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This paper aims to map the situation regarding the risks and implemented tools, increasing the quality of 
public administration. In March-May 2020, research focused on qualitative methods in public administration 
was carried out. The research aimed to obtain data for further support of quality management in public 
administration. The primary target group for the support of quality management in public administration is 
individual authorities (administrative authorities, authorities of self-governing territorial units), which will 
support their customers' satisfaction (citizens, entrepreneurs, public administration). 

1. Introduction

The overall development of public administration and its management is an important topic that affects many 
areas in practice and research. Increasingly, managerial approaches are applied, which have their origin in the 
business sphere. In today's world of change and progress, it is necessary to look for new ways to improve its 
services continually, both the public and private sectors, to all its customers - citizens, municipalities, 
organizations, and companies. This improvement process is not a one-time activity, but it is a long-term 
process, which is also financially demanding. Therefore, it is necessary to coordinate the modernization of the 
central state administration effectively, and it is necessary to ensure that the modernization of the central state 
administration system is professionally and organizationally ensured in the future. The private sector situation 
is all the simpler because there is at least one essential measure of business success: the rate of profit 
achieved. There is only one left for public administration organizations, regions, cities, and municipalities. To 
work diligently on each other and reach a certain level of quality and compare this level and compare it with 
the performance of other state bodies. Sustainable public service can then be argued to mean a service that is 
harvested over a long period and offers the capacity to delight. Therefore, to measure public service quality 
requires a determination of the extent to which customers and or users of public service are satisfied. 
Customer satisfaction has globally become a strategic initiative for organizations to achieve their objectives. 
Customer satisfaction is primarily measured to assess how well an organization meets the needs of its 
customers and what should be done better. (Pizam et al., 2016); (Makanyeza & Chikazhe, 2017) They further 
argued that providing high-quality customer care, including constant communication and good employee 
conduct have the potential to keep a customer satisfied. (Jaiyeoba, et al., 2018) It can be concluded that with 
regard to public service, customer satisfaction is concerned with level of service delivery expectations before 
receiving service and perceptions after getting the service. It could be argued therefore that in public service, 
customers would be satisfied when they are happy with the service they receive without experiencing delays 
or any difficulty. (Mosimanegape et al., 2020) Customer satisfaction may further be viewed as a psychological 
attainment derived from product or service use; or a mental state whereby the customer undertakes a 
comparison of a product or service before and after a purchase. (Paul et. al., 2016) 
The aim is for this level to be the same and uniform for all organizations. Quality in public administration is 
connected mainly with organizations' effort to do the right things correctly (the concept of Good Governance), 
i.e., in a quality, efficient, and timely manner. State administration is the backbone of the modern state.  
Quality management is an essential strategic factor of success in the public sector. Executives of local politics 
and government recognise the importance of customer focus and therefore continue to implement quality 
management systems. Customer focus and quality management are critical factors in optimising demand, 
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supply and costs throughout the public sector. (Kobylinska, 2016) An efficient central state administration 
system is a prerequisite for the sufficient work of modern central administrative offices, and such offices serve 
citizens and the government better. Most public and third sector organisations – both within and beyond 
Europe – are struggling with two major problems: improving outcomes for service users and other key 
stakeholders without increasing overall cost; and developing measures of performance that help them improve 
and assure quality without motivating staff achieve arbitrary targets at the expense of poor service to the 
public. (Moullin, 2017) 
Modern management methods and quality measurement tools have been used successfully in private and 
public sector entities for several decades. These methods are based on the concepts of New Public 
Management and Good Governance, Benchmarking (BMK), Local Agenda 21 (MA 21) and the Common 
Assessment Framework (CAF) and used to effectively manage and improve public communication and also to 
increase transparency in public administrative activities. (Stojanová & Lhotský, 2017) 
The CAF model is a relatively widespread tool contributing to increasing the efficiency and quality of state 
administration. The CAF model helps organizations of public administration in EU countries to understand and 
use quality management techniques and diagnose the condition of the management system. It may prove be 
the right tool to be used by managers in the office with ISO 9001 in the review of governance, enabling the 
organization to gain a strong base to begin the process of continuous improvement of the quality management 
system. (Kobylinska, 2016) Organization, taking into account its own potential and needs, decides on the 
ways of implementation of these self-assessment criteria (e.g. how many procedures it will develop, how often 
management review will be conducted). (Borys & Rogala, 2007) The CAF is used only in EU countries. The 
CAF model is one of the tools where, with minimal financial demands, the first step can be taken to increase 
public administration quality in the form of self-assessment of the organization. The percentage of CAF 
implementation in the administrations of the EU, however, does not exceed 35%. (Kobylinska, 2016) 
In recent years, the so-called benchmarking method has come to the fore as a practical tool for increasing the 
performance of organizations of the entire public sector and also as a tool enabling public administration 
organizations to reach a comparable level from an international point of view. The method represents a 
systematic comparison of processes and performance based on best practice, the already mentioned 
awareness of one's weaknesses, and the ability to learn from others and share the knowledge gained with 
them. Therefore, the essential prerequisite for the application of benchmarking is a thorough understanding of 
the organization itself, its processes, and the nature of potential problems.  
Benchmarking is the process of comparing one's business processes and performance metrics to industry 
best practices. Dimensions typically measured are quality, time, and cost, but most of the cases, a large 
number of financial and nonfinancial indicators are involved. (Fratila et al., 2012). 
Another useful tool to promote quality in public administration is Local Agenda 21. Local Agenda 21 is based 
on a UN international document called Agenda 21. Local public administration has a crucial role to play in the 
process of moving towards sustainable development. Good governance must be (from the UN and EU point of 
view) open, transparent, and accountable to the public, practical, enabling public participation in decision-
making and planning and partnership with other social sectors and respecting expertise. Only such public 
administration can lead to the long-term sustainable development of the municipality or region. Furthermore, it 
is Local Agenda 21 that is a process whose sustainable development is a fundamental goal. The main goals 
are: 

• quality strategic planning and management, including the financing system;
• continuous and active communication with the public - building partnerships;
• systemic and measurable direction towards sustainable development. (Agenda 21, 1992)

In 2006, the Ministry of the Interior included local Agenda 21 among the official methods of improving public 
administration quality and other processes (e.g., benchmarking, CAF, or Balanced Scorecard), which is also 
virtually links. (Risk Management Methodology in Public Administration, 2016) 
The Ministry of the Interior is currently evaluating the fulfillment of the objectives of the so-called Strategic 
Framework for the Development of Public Administration in the Czech Republic for the period 2014-2020. This 
document's global goal is to increase the quality, efficiency, and transparency of public administration through 
targeted intervention focused on selected weaknesses of public administration. The whole process consists of 
the modernization of public administration and the implementation of modern management methods. The 
main goal is to optimize public administration's performance and the professionalization and development of 
human resources in public administration. Human resources are the most dynamic, most creative, and most 
valuable factor among all productivity factors. It is the first resource for a group to grow, and another resource 
mix cannot function without human resources. (Xie, 2015) Ensuring these goals while adhering to the basic 
rules of public administration management - transparency and economy- also brings the emergence of other 
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potential risks. The most common risks associated with public administration management include personnel, 
financial, organizational, information, and project risks. resource optimisation, accountability and a non-
compliance culture seem to be the main problem areas in the public sector. (Fourie & Poggenpoel, 2016) 

2. Methodology

This article is based on a literature study. Secondly, the purpose was to analyze and map the situation 
regarding the most common risks and implemented tools, increasing public administration quality. In March-
May 2020, research focused on qualitative methods in public administration was carried out. The research 
aimed to obtain data for further support of quality management in public administration. The primary target 
group for the support of quality management in public administration is individual authorities (administrative 
authorities, authorities of self-governing territorial units), which will support the increase of satisfaction of their 
customers (citizens, entrepreneurs, public administration). The limit of research has become the COVID-19 
pandemic. Due to this situation, the return was lower. 
On the basis of a survey there were set and analyzed eight research questions (cases). Statistical 
dependence of individual answers with respect to the size of the company was verified. The research 
questions were formed like: 

A.  Whether the kind (level) of the authority affects the perceive of the financial risk, 
B.  Whether the kind (level) of the authority affects the perceive of the property risk, 
C.  Whether the kind (level) of the authority affects the perceive of the personnel risk, 
D. Whether the kind (level) of the authority affects the perceive of the information technology risk, 
E.  Whether the kind (level) of the authority affects the perceive of the administrative risk, 
F.  Whether the kind (level) of the authority affects the perceive of the risks related to drawing subsidies 

from the EU, 
G.  Whether the kind (level) of the authority affects the perceive of the risks related to the protection of 

personal data, 
H.  Whether the kind (level) of the authority affects the perceive of the corruption risk. 

3. Results

The occurrence of individual answers from the survey was evaluated according to a four-scaled evaluation of 
all eight research questions A.x, B.x, C.x, D.x, E.x, F.x, G.x and H.x where x = 1 determines municipal 
authorities, x = 2 determines town authorities and x = 3 determines regional authorities. The meaning of the 
individual grades of the rating scale is defined as follows: 1 – (Hardly) ever, 2 – Rarely, 3 – Sometimes and 4 
– Often.
Measures of location and variability were found by median and discrete ordinal variance (1) due to properties 
of ordinal variables. Then discrete ordinal variance (dorvar) was converted to the standardized form 
(nor.dorvar) of the discrete ordinal variance (2). Basic statistical characteristics of collected data are briefly 
presented in the table, see Table 1. 

( )
2 dorvarnor.dorvar ; nor.dorvar 0;1

1k
⋅= ∈

−

(1) 

(2) 

Table 1: Measures of location and variability of the cases 

Cases  A.1 A.2 A.3 B.1 B.2 B.3 C.1 C.2 C.3 D.1 D.2 D.3

NOR .722 .595 .593 .722 .524 .296 .676 .607 .296 .778 .574 .296

Median 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 

Cases E.1 E.2 E.3 F.1 F.2 F.3 G.1 G.2 G.3 H.1 H.2 H.3

NOR .509 .526 .296 .870 .643 .296 .676 .648 .296 .398 .508 0 
Median 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 
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The same data set can also be represented as boxplots shown in figures Fig 1 and Fig 2. These figures were 
used for analysis of location and variability measures of all eight research questions. The Table 1 
complements this graphical information with descriptive statistics. 

Figure 1: Boxplots of answers on identified research questions A.-D. 

Figure 2: Boxplots of answers on identified research questions E.-H. 

4. Discussion

The first research question was about financial risk. Based on the analysis of Table 1 we cannot conclude that 
the level of authority affects the perceive of the financial risk. No statistically significant differences were found 
in the individual categories of authorities. The probability of financial risk was identified as rarely in all 
examined categories. However, we can observe from the results that the answers of the municipal authorities 
are very scattered. The opposite is valid for other authorities, where the answers are less scattered. The same 
trend is observed in other cases (apart from administrative risk and corruption risk). Also in the second 
research question, the representatives of the individual categories agreed and marked the occurrence of 
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property risk as rare. Even with this research question, we it can be observed a gradual concentration of 
answers in the vertical direction of management. Also, the occurrence of personnel risk is marked by all 
categories as rare. We do not follow a gradual "slimming of the scatter" as in the previous research question. 
Information technologies and the risks associated with them can be clearly described as statistically 
significant, given the level of the examined category. Therefore it can be concluded that with the increasing 
level of the institution (according to the categorization) the incidence and impact of the examined risk also 
increases. The fifth research question deals with the occurrence of administrative risk. No significant statistical 
dependencies were observed on this issue either. The probability of occurrence of the observed risk was 
marked as rare in all categories. Contrary to that, it can be noted the occurrence of personal data protection 
risks and subsidy risks as statistically significant with the respect to the level of authority. That means the 
importance of the impact of these risks could be expected. In the lower categories, the occurrence was 
marked as rare, but in the regional authorities it was sometimes. The last research question consisted of 
asking of corruption risk and a possible relationship with categories of authorities. It is the only risk that the 
municipal authorities have identified as hardly ever when it occurs. For this group, it can be concluded that 
with increasing levels of authority, the incidence of this risk and its impact also increases. The Ministry of the 
Interior Czech republic has issued a methodology for risk management in public administration. This 
methodology should be followed by all public authorities. The authors of the project intended to make available 
public administration bodies a model that will enable them to better know and understand their activities 
through self-assessment. In this way, the management leads to an increase in the efficiency and quality of 
work, regardless of whether it is a school, a municipal office, or a central state administration body. The basic 
premise of managing each individual risk is the organization's ability to identify such risk (realize that it exists) 
and appropriately mark or define (not necessarily formalized or written). The methodology aims not to provide 
organizations with detailed instructions on what organizations should do to ensure that their risks are well 
managed or that their negative impact is eliminated. The methodology tries to explain specifically and 
practically what a risk is and how its management should take place so that such a system has a chance to 
work in practice and positively influence the operation of the organization (or prevent adverse impacts). (Risk 
Management Methodology in Public Administration, 2016) 

5. Conclusions

Public administration - both officials and, above all, politicians - have the means to create space and right 
conditions for cooperation, dialogue, and mutual communication. Because they are closest to the people in 
terms of government level, they play an essential role in educating, mobilizing, and responding to public input, 
helping to achieve sustainable development. This paper aimed to map the situation regarding the risks and 
implemented tools, increasing the quality of public administration. The results and conclusions described 
above were also supplemented by a qualitative investigation of the methods used in the crisis management of 
the monitored authorities. In the questionnaire, the authorities were asked about the most frequently used 
methods, which are: benchmarking, CAF model, process approach and (local) Agenda 21. Unfortunately, 58% 
of authorities were excluded from statistical data processing for further processing because they did not use 
any of the above methods in their agenda. There are three interesting conclusions in this area of the survey. 
Of the surveyed authorities, which apply at least one of the four methods in their agenda, as many as 79% of 
institutions reported direct and improved services provided on the basis of the used methods (benchmarking, 
CAF model, process approach and Agenda 21). Especially in the parameters of speed and quality. These 
79% of respondents use at least two of the four monitored methods at the same time. Which is certainly not a 
coincidence. Finally, the last findings concern four methods and their frequency of use by individual 
authorities. Benchmarking is the most commonly used method for all three examined authorities (municipal 
authority - 100%, municipal authority - 73% and regional authority - 100%). Regional authorities supplement 
the benchmarking with a CAF model (in 66% of cases). For municipal authorities, benchmarking is usually 
supplemented by a procedural approach (in 85% of cases). Finally, the representatives of the municipal 
authorities stated that they also complement the benchmarking with a procedural approach (in 100% of 
cases). 
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