8172 
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50-57 .07407 .24769 1.000 -.6379 .7861 

58-65 -.15825 .26840 .992 -.9298 .6133 

26-33 18-25 .03704 .24561 1.000 -.6690 .7431 

34-41 .15301 .12940 .845 -.2190 .5250 

42-49 .13953 .14108 .921 -.2660 .5451 

50-57 .11111 .13938 .968 -.2895 .5118 

58-65 -.12121 .17354 .982 -.6201 .3776 

34-41 18-25 -.11597 .24221 .997 -.8122 .5803 

26-33 -.15301 .12940 .845 -.5250 .2190 

42-49 -.01347 .13507 1.000 -.4017 .3748 

50-57 -.04189 .13330 1.000 -.4251 .3413 

58-65 -.27422 .16869 .583 -.7591 .2107 

42-49 18-25 -.10250 .24864 .998 -.8172 .6122 

26-33 -.13953 .14108 .921 -.5451 .2660 

34-41 .01347 .13507 1.000 -.3748 .4017 

50-57 -.02842 .14466 1.000 -.4442 .3874 

58-65 -.26075 .17781 .686 -.7719 .2504 

50-57 18-25 -.07407 .24769 1.000 -.7861 .6379 

26-33 -.11111 .13938 .968 -.5118 .2895 

34-41 .04189 .13330 1.000 -.3413 .4251 

42-49 .02842 .14466 1.000 -.3874 .4442 

58-65 -.23232 .17646 .776 -.7396 .2749 

58-65 18-25 .15825 .26840 .992 -.6133 .9298 

26-33 .12121 .17354 .982 -.3776 .6201 

34-41 .27422 .16869 .583 -.2107 .7591 

42-49 .26075 .17781 .686 -.2504 .7719 

50-57 .23232 .17646 .776 -.2749 .7396 

Resource Allocation 18-25 26-33 -.14578 .23410 .989 -.8187 .5272 

34-41 .04189 .23086 1.000 -.6217 .7055 

42-49 -.03359 .23699 1.000 -.7148 .6477 

50-57 -.03556 .23608 1.000 -.7142 .6431 

58-65 -.53232 .25582 .301 -1.2677 .2030 

26-33 18-25 .14578 .23410 .989 -.5272 .8187 

34-41 .18767 .12334 .651 -.1669 .5422 

42-49 .11219 .13446 .961 -.2743 .4987 

50-57 .11022 .13285 .962 -.2717 .4921 

58-65 -.38655 .16541 .184 -.8620 .0889 

34-41 18-25 -.04189 .23086 1.000 -.7055 .6217 
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26-33 -.18767 .12334 .651 -.5422 .1669 

42-49 -.07549 .12874 .992 -.4455 .2946 

50-57 -.07745 .12705 .990 -.4427 .2878 

58-65 -.57422* .16079 .006 -1.0364 -.1120 

42-49 18-25 .03359 .23699 1.000 -.6477 .7148 

26-33 -.11219 .13446 .961 -.4987 .2743 

34-41 .07549 .12874 .992 -.2946 .4455 

50-57 -.00196 .13788 1.000 -.3983 .3944 

58-65 -.49873* .16947 .041 -.9859 -.0116 

50-57 18-25 .03556 .23608 1.000 -.6431 .7142 

26-33 -.11022 .13285 .962 -.4921 .2717 

34-41 .07745 .12705 .990 -.2878 .4427 

42-49 .00196 .13788 1.000 -.3944 .3983 

58-65 -.49677* .16819 .040 -.9802 -.0133 

58-65 18-25 .53232 .25582 .301 -.2030 1.2677 

26-33 .38655 .16541 .184 -.0889 .8620 

34-41 .57422* .16079 .006 .1120 1.0364 

42-49 .49873* .16947 .041 .0116 .9859 

50-57 .49677* .16819 .040 .0133 .9802 

Continuous Improvement 18-25 26-33 .05333 .27364 1.000 -.7333 .8399 

34-41 .04372 .26985 1.000 -.7320 .8194 

42-49 .05426 .27702 1.000 -.7420 .8506 

50-57 -.11111 .27595 .999 -.9044 .6821 

58-65 -.25758 .29903 .955 -1.1172 .6020 

26-33 18-25 -.05333 .27364 1.000 -.8399 .7333 

34-41 -.00962 .14417 1.000 -.4240 .4048 

42-49 .00093 .15718 1.000 -.4509 .4527 

50-57 -.16444 .15529 .897 -.6108 .2819 

58-65 -.31091 .19335 .594 -.8667 .2449 

34-41 18-25 -.04372 .26985 1.000 -.8194 .7320 

26-33 .00962 .14417 1.000 -.4048 .4240 

42-49 .01055 .15048 1.000 -.4220 .4431 

50-57 -.15483 .14851 .903 -.5817 .2721 

58-65 -.30129 .18794 .597 -.8415 .2390 

42-49 18-25 -.05426 .27702 1.000 -.8506 .7420 

26-33 -.00093 .15718 1.000 -.4527 .4509 

34-41 -.01055 .15048 1.000 -.4431 .4220 

50-57 -.16537 .16116 .909 -.6286 .2979 
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58-65 -.31184 .19810 .616 -.8813 .2576 

50-57 18-25 .11111 .27595 .999 -.6821 .9044 

26-33 .16444 .15529 .897 -.2819 .6108 

34-41 .15483 .14851 .903 -.2721 .5817 

42-49 .16537 .16116 .909 -.2979 .6286 

58-65 -.14646 .19660 .976 -.7116 .4187 

58-65 18-25 .25758 .29903 .955 -.6020 1.1172 

26-33 .31091 .19335 .594 -.2449 .8667 

34-41 .30129 .18794 .597 -.2390 .8415 

42-49 .31184 .19810 .616 -.2576 .8813 

50-57 .14646 .19660 .976 -.4187 .7116 

Project Selection and 

Prioritization 

18-25 26-33 -.32000 .35239 .944 -1.3330 .6930 

34-41 .09508 .34751 1.000 -.9038 1.0940 

42-49 -.30233 .35674 .958 -1.3278 .7231 

50-57 -.32444 .35536 .943 -1.3459 .6971 

58-65 -.36364 .38508 .934 -1.4706 .7433 

26-33 18-25 .32000 .35239 .944 -.6930 1.3330 

34-41 .41508 .18566 .226 -.1186 .9488 

42-49 .01767 .20241 1.000 -.5642 .5995 

50-57 -.00444 .19997 1.000 -.5793 .5704 

58-65 -.04364 .24898 1.000 -.7594 .6721 

34-41 18-25 -.09508 .34751 1.000 -1.0940 .9038 

26-33 -.41508 .18566 .226 -.9488 .1186 

42-49 -.39741 .19378 .317 -.9544 .1596 

50-57 -.41953 .19124 .245 -.9693 .1302 

58-65 -.45872 .24203 .408 -1.1544 .2370 

42-49 18-25 .30233 .35674 .958 -.7231 1.3278 

26-33 -.01767 .20241 1.000 -.5995 .5642 

34-41 .39741 .19378 .317 -.1596 .9544 

50-57 -.02212 .20754 1.000 -.6187 .5745 

58-65 -.06131 .25510 1.000 -.7946 .6720 

50-57 18-25 .32444 .35536 .943 -.6971 1.3459 

26-33 .00444 .19997 1.000 -.5704 .5793 

34-41 .41953 .19124 .245 -.1302 .9693 

42-49 .02212 .20754 1.000 -.5745 .6187 

58-65 -.03919 .25317 1.000 -.7670 .6886 
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58-65 18-25 .36364 .38508 .934 -.7433 1.4706 

26-33 .04364 .24898 1.000 -.6721 .7594 

34-41 .45872 .24203 .408 -.2370 1.1544 

42-49 .06131 .25510 1.000 -.6720 .7946 

50-57 .03919 .25317 1.000 -.6886 .7670 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Dependent Variable 

(I) 

education 

(J) 

education 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Management Involvement 

and Commitment 

middle bachelor .39324 .17221 .105 -.0525 .8390 

master .20396 .17803 .662 -.2568 .6647 

PhD .36250 .33228 .695 -.4975 1.2225 

bachelor middle -.39324 .17221 .105 -.8390 .0525 

master -.18927 .10194 .250 -.4531 .0746 

PhD -.03074 .29851 1.000 -.8033 .7419 

master middle -.20396 .17803 .662 -.6647 .2568 

bachelor .18927 .10194 .250 -.0746 .4531 

PhD .15854 .30190 .953 -.6229 .9399 

PhD middle -.36250 .33228 .695 -1.2225 .4975 

bachelor .03074 .29851 1.000 -.7419 .8033 

master -.15854 .30190 .953 -.9399 .6229 

Leadership middle bachelor .43475 .18785 .098 -.0515 .9210 

master .18829 .19420 .767 -.3143 .6909 

PhD .48667 .36246 .537 -.4515 1.4248 

bachelor middle -.43475 .18785 .098 -.9210 .0515 

master -.24646 .11120 .122 -.5343 .0413 

PhD .05191 .32562 .999 -.7909 .8947 

master middle -.18829 .19420 .767 -.6909 .3143 

bachelor .24646 .11120 .122 -.0413 .5343 

PhD .29837 .32932 .802 -.5540 1.1507 

PhD middle -.48667 .36246 .537 -1.4248 .4515 

bachelor -.05191 .32562 .999 -.8947 .7909 

master -.29837 .32932 .802 -1.1507 .5540 

Managerial Skills middle bachelor .56803 .23536 .077 -.0411 1.1772 

master .43049 .24331 .291 -.1993 1.0602 

PhD .98333 .45412 .136 -.1921 2.1587 

bachelor middle -.56803 .23536 .077 -1.1772 .0411 

master -.13754 .13932 .757 -.4981 .2230 

PhD .41530 .40797 .739 -.6406 1.4712 

master middle -.43049 .24331 .291 -1.0602 .1993 

bachelor .13754 .13932 .757 -.2230 .4981 

PhD .55285 .41261 .539 -.5151 1.6208 
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PhD middle -.98333 .45412 .136 -2.1587 .1921 

bachelor -.41530 .40797 .739 -1.4712 .6406 

master -.55285 .41261 .539 -1.6208 .5151 

Employees Involvement and 

Commitment 

middle bachelor .43770 .17265 .057 -.0092 .8846 

master .38699 .17848 .135 -.0750 .8489 

PhD .64444 .33313 .217 -.2178 1.5067 

bachelor middle -.43770 .17265 .057 -.8846 .0092 

master -.05071 .10220 .960 -.3152 .2138 

PhD .20674 .29927 .901 -.5678 .9813 

master middle -.38699 .17848 .135 -.8489 .0750 

bachelor .05071 .10220 .960 -.2138 .3152 

PhD .25745 .30267 .830 -.5259 1.0408 

PhD middle -.64444 .33313 .217 -1.5067 .2178 

bachelor -.20674 .29927 .901 -.9813 .5678 

master -.25745 .30267 .830 -1.0408 .5259 

Communication middle bachelor .38648 .17838 .136 -.0752 .8482 

master .27622 .18440 .440 -.2011 .7535 

PhD .40833 .34418 .636 -.4825 1.2992 

bachelor middle -.38648 .17838 .136 -.8482 .0752 

master -.11026 .10559 .724 -.3835 .1630 

PhD .02186 .30920 1.000 -.7784 .8221 

master middle -.27622 .18440 .440 -.7535 .2011 

bachelor .11026 .10559 .724 -.1630 .3835 

PhD .13211 .31272 .975 -.6773 .9415 

PhD middle -.40833 .34418 .636 -1.2992 .4825 

bachelor -.02186 .30920 1.000 -.8221 .7784 

master -.13211 .31272 .975 -.9415 .6773 

Organizational Culture middle bachelor .40164 .17825 .112 -.0597 .8630 

master .32012 .18427 .307 -.1568 .7971 

PhD .25000 .34393 .886 -.6402 1.1402 

bachelor middle -.40164 .17825 .112 -.8630 .0597 

master -.08152 .10551 .867 -.3546 .1916 

PhD -.15164 .30898 .961 -.9513 .6481 

master middle -.32012 .18427 .307 -.7971 .1568 

bachelor .08152 .10551 .867 -.1916 .3546 

PhD -.07012 .31249 .996 -.8789 .7387 

PhD middle -.25000 .34393 .886 -1.1402 .6402 

bachelor .15164 .30898 .961 -.6481 .9513 
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master .07012 .31249 .996 -.7387 .8789 

Transparency, Visibility and 

Information 

middle bachelor .60738* .15814 .001 .1981 1.0167 

master .36707 .16348 .114 -.0561 .7902 

PhD .32778 .30514 .706 -.4620 1.1175 

bachelor middle -.60738* .15814 .001 -1.0167 -.1981 

master -.24030 .09361 .053 -.4826 .0020 

PhD -.27960 .27412 .738 -.9891 .4299 

master middle -.36707 .16348 .114 -.7902 .0561 

bachelor .24030 .09361 .053 -.0020 .4826 

PhD -.03930 .27724 .999 -.7569 .6783 

PhD middle -.32778 .30514 .706 -1.1175 .4620 

bachelor .27960 .27412 .738 -.4299 .9891 

master .03930 .27724 .999 -.6783 .7569 

Resource Allocation middle bachelor .23852 .15882 .438 -.1726 .6496 

master .30122 .16419 .260 -.1237 .7262 

PhD .35000 .30645 .664 -.4432 1.1432 

bachelor middle -.23852 .15882 .438 -.6496 .1726 

master .06269 .09401 .909 -.1806 .3060 

PhD .11148 .27531 .978 -.6011 .8240 

master middle -.30122 .16419 .260 -.7262 .1237 

bachelor -.06269 .09401 .909 -.3060 .1806 

PhD .04878 .27844 .998 -.6719 .7694 

PhD middle -.35000 .30645 .664 -1.1432 .4432 

bachelor -.11148 .27531 .978 -.8240 .6011 

master -.04878 .27844 .998 -.7694 .6719 

Continuous Improvement middle bachelor .36339 .18155 .190 -.1065 .8333 

master .33333 .18769 .288 -.1524 .8191 

PhD .33333 .35031 .777 -.5733 1.2400 

bachelor middle -.36339 .18155 .190 -.8333 .1065 

master -.03005 .10747 .992 -.3082 .2481 

PhD -.03005 .31470 1.000 -.8446 .7845 

master middle -.33333 .18769 .288 -.8191 .1524 

bachelor .03005 .10747 .992 -.2481 .3082 

PhD .00000 .31828 1.000 -.8238 .8238 

PhD middle -.33333 .35031 .777 -1.2400 .5733 

bachelor .03005 .31470 1.000 -.7845 .8446 

master .00000 .31828 1.000 -.8238 .8238 

middle bachelor .56016 .23427 .082 -.0462 1.1665 
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Project Selection and 

Prioritization 

master .41634 .24219 .316 -.2105 1.0432 

PhD .97000 .45203 .142 -.2000 2.1400 

bachelor middle -.56016 .23427 .082 -1.1665 .0462 

master -.14382 .13868 .728 -.5027 .2151 

PhD .40984 .40609 .744 -.6412 1.4609 

master middle -.41634 .24219 .316 -1.0432 .2105 

bachelor .14382 .13868 .728 -.2151 .5027 

PhD .55366 .41071 .533 -.5094 1.6167 

PhD middle -.97000 .45203 .142 -2.1400 .2000 

bachelor -.40984 .40609 .744 -1.4609 .6412 

master -.55366 .41071 .533 -1.6167 .5094 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Dependent Variable 

(I) 

experience 

(J) 

experience 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Management Involvement 

and Commitment 

1-10 11-20 -.06051 .10389 .937 -.3294 .2084 

21-30 .09381 .18664 .958 -.3893 .5769 

31-40 -.38822 .24913 .405 -1.0331 .2566 

11-20 1-10 .06051 .10389 .937 -.2084 .3294 

21-30 .15432 .19295 .854 -.3451 .6537 

31-40 -.32771 .25389 .570 -.9849 .3294 

21-30 1-10 -.09381 .18664 .958 -.5769 .3893 

11-20 -.15432 .19295 .854 -.6537 .3451 

31-40 -.48203 .29750 .369 -1.2520 .2880 

31-40 1-10 .38822 .24913 .405 -.2566 1.0331 

11-20 .32771 .25389 .570 -.3294 .9849 

21-30 .48203 .29750 .369 -.2880 1.2520 

Leadership 1-10 11-20 .10108 .11334 .809 -.1923 .3945 

21-30 .18150 .20363 .809 -.3456 .7086 

31-40 -.38190 .27181 .498 -1.0854 .3216 

11-20 1-10 -.10108 .11334 .809 -.3945 .1923 

21-30 .08042 .21051 .981 -.4644 .6253 

31-40 -.48298 .27700 .304 -1.1999 .2340 

21-30 1-10 -.18150 .20363 .809 -.7086 .3456 

11-20 -.08042 .21051 .981 -.6253 .4644 

31-40 -.56340 .32457 .308 -1.4035 .2767 

31-40 1-10 .38190 .27181 .498 -.3216 1.0854 

11-20 .48298 .27700 .304 -.2340 1.1999 

21-30 .56340 .32457 .308 -.2767 1.4035 

Managerial Skills 1-10 11-20 .08534 .14104 .930 -.2797 .4504 

21-30 -.25047 .25340 .756 -.9064 .4054 

31-40 -.61649 .33824 .265 -1.4920 .2590 

11-20 1-10 -.08534 .14104 .930 -.4504 .2797 

21-30 -.33582 .26195 .575 -1.0138 .3422 

31-40 -.70183 .34469 .178 -1.5940 .1904 

21-30 1-10 .25047 .25340 .756 -.4054 .9064 

11-20 .33582 .26195 .575 -.3422 1.0138 

31-40 -.36601 .40389 .802 -1.4114 .6794 
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31-40 1-10 .61649 .33824 .265 -.2590 1.4920 

11-20 .70183 .34469 .178 -.1904 1.5940 

21-30 .36601 .40389 .802 -.6794 1.4114 

Employees Involvement and 

Commitment 

1-10 11-20 .17878 .10316 .309 -.0882 .4458 

21-30 .04649 .18534 .994 -.4332 .5262 

31-40 -.45460 .24739 .259 -1.0949 .1857 

11-20 1-10 -.17878 .10316 .309 -.4458 .0882 

21-30 -.13229 .19160 .901 -.6282 .3636 

31-40 -.63338 .25212 .061 -1.2859 .0192 

21-30 1-10 -.04649 .18534 .994 -.5262 .4332 

11-20 .13229 .19160 .901 -.3636 .6282 

31-40 -.50109 .29542 .328 -1.2657 .2635 

31-40 1-10 .45460 .24739 .259 -.1857 1.0949 

11-20 .63338 .25212 .061 -.0192 1.2859 

21-30 .50109 .29542 .328 -.2635 1.2657 

Communication 1-10 11-20 .11081 .10714 .729 -.1665 .3881 

21-30 .08847 .19248 .968 -.4097 .5867 

31-40 -.20565 .25692 .854 -.8706 .4594 

11-20 1-10 -.11081 .10714 .729 -.3881 .1665 

21-30 -.02234 .19898 .999 -.5374 .4927 

31-40 -.31646 .26183 .622 -.9942 .3612 

21-30 1-10 -.08847 .19248 .968 -.5867 .4097 

11-20 .02234 .19898 .999 -.4927 .5374 

31-40 -.29412 .30680 .773 -1.0882 .5000 

31-40 1-10 .20565 .25692 .854 -.4594 .8706 

11-20 .31646 .26183 .622 -.3612 .9942 

21-30 .29412 .30680 .773 -.5000 1.0882 

Organizational Culture 1-10 11-20 .01011 .10709 1.000 -.2671 .2873 

21-30 .06167 .19240 .989 -.4363 .5597 

31-40 -.35663 .25681 .508 -1.0214 .3081 

11-20 1-10 -.01011 .10709 1.000 -.2873 .2671 

21-30 .05156 .19890 .994 -.4632 .5664 

31-40 -.36674 .26172 .500 -1.0441 .3107 

21-30 1-10 -.06167 .19240 .989 -.5597 .4363 

11-20 -.05156 .19890 .994 -.5664 .4632 

31-40 -.41830 .30667 .523 -1.2121 .3755 

31-40 1-10 .35663 .25681 .508 -.3081 1.0214 

11-20 .36674 .26172 .500 -.3107 1.0441 
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21-30 .41830 .30667 .523 -.3755 1.2121 

Transparency, Visibility and 

Information 

1-10 11-20 .08970 .09517 .782 -.1566 .3360 

21-30 .29918 .17098 .301 -.1434 .7417 

31-40 -.60932* .22823 .040 -1.2001 -.0186 

11-20 1-10 -.08970 .09517 .782 -.3360 .1566 

21-30 .20948 .17676 .637 -.2480 .6670 

31-40 -.69902* .23259 .016 -1.3010 -.0970 

21-30 1-10 -.29918 .17098 .301 -.7417 .1434 

11-20 -.20948 .17676 .637 -.6670 .2480 

31-40 -.90850* .27253 .006 -1.6139 -.2031 

31-40 1-10 .60932* .22823 .040 .0186 1.2001 

11-20 .69902* .23259 .016 .0970 1.3010 

21-30 .90850* .27253 .006 .2031 1.6139 

Resource Allocation 1-10 11-20 -.02681 .09466 .992 -.2718 .2182 

21-30 .24602 .17007 .472 -.1942 .6862 

31-40 -.18405 .22701 .849 -.7716 .4035 

11-20 1-10 .02681 .09466 .992 -.2182 .2718 

21-30 .27282 .17582 .408 -.1822 .7279 

31-40 -.15724 .23135 .905 -.7561 .4416 

21-30 1-10 -.24602 .17007 .472 -.6862 .1942 

11-20 -.27282 .17582 .408 -.7279 .1822 

31-40 -.43007 .27108 .388 -1.1317 .2716 

31-40 1-10 .18405 .22701 .849 -.4035 .7716 

11-20 .15724 .23135 .905 -.4416 .7561 

21-30 .43007 .27108 .388 -.2716 1.1317 

Continuous Improvement 1-10 11-20 -.04988 .10906 .968 -.3322 .2324 

21-30 .02309 .19593 .999 -.4841 .5302 

31-40 -.27539 .26153 .718 -.9523 .4015 

11-20 1-10 .04988 .10906 .968 -.2324 .3322 

21-30 .07297 .20255 .984 -.4513 .5972 

31-40 -.22550 .26653 .832 -.9154 .4644 

21-30 1-10 -.02309 .19593 .999 -.5302 .4841 

11-20 -.07297 .20255 .984 -.5972 .4513 

31-40 -.29847 .31230 .775 -1.1068 .5099 

31-40 1-10 .27539 .26153 .718 -.4015 .9523 

11-20 .22550 .26653 .832 -.4644 .9154 

21-30 .29847 .31230 .775 -.5099 1.1068 

1-10 11-20 .08216 .14054 .937 -.2816 .4459 
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Project Selection and 

Prioritization 

21-30 -.21822 .25249 .823 -.8717 .4353 

31-40 -.58423 .33703 .309 -1.4566 .2881 

11-20 1-10 -.08216 .14054 .937 -.4459 .2816 

21-30 -.30037 .26102 .658 -.9760 .3752 

31-40 -.66639 .34346 .214 -1.5554 .2226 

21-30 1-10 .21822 .25249 .823 -.4353 .8717 

11-20 .30037 .26102 .658 -.3752 .9760 

31-40 -.36601 .40245 .800 -1.4077 .6757 

31-40 1-10 .58423 .33703 .309 -.2881 1.4566 

11-20 .66639 .34346 .214 -.2226 1.5554 

21-30 .36601 .40245 .800 -.6757 1.4077 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Mean Differences Between Groups on each CSF 
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Descriptives 

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Management 

Involvement and 

Commitment 

18-25 9 3.6667 1.06066 .35355 2.8514 4.4820 2.00 5.00 

26-33 50 3.6300 .73234 .10357 3.4219 3.8381 2.00 5.00 

34-41 61 3.6803 .77073 .09868 3.4829 3.8777 2.00 5.00 

42-49 43 3.6802 .70146 .10697 3.4644 3.8961 1.75 5.00 

50-57 45 3.6278 .60683 .09046 3.4455 3.8101 2.00 5.00 

58-65 22 4.0795 .58952 .12569 3.8182 4.3409 2.75 5.00 

Total 230 3.6967 .72022 .04749 3.6032 3.7903 1.75 5.00 

Leadership 18-25 9 3.4667 1.13137 .37712 2.5970 4.3363 1.80 4.80 

26-33 50 3.7440 .81620 .11543 3.5120 3.9760 1.80 5.00 

34-41 61 3.5016 .74532 .09543 3.3108 3.6925 1.40 5.00 

42-49 43 3.4884 .75126 .11457 3.2572 3.7196 2.40 5.00 

50-57 45 3.5911 .81682 .12176 3.3457 3.8365 1.80 4.80 

58-65 22 3.9364 .62453 .13315 3.6595 4.2133 2.80 4.80 

Total 230 3.6096 .78817 .05197 3.5072 3.7120 1.40 5.00 

Managerial Skills 18-25 9 3.0000 1.11803 .37268 2.1406 3.8594 1.00 4.00 

26-33 50 3.3200 .95704 .13535 3.0480 3.5920 1.00 5.00 

34-41 61 2.8689 .99122 .12691 2.6150 3.1227 1.00 5.00 

42-49 43 3.1860 1.02947 .15699 2.8692 3.5029 1.00 5.00 

50-57 45 3.3333 .87905 .13104 3.0692 3.5974 1.00 5.00 

58-65 22 3.3636 1.00216 .21366 2.9193 3.8080 1.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.1696 .98546 .06498 3.0415 3.2976 1.00 5.00 

Employees 

Involvement and 

Commitment 

18-25 9 4.0000 .78174 .26058 3.3991 4.6009 3.00 5.00 

26-33 50 3.6267 .77266 .10927 3.4071 3.8463 1.67 5.00 

34-41 61 3.5191 .75896 .09717 3.3247 3.7135 1.67 5.00 

42-49 43 3.6434 .75731 .11549 3.4103 3.8765 2.00 5.00 

50-57 45 3.6222 .61381 .09150 3.4378 3.8066 2.33 5.00 

58-65 22 3.9545 .52750 .11246 3.7207 4.1884 3.00 4.67 

Total 230 3.6464 .72226 .04762 3.5525 3.7402 1.67 5.00 

Communication 18-25 9 3.5556 .46398 .15466 3.1989 3.9122 3.00 4.00 

26-33 50 3.7700 .79031 .11177 3.5454 3.9946 2.00 5.00 

34-41 61 3.7377 .88791 .11369 3.5103 3.9651 1.00 5.00 

42-49 43 3.6744 .71451 .10896 3.4545 3.8943 2.00 5.00 
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50-57 45 3.8444 .61072 .09104 3.6610 4.0279 2.50 5.00 

58-65 22 3.8864 .59625 .12712 3.6220 4.1507 2.50 5.00 

Total 230 3.7609 .74279 .04898 3.6644 3.8574 1.00 5.00 

Organizational Culture 18-25 9 3.6944 .86402 .28801 3.0303 4.3586 2.25 5.00 

26-33 50 3.7950 .81393 .11511 3.5637 4.0263 1.50 5.00 

34-41 61 3.7213 .74456 .09533 3.5306 3.9120 1.25 5.00 

42-49 43 3.6802 .76828 .11716 3.4438 3.9167 2.00 5.00 

50-57 45 3.8333 .64182 .09568 3.6405 4.0262 2.50 5.00 

58-65 22 4.1477 .61071 .13020 3.8770 4.4185 3.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.7913 .74245 .04896 3.6948 3.8878 1.25 5.00 

Transparency, 

Visibility and 

Information 

18-25 9 3.6296 .82402 .27467 2.9962 4.2630 2.33 4.67 

26-33 50 3.6667 .73463 .10389 3.4579 3.8754 2.00 5.00 

34-41 61 3.5137 .63121 .08082 3.3520 3.6753 2.00 5.00 

42-49 43 3.5271 .67154 .10241 3.3205 3.7338 2.00 5.00 

50-57 45 3.5556 .69267 .10326 3.3475 3.7637 1.67 5.00 

58-65 22 3.7879 .58685 .12512 3.5277 4.0481 2.67 4.67 

Total 230 3.5884 .67654 .04461 3.5005 3.6763 1.67 5.00 

Resource Allocation 18-25 9 3.4222 .60369 .20123 2.9582 3.8863 2.60 4.40 

26-33 50 3.5680 .75632 .10696 3.3531 3.7829 2.00 4.80 

34-41 61 3.3803 .63425 .08121 3.2179 3.5428 2.20 5.00 

42-49 43 3.4558 .58444 .08913 3.2759 3.6357 2.20 5.00 

50-57 45 3.4578 .67907 .10123 3.2538 3.6618 2.20 4.80 

58-65 22 3.9545 .43175 .09205 3.7631 4.1460 3.20 5.00 

Total 230 3.5070 .65913 .04346 3.4213 3.5926 2.00 5.00 

Continuous 

Improvement 

18-25 9 3.6667 .83333 .27778 3.0261 4.3072 2.33 4.67 

26-33 50 3.6133 .84209 .11909 3.3740 3.8527 1.67 5.00 

34-41 61 3.6230 .78993 .10114 3.4206 3.8253 1.00 5.00 

42-49 43 3.6124 .66241 .10102 3.4085 3.8163 2.00 5.00 

50-57 45 3.7778 .65905 .09824 3.5798 3.9758 2.33 5.00 

58-65 22 3.9242 .77618 .16548 3.5801 4.2684 2.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.6797 .75430 .04974 3.5817 3.7777 1.00 5.00 

Project Selection and 

Prioritization 

18-25 9 3.0000 1.11803 .37268 2.1406 3.8594 1.00 4.00 

26-33 50 3.3200 .93547 .13230 3.0541 3.5859 1.00 5.00 

34-41 61 2.9049 1.01167 .12953 2.6458 3.1640 1.00 5.00 

42-49 43 3.3023 1.01360 .15457 2.9904 3.6143 1.00 5.00 

50-57 45 3.3244 .87416 .13031 3.0618 3.5871 1.00 5.00 

58-65 22 3.3636 1.00216 .21366 2.9193 3.8080 1.00 5.00 
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Total 230 3.1991 .98078 .06467 3.0717 3.3266 1.00 5.00 

 

 

Group Statistics 

 
gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Management Involvement and Commitment female 76 3.5691 .75233 .08630 

male 154 3.7597 .69773 .05623 

Leadership female 76 3.4947 .83680 .09599 

male 154 3.6662 .75945 .06120 

Managerial Skills female 76 3.2500 .95394 .10942 

male 154 3.1299 1.00131 .08069 

Employees Involvement and Commitment female 76 3.6842 .76960 .08828 

male 154 3.6277 .69957 .05637 

Communication female 76 3.7697 .70447 .08081 

male 154 3.7565 .76320 .06150 

Organizational Culture female 76 3.7171 .77711 .08914 

male 154 3.8279 .72452 .05838 

Transparency, Visibility and Information female 76 3.6360 .68243 .07828 

male 154 3.5649 .67460 .05436 

Resource Allocation female 76 3.4421 .63859 .07325 

male 154 3.5390 .66875 .05389 

Continuous Improvement female 76 3.5000 .81921 .09397 

male 154 3.7684 .70616 .05690 

Project Selection and Prioritization female 76 3.3105 .95632 .10970 

male 154 3.1442 .99107 .07986 

 

 

 

 

Descriptives 

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean Minimum Maximum 



325 

 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Management 

Involvement and 

Commitment 

political 50 3.6500 .73018 .10326 3.4425 3.8575 2.00 5.00 

managerial 52 3.9471 .73654 .10214 3.7421 4.1522 1.75 5.00 

civil servant 50 3.6500 .73193 .10351 3.4420 3.8580 2.00 5.00 

committee 36 3.4931 .69818 .11636 3.2568 3.7293 2.00 5.00 

commission 42 3.6726 .63795 .09844 3.4738 3.8714 2.50 5.00 

Total 230 3.6967 .72022 .04749 3.6032 3.7903 1.75 5.00 

Leadership political 50 4.0480 .67921 .09605 3.8550 4.2410 2.20 5.00 

managerial 52 3.6000 .70516 .09779 3.4037 3.7963 1.80 4.80 

civil servant 50 3.4760 .87588 .12387 3.2271 3.7249 1.40 5.00 

committee 36 3.3889 .75281 .12547 3.1342 3.6436 1.80 5.00 

commission 42 3.4476 .75716 .11683 3.2117 3.6836 2.20 5.00 

Total 230 3.6096 .78817 .05197 3.5072 3.7120 1.40 5.00 

Managerial Skills political 50 3.3400 .82338 .11644 3.1060 3.5740 2.00 5.00 

managerial 52 3.2692 .88817 .12317 3.0220 3.5165 1.00 5.00 

civil servant 50 3.1800 1.11922 .15828 2.8619 3.4981 1.00 5.00 

committee 36 3.1389 1.04616 .17436 2.7849 3.4929 1.00 5.00 

commission 42 2.8571 1.02580 .15828 2.5375 3.1768 1.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.1696 .98546 .06498 3.0415 3.2976 1.00 5.00 

Employees 

Involvement and 

Commitment 

political 50 3.7333 .63174 .08934 3.5538 3.9129 2.33 5.00 

managerial 52 3.6603 .72458 .10048 3.4585 3.8620 1.67 5.00 

civil servant 50 3.6133 .81193 .11482 3.3826 3.8441 2.00 5.00 

committee 36 3.5926 .76474 .12746 3.3338 3.8513 2.33 5.00 

commission 42 3.6111 .69421 .10712 3.3948 3.8274 2.33 5.00 

Total 230 3.6464 .72226 .04762 3.5525 3.7402 1.67 5.00 

Communication political 50 4.0000 .72139 .10202 3.7950 4.2050 2.00 5.00 

managerial 52 3.7115 .67407 .09348 3.5239 3.8992 2.00 5.00 

civil servant 50 3.7000 .80812 .11429 3.4703 3.9297 1.00 5.00 

committee 36 3.7361 .68124 .11354 3.5056 3.9666 2.00 5.00 

commission 42 3.6310 .78910 .12176 3.3851 3.8769 2.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.7609 .74279 .04898 3.6644 3.8574 1.00 5.00 

Organizational 

Culture 

political 50 4.0800 .58997 .08343 3.9123 4.2477 2.50 5.00 

managerial 52 3.8317 .71008 .09847 3.6340 4.0294 2.00 5.00 

civil servant 50 3.6800 .81134 .11474 3.4494 3.9106 1.25 5.00 

committee 36 3.6667 .85774 .14296 3.3764 3.9569 1.50 5.00 

commission 42 3.6369 .68120 .10511 3.4246 3.8492 2.50 5.00 
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Total 230 3.7913 .74245 .04896 3.6948 3.8878 1.25 5.00 

Transparency, 

Visibility and 

Information 

political 50 3.7267 .64132 .09070 3.5444 3.9089 2.00 5.00 

managerial 52 3.4872 .64156 .08897 3.3086 3.6658 1.67 4.67 

civil servant 50 3.6733 .68177 .09642 3.4796 3.8671 2.00 5.00 

committee 36 3.4722 .76168 .12695 3.2145 3.7299 2.00 5.00 

commission 42 3.5476 .66594 .10276 3.3401 3.7551 2.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.5884 .67654 .04461 3.5005 3.6763 1.67 5.00 

Resource Allocation political 50 3.6840 .68938 .09749 3.4881 3.8799 2.20 5.00 

managerial 52 3.5115 .60119 .08337 3.3442 3.6789 2.20 4.40 

civil servant 50 3.3960 .68986 .09756 3.1999 3.5921 2.20 5.00 

committee 36 3.4944 .65288 .10881 3.2735 3.7153 2.00 4.80 

commission 42 3.4333 .64606 .09969 3.2320 3.6347 2.40 5.00 

Total 230 3.5070 .65913 .04346 3.4213 3.5926 2.00 5.00 

Continuous 

Improvement 

political 50 3.9133 .59784 .08455 3.7434 4.0832 2.33 5.00 

managerial 52 3.6410 .81073 .11243 3.4153 3.8667 1.67 5.00 

civil servant 50 3.5933 .80331 .11361 3.3650 3.8216 1.00 5.00 

committee 36 3.5648 .82739 .13790 3.2849 3.8448 2.00 5.00 

commission 42 3.6508 .69825 .10774 3.4332 3.8684 2.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.6797 .75430 .04974 3.5817 3.7777 1.00 5.00 

Project Selection and 

Prioritization 

political 50 3.3840 .80289 .11355 3.1558 3.6122 2.00 5.00 

managerial 52 3.3385 .89927 .12471 3.0881 3.5888 1.00 5.00 

civil servant 50 3.2600 1.11410 .15756 2.9434 3.5766 1.00 5.00 

committee 36 3.0833 1.01910 .16985 2.7385 3.4281 1.00 5.00 

commission 42 2.8333 1.00333 .15482 2.5207 3.1460 1.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.1991 .98078 .06467 3.0717 3.3266 1.00 5.00 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Descriptives 
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 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Management 

Involvement and 

Commitment 

middle 20 3.9875 .52862 .11820 3.7401 4.2349 2.75 5.00 

bachelor 122 3.5943 .74087 .06708 3.4615 3.7271 1.75 5.00 

master 82 3.7835 .73152 .08078 3.6228 3.9443 2.00 5.00 

PhD 6 3.6250 .13693 .05590 3.4813 3.7687 3.50 3.75 

Total 230 3.6967 .72022 .04749 3.6032 3.7903 1.75 5.00 

Leadership middle 20 3.9200 .75226 .16821 3.5679 4.2721 2.20 5.00 

bachelor 122 3.4852 .79707 .07216 3.3424 3.6281 1.40 5.00 

master 82 3.7317 .75700 .08360 3.5654 3.8980 2.20 5.00 

PhD 6 3.4333 .77374 .31588 2.6213 4.2453 2.60 4.60 

Total 230 3.6096 .78817 .05197 3.5072 3.7120 1.40 5.00 

Managerial Skills middle 20 3.6500 1.08942 .24360 3.1401 4.1599 1.00 5.00 

bachelor 122 3.0820 .95856 .08678 2.9102 3.2538 1.00 5.00 

master 82 3.2195 .96896 .10700 3.0066 3.4324 1.00 5.00 

PhD 6 2.6667 1.03280 .42164 1.5828 3.7505 1.00 4.00 

Total 230 3.1696 .98546 .06498 3.0415 3.2976 1.00 5.00 

Employees 

Involvement and 

Commitment 

middle 20 4.0333 .70004 .15653 3.7057 4.3610 2.67 5.00 

bachelor 122 3.5956 .66145 .05989 3.4771 3.7142 1.67 5.00 

master 82 3.6463 .80354 .08874 3.4698 3.8229 1.67 5.00 

PhD 6 3.3889 .49065 .20031 2.8740 3.9038 3.00 4.00 

Total 230 3.6464 .72226 .04762 3.5525 3.7402 1.67 5.00 

Communication middle 20 4.0750 .56835 .12709 3.8090 4.3410 3.00 5.00 

bachelor 122 3.6885 .76420 .06919 3.5516 3.8255 1.00 5.00 

master 82 3.7988 .71948 .07945 3.6407 3.9569 2.00 5.00 

PhD 6 3.6667 .98319 .40139 2.6349 4.6985 2.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.7609 .74279 .04898 3.6644 3.8574 1.00 5.00 

Organizational Culture middle 20 4.1250 .67131 .15011 3.8108 4.4392 2.50 5.00 

bachelor 122 3.7234 .74814 .06773 3.5893 3.8575 1.25 5.00 

master 82 3.8049 .72118 .07964 3.6464 3.9633 2.00 5.00 

PhD 6 3.8750 .99687 .40697 2.8288 4.9212 2.00 5.00 

Total 230 3.7913 .74245 .04896 3.6948 3.8878 1.25 5.00 

Transparency, Visibility 

and Information 

middle 20 4.0500 .56481 .12629 3.7857 4.3143 3.00 5.00 

bachelor 122 3.4426 .62020 .05615 3.3315 3.5538 1.67 5.00 

master 82 3.6829 .71223 .07865 3.5264 3.8394 2.00 5.00 
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PhD 6 3.7222 .82776 .33793 2.8535 4.5909 2.33 4.67 

Total 230 3.5884 .67654 .04461 3.5005 3.6763 1.67 5.00 

Resource Allocation middle 20 3.7500 .63204 .14133 3.4542 4.0458 2.20 4.60 

bachelor 122 3.5115 .65103 .05894 3.3948 3.6282 2.00 5.00 

master 82 3.4488 .67518 .07456 3.3004 3.5971 2.20 5.00 

PhD 6 3.4000 .65727 .26833 2.7102 4.0898 2.60 4.00 

Total 230 3.5070 .65913 .04346 3.4213 3.5926 2.00 5.00 

Continuous 

Improvement 

middle 20 4.0000 .47140 .10541 3.7794 4.2206 3.00 4.67 

bachelor 122 3.6366 .75940 .06875 3.5005 3.7727 1.00 5.00 

master 82 3.6667 .79780 .08810 3.4914 3.8420 1.67 5.00 

PhD 6 3.6667 .69921 .28545 2.9329 4.4004 2.33 4.33 

Total 230 3.6797 .75430 .04974 3.5817 3.7777 1.00 5.00 

Project Selection and 

Prioritization 

middle 20 3.6700 1.06677 .23854 3.1707 4.1693 1.00 5.00 

bachelor 122 3.1098 .94793 .08582 2.9399 3.2797 1.00 5.00 

master 82 3.2537 .97932 .10815 3.0385 3.4688 1.00 5.00 

PhD 6 2.7000 1.00995 .41231 1.6401 3.7599 1.00 4.00 

Total 230 3.1991 .98078 .06467 3.0717 3.3266 1.00 5.00 
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Descriptives 

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Management 

Involvement and 

Commitment 

1-10 124 3.6673 .77481 .06958 3.5296 3.8051 2.00 5.00 

11-20 79 3.7278 .68429 .07699 3.5746 3.8811 1.75 5.00 

21-30 17 3.5735 .49816 .12082 3.3174 3.8297 3.00 4.50 

31-40 9 4.0556 .59658 .19886 3.5970 4.5141 2.75 5.00 

Total 229 3.6965 .72179 .04770 3.6025 3.7905 1.75 5.00 

Leadership 1-10 124 3.6403 .82796 .07435 3.4931 3.7875 1.40 5.00 

11-20 79 3.5392 .72207 .08124 3.3775 3.7010 1.80 5.00 

21-30 17 3.4588 .82995 .20129 3.0321 3.8855 2.40 4.80 

31-40 9 4.0222 .65912 .21971 3.5156 4.5289 2.80 4.80 

Total 229 3.6070 .78893 .05213 3.5043 3.7097 1.40 5.00 

Managerial Skills 1-10 124 3.1613 1.03112 .09260 2.9780 3.3446 1.00 5.00 

11-20 79 3.0759 .87372 .09830 2.8802 3.2717 1.00 5.00 

21-30 17 3.4118 .87026 .21107 2.9643 3.8592 2.00 5.00 

31-40 9 3.7778 1.30171 .43390 2.7772 4.7784 1.00 5.00 

Total 229 3.1747 .98456 .06506 3.0465 3.3029 1.00 5.00 

Employees Involvement 

and Commitment 

1-10 124 3.6935 .74789 .06716 3.5606 3.8265 1.67 5.00 

11-20 79 3.5148 .67262 .07568 3.3641 3.6654 1.67 5.00 

21-30 17 3.6471 .73097 .17729 3.2712 4.0229 2.67 5.00 

31-40 9 4.1481 .60349 .20116 3.6843 4.6120 3.00 5.00 

Total 229 3.6463 .72384 .04783 3.5520 3.7405 1.67 5.00 

Communication 1-10 124 3.7944 .82888 .07444 3.6470 3.9417 1.00 5.00 

11-20 79 3.6835 .63638 .07160 3.5410 3.8261 2.00 5.00 

21-30 17 3.7059 .58787 .14258 3.4036 4.0081 2.50 5.00 

31-40 9 4.0000 .61237 .20412 3.5293 4.4707 3.00 5.00 

Total 229 3.7576 .74280 .04909 3.6609 3.8544 1.00 5.00 

Organizational Culture 1-10 124 3.7823 .81585 .07327 3.6372 3.9273 1.25 5.00 

11-20 79 3.7722 .62042 .06980 3.6332 3.9111 2.50 5.00 

21-30 17 3.7206 .64276 .15589 3.3901 4.0511 2.75 4.75 

31-40 9 4.1389 .86703 .28901 3.4724 4.8053 2.50 5.00 

Total 229 3.7882 .74259 .04907 3.6915 3.8849 1.25 5.00 

Transparency, Visibility 

and Information 

1-10 124 3.6129 .70920 .06369 3.4868 3.7390 2.00 5.00 

11-20 79 3.5232 .55131 .06203 3.3997 3.6467 2.00 5.00 
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21-30 17 3.3137 .76803 .18627 2.9188 3.7086 1.67 4.67 

31-40 9 4.2222 .64550 .21517 3.7260 4.7184 3.00 5.00 

Total 229 3.5837 .67423 .04455 3.4959 3.6715 1.67 5.00 

Resource Allocation 1-10 124 3.5048 .72424 .06504 3.3761 3.6336 2.00 5.00 

11-20 79 3.5316 .51628 .05809 3.4160 3.6473 2.60 4.80 

21-30 17 3.2588 .70981 .17215 2.8939 3.6238 2.40 5.00 

31-40 9 3.6889 .70079 .23360 3.1502 4.2276 2.20 4.60 

Total 229 3.5031 .65791 .04348 3.4174 3.5887 2.00 5.00 

Continuous 

Improvement 

1-10 124 3.6505 .80855 .07261 3.5068 3.7943 1.00 5.00 

11-20 79 3.7004 .66580 .07491 3.5513 3.8496 2.00 5.00 

21-30 17 3.6275 .86508 .20981 3.1827 4.0722 2.00 5.00 

31-40 9 3.9259 .52116 .17372 3.5253 4.3265 3.00 4.67 

Total 229 3.6769 .75471 .04987 3.5786 3.7751 1.00 5.00 

Project Selection and 

Prioritization 

1-10 124 3.1935 1.02519 .09206 3.0113 3.3758 1.00 5.00 

11-20 79 3.1114 .87339 .09826 2.9158 3.3070 1.00 5.00 

21-30 17 3.4118 .87026 .21107 2.9643 3.8592 2.00 5.00 

31-40 9 3.7778 1.30171 .43390 2.7772 4.7784 1.00 5.00 

Total 229 3.2044 .97970 .06474 3.0768 3.3319 1.00 5.00 

 


