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Abstract

:

This research paper presents and discusses the main results generated and obtained with the proprietary computer platform CIDIUS®, developed by the authors of this work, which aims to support the decision-making process of Portuguese mayors. Thus, keeping in mind the theoretical models and based on the data collected through the questionnaire given to the population, we tried to understand the influence that the dimensions Notoriety, Image, and Reputation (NIR), Citizen and Voter Expectations (CVE), Contestation and Complaint of the Municipal Executive (CCME), Perceived Value (PV), and Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality (OPPQ) has a positive effect on Municipe Satisfaction (MS). The parishes of the municipality of Valongo were selected and analyzed, namely the parishes of Alfena, Campo e Sobrado, Valongo, and Ermesinde, and a total of 998 valid questionnaires were collected. It was concluded that all studied dimensions except the Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality (OPPQ) dimension had a positive and statistically significant impact on Municipe Satisfaction (MS). The results of this research suggest the need for the use of these opinion-gathering techniques to encourage active citizen involvement in the daily life of their municipality, as well as the need for valid information that gives executives the ability to take political action that is appropriate to the interests and expectations of citizens.
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1. Introduction


The history of satisfaction measurement is linked to the plurality of the evolution of the concept of quality of products and services (Kim et al. 2018; Zope et al. 2014). Currently, the issues of quality and satisfaction have particular relevance in governance whose actors are elected by the community, mandated for a certain time horizon in which individuals are simultaneously citizens, residents, and voters. The understanding of such matters requires a valid and reliable scientific and methodological construction in order to enrich knowledge in the area by planning data collection capable of testing various research hypotheses (Hair et al. 2019). It should be noted that the main characteristics of a scientific work are objectivity, refutability, analytical character, and communicability of the results so that they can be reproduced and verified.



One of the basic principles of public quality is focus, which emphasizes the importance of public administration in understanding citizens’ needs in order to meet their expectations in a broad sense. The understanding of this reality is only possible by directly questioning citizens about their expectations and needs regarding the public services provided by the public administration (Perry and Christensen 2015).



The Municipal Rating System is composed of several dimensions of analysis (Notoriety, Image, and Reputation, Citizen and Voter Expectations, Contestation and Complaint of the Municipal Executive, Perceived Value Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality, and Municipe Satisfaction) and was applied in order to build a Municipality Compliance Index capable of measuring the services provided by companies and institutions, regardless of their nature. In this context, cities, as an object of study, have been the target of multiple indexes, annotations, and classifications. Since ancient times, the city has been a meeting place and a place for sharing, where economy and knowledge, people and culture, and security and power come together. According to the latest UN report on world urbanization, there has been a significant migratory flow towards cities over the last 25 years. Half the world’s population now lives in urban areas (Bocquier 2005). The city has become a human sponge, subordinated to the laws of supply and demand, where people seek work, education, housing, mobility, and safety, and always on the assumption that the cities that innovate and develop their knowledge the most are more prosperous, fair, and inclusive and therefore more attractive and healthy.



The Municipal Rating System is part of the current smart cities and urban analytics, which advocates the development of knowledge and intelligence in and from urban contexts. In general, it is a mechanism for evaluating the expectations and perceptions of the community regarding the intervention of elected representatives and municipal dynamics. However, on the other hand, and in concrete terms, it is both an analysis model and a digital platform mediating the constructive relationship between the municipality and the citizenry, thus becoming a management instrument and an innovative tool in the national and European scene.



The Municipal Rating System is based on a global, integrative, structural, longitudinal, probabilistic, and estimation model of the performance of local authorities and perceptions of citizens. The structural approach consists of assigning a weight to the vectors of political intervention, whose implementation over time is valued between the company and the municipality, combined with the citizens’ perception of the achievements of the local government. In this way, it is probably the most potent and weighted approach to evaluating local authority performance. In this sense, the Municipal Rating System makes it possible to observe the levels and nature of the collective perception of the public behavior of elected representatives from a perspective that is quantifiable, comparable, relatable, and predictive of future electoral behavior. The Municipal Rating System comprises 3 dimensions, 12 indicators and 107 analysis variables that make up the dimensions of our general satisfaction model. Four indicators form the dimension of the citizen’s perceived value: Notoriety, Image, and Reputation (20 variables); citizen and voter expectations (5 variables); Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality (27 variables); and Fees, Process, Means, and Payment Deadlines (5 variables). The dimension of citizen satisfaction is formed by four indicators: satisfaction with the different intervention axes (13 variables); satisfaction with municipal services (20 variables); satisfaction with the municipal executive (four variables); and overall satisfaction with the municipality (one variable). Finally, the dimension of voter leader is formed by four indicators: Evaluation of the Mayor (two variables); Evaluation of the Municipal Executive (one variable); Recommendation of the Municipal Executive and the Municipality (five variables), and Contestation and Complaint about the Municipal Executive (four variables).



The data collection questionnaire was based on the following theoretical models: SERVQUAL, the Common Measurement Tool (CMT), the Common Assessment Framework (CAF), Speyer’s model, and the European Customer Satisfaction Index (ECSI). It should be noted that none of these models have been adjusted and validated so far to public administration or to the evaluation of Portuguese public services. Therefore, our model and the respective survey are a reference in understanding the phenomenon of public performance and Municipe Satisfaction. In this sense, the purpose of this paper is to explore the relationships between variables and to determine the dependence between dimensions, indicators, and variables present in the general model of Municipe Satisfaction, whose antecedents are related to the citizen’s perceived value and the consequences related to the citizens’ evaluation, recommendation, and contestation. The transition from the bureaucratic model to the model based on service delivery is one of the vectors of administrative modernization, at both the national and regional and local governance levels. Local government has come to play a central role in the performance of the state because of the greater proximity between elected officials and citizens. Today, citizens expect and demand more and better services from the public administration, so the response must be proportionate, fast, efficient, and high-quality. As such, the evaluation of organizational performance and the quality of the service provided should be measured regularly and by professionals.




2. Literature Review


The management of budget difficulties and increasing demands from citizens are the main challenges faced by public administration in general. In this context, the quality of public services emerges as a priority for governments in most Western countries. Quality is a multivariable concept, loaded with different meanings, where there is still no consensus in terms of the definition. Most experts define the concept of quality (Elassy 2015) in general terms as conformity (Crosby 1979), suitability (Juran and DeFeo 1988), and customer satisfaction (Eiglier and Langeard 1991; Garvin 1988). Indeed, while the origins of the quality theory are based on the quality of results, in recent decades, the concept has integrated a number of aspects of organizational management and product reality (Foster and Jonker 2003).



Client satisfaction demands efficiency and effectiveness from states at the administrative and relational levels, which must be analyzed from an integrated and holistic perspective. To this end, states must listen to and involve citizens in their dynamics in order to increasingly meet their needs and expectations. It is in this systematized and controlled interaction that the State improves its performance in the provision of public services (Adam 2020). By taking citizens’ opinions seriously, as citizens are the main beneficiary of public services (Winkler 1987; Thomas and Palfrey 1996), politicians ascertain public needs and develop strategies and services that add value to people’s lives.



One of the essential aspects of this research work is the evaluation of the performance of municipalities from the customer’s perspective, since this type of organization should be at the service of the community and society. It was in the 1990s that many economies came to understand that performance evaluation was essential in legitimizing and improving public service practices (Broom 1995; Denhardt and Denhardt 2015). The definition and improvement of services became a central issue in public administration (Boyne 2003). The OECD itself in 2000 noted that the modernization of the public sector involves performance management and evaluation because of growing social and business demands (Lau 2000). Similarly to the private sector, performance evaluation allows for the improvement of organizational processes and the implementation of an evaluation methodology capable of assisting leaders’ and managers’ decision-making processes. In this context, this paper is a reflection on the dimensions, indicators, and variables of organizational performance evaluation and municipal public satisfaction (Zakaria et al. 2017; Collins et al. 2019).



We live in times when financial and accounting metrics can no longer clarify the reality of municipal efficiency and performance, because the qualitative dimension of the aggregates and variables, namely the citizen’s perceived value, the citizen’s satisfaction, and the voter’s loyalty, are starting to be considered in decision processes. Since Municipe Satisfaction is a central issue in the evaluation of public service performance, it must be analyzed over time in order to implement an effective public action program, including, upstream, the aggregates of the citizen perceived value dimension and, downstream, the voter loyalty dimension. This proposal is the result of a partnership effort with the City Councils of Bragança and Valongo (Portugal), which supported the refinement and authorized the validation of the model in their county.



In the scope of this work, and in conceptual terms, we understand citizens’ perceived value (PV) as the overall perception of value ascertained by the difference between the expected value in the form of benefits and the total cost to the citizen in the form of personal and/or financial sacrifices (Kotler and Keller 2012). The citizen’s perceived value is formed by the set of mental representations, judgments, and meanings stored around functional, symbolic, emotional, and social realities. Municipe Satisfaction (MS) is the result of a process of comparison between performances and a personal and/or regulated standard (Oliver Richard 1997). It is the interaction between parties that allows the citizen to judge the action of the public entity (in the form of performance) against the citizen’s legitimate expectations. When expectations are met or even exceeded, it creates and adds to citizens’ satisfaction, where repeated results over time consolidate the perception of satisfaction. Voter loyalty is the predisposition guiding a certain attitude (Czepiel and Gilmore 1987; Gremler and Brown 1996) or voting behavior (Zins 2001). Hypothetical behavior focuses on past experience, while the affective dimension in the form of attitudes is based on future actions. It should be kept in mind that, similarly to commercial loyalty, political loyalty means the repetition not of the purchase but of the repeated vote for a party or public or political personality. Other authors, such as (Zeithaml et al. 1996), add the indicator of recommendation to others as a demonstration vector of loyalty.



Our approach is multifaceted and is capable of evaluating the perception of compliance with the municipal commitment with which their mayors were elected. This proposal is part of the movement towards smart cities and urban analytics, which advocate the development of knowledge and intelligence in and from urban contexts. In a general sense, our model is a mechanism for evaluating the expectations and perceptions of the community around the intervention of elected officials and municipal dynamics. The model is global, integrative, structural, longitudinal, and probabilistic and estimates the performance of the municipality based on the perception of the citizens. Through the structural approach, we were able to assign a differentiated weighting to the vectors of political intervention, combining this reality with citizens’ perception of the local government’s achievements. This model allows us to observe the levels and nature of the collective perception in relation to the public behavior of elected officials from a quantifiable, comparable, and predictive perspective of future electoral behavior (Braun and Tausendpfund 2020; Tavokin 1996).



According to the literature review, it is possible to hypothesize that the NIR, CVE, CCME, PV, and OPPQ dimensions increase Municipe Satisfaction (MS). Hence, the following research hypotheses were defined:



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

Notoriety, Image, and Reputation (NIR) has a positive effect on Municipe Satisfaction (MS).





Hypothesis 2 (H2).

Citizen and Voter Expectations (CVE) have a positive effect on Municipe Satisfaction (MS).





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

Contestation and Complaint of the Municipal Executive (CCME) has a positive effect on Municipe Satisfaction (MS).





Hypothesis 4 (H4).

Perceived Value (PV) has a positive effect on Municipe Satisfaction (MS).





Hypothesis 5 (H5).

Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality (OPPQ) has a positive effect on Municipe Satisfaction (MS).





These hypotheses will make it possible to test the research model presented in Figure 1.




3. Method


3.1. Study Background


Our overall model of citizen, municipality, and voter satisfaction consists of 3 dimensions, 12 indicators, and 107 analysis variables. The three dimensions are citizen perceived value, Municipe Satisfaction, and voter loyalty. Under Citizen Perceived Value, we have the following indicators: Notoriety, Image, and Reputation (20 variables); Citizen and Voter expectations (five variables); Organizational performance and perceived quality (27 variables); and Fees, Process, Means, and Payment Deadlines (five variables). In the scope of Municipe Satisfaction, we have indicators such as satisfaction with the different intervention axes (formed by 13 variables); satisfaction with municipal services (formed by 20 variables); satisfaction with the municipal executive (formed by 4 variables); and overall satisfaction with the municipality (formed by 1 variable). Within the scope of voter loyalty, we have indicators such as intention to vote for the mayor (formed by two variables); intention to vote for the municipal executive (formed by one variable); Recommendation of the Municipal Executive (formed by five variables); and Contestation and Complaint of the Municipal Executive (formed by four variables).



Taking all indicators into account, the following indicators assume an important explanatory and scientific capacity in the understanding of the phenomenon under study: Notoriety, Image, and Reputation; Citizen, and voter expectations; Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality, and complaint and contestation of municipal executives. Therefore, within the indicator Notoriety, Image, and Reputation, a series of statements were presented in which the respondents positioned themselves, namely statements that are related to seriousness, credibility, accountability, sensitivity, transparency, innovation, creativity, trust, public visibility, media strength, public communication management, and politics. This aggregate allows us to ascertain the mental representation residing in the collective memory about a set of vectors related to the knowledge, representation, and social evaluation of the quality of political action carried out by elected officials.



Within the scope of the Citizen and Voter Expectations indicator, we investigate the ability of the city council to solve citizens’ problems: whether the municipality is able to offer services that are adequate to their needs; whether the resolution of problems is fast and effective; whether the city council has competent and dedicated employees, functional speed, and organizational effectiveness; and the quality of the services provided to citizens and businesses. All of these statements aim to ascertain whether citizens’ expectations are met in terms of a set of vectors related to problem-solving, adequate services, competence, organizational performance, human dedication, and quality of service.



In the scope of Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality, we investigated the quality of organizational functioning and its perception by citizens. In this sense, we presented a series of statements related to the direction and management of the municipality, concerns about people and companies, meeting deadlines, database management, variety of means of contact with the community, opening hours, internal procedures, location and service places, and the human quality of public servants. This aggregate allows us to clarify which vectors deserve greater appreciation, as well as those in which the city council will have to invest, review, or change the behavior of the institution.



Finally, the indicator called Contestation and Complaint about the Municipal Executive allows us to ascertain the negative charges present among residents of the community about the action and management of the municipal executive. In this context, we investigated whether there are reasons to complain, whether complaints are attended to and resolved, and whether complaints improve municipal behaviors and services, as well as to understand whether contestation and complaint influence municipal decisions. This aggregate is increasingly important in the life of Municipalities because it is a legal obligation to ascertain levels of satisfaction with services, and municipal executives look at protests and complaints as opportunities to improve the functioning of the public entity.




3.2. Data Collection Tools and Sample


The quantitative scientific method used presents itself as an instrument of knowledge acquisition provided by the collection, classification, analysis, and interpretation of data collected through the questionnaire survey administered face-to-face by approaching citizens in the different parishes of the municipality under study. In this way, a consistent and coherent survey was developed for the very particular reality of Portuguese municipalities, with reference to the following theoretical models: SERVQUAL developed by (Parasuraman et al. 1993); the Common Measurement Tool (CMT) of the Canadian Management Center (Strickland and Schmidt 1998); the Common Assessment Framework (CAF) inspired by the Excellence Model of the European Foundation for Quality Management (European Foundation for Quality Management or EFQM) (Engel 2002); and the Speyer Model of the Deutschen Universität für Verwaltungswissen-schaften (Speyer n.d.); and the European Customer Satisfaction Index (ECSI) (Ciavolino and Dahlgaard 2007), based on the American Consumer Satisfaction Index of the University of Michigan. The questionnaire is divided into 3 dimensions, with 5 indicators for each dimension, totaling 127 closed-ended questions associated with the estimation of the dimensions, indicators, and variables of the model, which were tested through a pilot survey before the actual data collection. A 5-point Likert-type numerical scale was used in the survey, with the extreme points presenting the semantic description “Strongly disagree” and “Strongly agree”, respectively. It is important to note that the scale is composed of a set of statements with a logical or empirical relationship and is a form of evaluation aimed at measuring a concept or a characteristic of the individual. At the end of the survey, and on an optional basis, the respondent was informed of the possibility of being part of a panel of citizens to be set up, in order to obtain their responses every six months electronically. If the citizen agrees to participate in the panel, all their data are processed in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation (RGPD). On the other hand, this nominative and electronic contact information is used exclusively to allow participants to have private access to the questionnaire area, excluding any possibility of relating their personal data to the nature of the survey responses.



The participants were citizens aged between 18 and 82 years old, and 48.3% were male and 51.7% female. A total of 2260 questionnaires were collected (Table 1).




3.3. Confirmatory Factorial Analysis (CFA)


To perform the CFA, a model was tested with a set of variables corresponding to the six constructs under analysis and another one with the removal of variables whose factorial loadings were lower than 0.5 (having chosen the one whose adjustment of variables revealed better statistical consistency (Brown 2006; Browne and Cudeck 1993; Marôco 2010)). In Table 2, we can verify the results of the two models tested, with the MS1 model presenting a modest fit, which improved with the removal of five variables belonging to the constructs PV (PV1 and PV2), CCME (CCME1), OPPQ (OPPQ3), and MS (MS37) The most statistically significant model tested was the SM2, which presented the statistical evidence χ2/df = 3.836, RMSEA = 0.045, SRMR = 0.0402, NFI = 0.816, GFI = 0.962, AGFI = 0.807, and CFI = 0.975. This statistical evidence was obtained after some items were removed to make it statistically more robust, and all items whose factor loadings were less than 0.5 were excluded (Hair et al. 2010b; Marôco 2010).



As regards the reliability of the items and factors, the sample that was obtained, consisting of 998 Valongo citizens, shows a good internal consistency (α = 0.989).





4. Results


Validity and Reliability


The analysis of the research model that has been proposed using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), a structural equation model (SEM), and SPSS/AMOS 27 software (Ringle et al. 2015). The mediation model was tested (for validity and reliability of the measures) in accordance with the literature, and several research hypotheses were tested to determine the meaning of loadings and coefficients of each path (Hair et al. 2014).



Table 3 shows the model’s convergent validity, which presents sufficient validity and reliability. The sample size meets the criteria for structural equation analysis that suggest there should be a minimum of five interviewees for each variable of the model (Hoelter 1983; Hair et al. 2010a). Hair et al. (2010a) corroborate this threshold but propose complex models with few indicators per construction and bigger samples. According to the sources mentioned earlier, it is fair to say the sample that was collected was representative enough to be used in a structural equation model. The structural equation model that was presented enables a multivariate analysis, which allows for the testing of more complex models than the traditional linear regression model (Bagozzi and Yi 2012).



In Table 4, it is possible to see a summary of the hypotheses that were tested, using what was found to be the best research model (MS2), as well as the results that were obtained, and which allow one to conclude that the variation that occurs in MS is accounted for by such dimensions as NIR (β = 0.355, p < 0.001), CVE (β = 0.109, p < 0.05), CCME (β = 0.244, p < 0.05), PV (β = 0.151, p < 0.001), and OPPQ (β = 0.021, p > 0.05). Furthermore, all the dimensions were statistically significant in both models tested (Figure 2). The structural results point to NIR, CVE, CCME, and PV dimensions having a direct positive and statistically significant influence on MS, validating research hypotheses H1, H2, H3, and H4, whereas the OPPQ dimension has a direct positive but not statistically significant influence on MS, which does not validate research hypothesis H5.



After the validity and reliability of the initial model (MS1) had been analyzed, the new model (MS2) was tested, and some variables whose scores were less than 0.5 were removed, thus improving the internal consistency of the model.



The results that were obtained also allow one to conclude that the dimensions which affect Municipe Satisfaction were NIR, CVE, CCME, and PV. It should be noted that the OPPQ dimension had a positive impact on NIR, which did not affect it in a statistically significant manner.



It has been noted that dimensions NIR and CVE proved to be the most pertinent dimensions concerning the increase in MS. NIR was the strongest MS predictor, followed by CVE and PV.



Regarding the hypothesis model that was tested, it accounted for most of the variance of dependent variables. In general, most of the variables were highly correlated, strongly affecting MS.





5. Discussion


Looking into the influence of each dimension of Municipe Satisfaction, one can verify that the Notoriety, Image, and Reputation of Municipal Executive and their respective work and management had a strong impact on the Municipe Satisfaction, which is in keeping with previous studies (Czepiel and Gilmore 1987; Gremler and Brown 1996). The verification of this hypothesis shows that Notoriety, Image, and Reputation are extremely relevant for citizens who attach great importance to aspects such as honesty; environmental responsibility; humanization; quality of services; transparency; social, economic and cultural development innovation; communication; and promise keeping. These findings are in line with previous studies that have addressed the importance and influence of this dimension of Municipe Satisfaction (Zins 2001).



In what concerns the dimension of Citizen and Voter Expectations, the present study’s results corroborate other researchers’ findings, in which Citizen and Voter Expectations were found to increase Municipe Satisfaction (Kotler and Keller 2012). These results show that the city council’s ability to solve citizens’ problems quickly and effectively, the skills of its employees, the adequate services it offers to meet citizens’ needs, and its concern for municipality services have a statistically significant influence on municipal satisfaction (Winkler 1987; Thomas and Palfrey 1996). Regarding the contestation and complaint of the municipal executive and its positive, direct influence on the structural model that was studied, results are consistent with various studies that claim that it contributes to Municipe Satisfaction (Broom 1995). It is evident that the contestation and complaint in relation to the municipal executive is a preponderant factor in the construction of the Municipe Satisfaction dimension because the evaluation that is made, if negative, influences the opinion of the municipalities about the activity performed by municipal executives (Boyne 2003).



As regards the Perceived Value, results concur with the literature, indicating that citizens attribute importance to the balance between the fees that are charged and the economic reality of municipalities, verifying the direct, positive, and statistically significant influence of Perceived Value on Municipe Satisfaction (Czepiel and Gilmore 1987; Gremler and Brown 1996). In terms of the dimension of Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality, results show a direct influence on the structural model, creating a direct but not statistically significant impact on the Municipe Satisfaction, as has already been established by Zins (2001). The results of this study show that although the variables that make up the dimension are important for the evaluation of the municipal executive, the fact that it is statistically insignificant does not allow us to extrapolate and draw further conclusions.



Our results suggest that using this model represents a useful tool to gauge Municipe Satisfaction, the executive municipal management level of competence and decisions (Zeithaml et al. 1996).




6. Conclusions


This study looked into the impact of some dimensions—namely Notoriety, Image, and Reputation; Citizen and Voter Expectations; Contestation and Complaint of the Municipal Executive; Perceived Value; Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality; Concentration; Clarity; Feedback; Challenge; Autonomy; Social Interaction; and Perceived Learning—on Municipe Satisfaction. Using some validated scales, a quantitative analysis was conducted resorting to SPSS/AMOS 27 software and applying a structural equations model, which resulted in the validation of hypotheses H1–H4 and in the rejection of hypothesis H5.



The impact of the dimensions investigated on Municipe Satisfaction was as follows: Notoriety, Image, and Reputation had a direct influence of 35.5%; the Citizen and Voter Expectations had an influence of 10.9%; Contestation and Complaint of the Municipal Executive had an influence of 24.4%); Perceived Value in Municipe Satisfaction had an influence of 15.5%; and, finally, Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality had an influence of 2% but without statistically significance.



This research paper presents and discusses the main results generated and obtained with the proprietary computer platform CIDIUS®, developed by the authors of this work, which aims to support the decision-making process of Portuguese mayors. Thus, bearing in mind the theoretical models and based on the data collected through the questionnaire given to the population, we tried to determine the influence that the dimensions Notoriety, Image, and Reputation (NIR), Citizen and Voter Expectations (CVE), Contestation and Complaint of the Municipal Executive (CCME), Perceived Value (PV), and Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality (OPPQ) has a positive effect on Municipe Satisfaction (MS). The results of this research suggest the need for the use of these opinion-gathering techniques that encourage active citizen involvement in the daily life of their municipality, as well as the need for valid information that gives the executive the possibility of taking political action appropriate to the interests and expectations of citizens.




7. Limitations, Contributions and Implications of the Study


The data included in the present study were self-reported, and the data collection tools that were used, although empirically and scientifically validated, may be replaced by others that are equally relevant. In fact, scales are always liable to investigation and replacement by others that may present more statistically robust results.



This study examined the dimensions that affect Municipe Satisfaction, reinforcing its importance in giving information to municipal leaders and help future management decisions that contribute to citizens’ and voters’ satisfaction.



The present study also contributes to the development of a body of literature that is more focused on Municipe Satisfaction but will be used in other areas of public management.
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Figure 1. Research model. 






Figure 1. Research model.



[image: Admsci 12 00046 g001]







[image: Admsci 12 00046 g002 550] 





Figure 2. Final research model—SM2. 






Figure 2. Final research model—SM2.
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Table 1. Characterization of the sample.
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	Towns
	Sample
	Male
	Female





	Alfena
	504
	198
	306



	UF Campo e Sobrado
	403
	227
	176



	Ermesindde
	711
	322
	389



	Valongo
	642
	344
	298



	
	2260
	1091
	1169
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Table 2. Quality index of the adjustment of the models tested.






Table 2. Quality index of the adjustment of the models tested.





	Adjustment Index
	MS1

6 Constructs/99 Variables
	MS2

6 Constructs/94 Variables





	      χ 2     d f      Satorra Bentler
	5180
	3836



	p-value
	p < 0.001
	p < 0.001



	RMSEA
	0.065
	0.045



	SRMR
	0.0405
	0.0402



	NFI
	0.805
	0.816



	GFI
	0.859
	0.962



	AGFI
	0.715
	0.807



	CFI
	0.925
	0.975
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Table 3. Validity and reliability of the constructs.






Table 3. Validity and reliability of the constructs.





	
Constructs

	
Items

	
Loadings

	
Composite Reliability

	
Average Variance Extracted

	
Cronbach Alpha






	
Notoriety, Image, and Reputation

(NIR)

	
NIR1

	
0.912

	

	

	




	
NIR2

	
0.924

	

	

	




	
NIR3

	
0.570

	

	

	




	
NIR4

	
0.912

	

	

	




	
NIR5

	
0.925

	

	

	




	
NIR6

	
0.865

	

	

	




	
NIR7

	
0.942

	

	

	




	
NIR8

	
0.800

	

	

	




	
NIR9

	
0.839

	

	

	




	
NIR10

	
0.837

	
0.977

	
0.689

	
0.977




	
NIR11

	
0.831

	

	

	




	
NIR12

	
0.779

	

	

	




	
NIR13

	
0.831

	

	

	




	
NIR14

	
0.757

	

	

	




	
NIR15

	
0.780

	

	

	




	
NIR16

	
0.511

	

	

	




	
NIR17

	
0.743

	

	

	




	
NIR18

	
0.925

	

	

	




	
NIR19

	
0.892

	

	

	




	
NIR20

	
0.881

	

	

	




	
Citizen and Voter Expectations

(CVE)

	
CVE1

	
0.772

	

	

	




	
CVE2

	
0.825

	

	

	




	
CVE3

	
0.818

	
0.908

	
0.666

	
0.908




	
CVE4

	
0.805

	

	

	




	
CVE5

	
0.860

	

	

	




	
Contestation and Complaint of the Municipal Executive

(CCME)

	
CCME1

	
−0.600

	

	

	




	
CCME2

	
0.944

	
0.824

	
0.743

	
0.377




	
CCME3

	
0.991

	

	

	




	
CCME4

	
0.860

	

	

	




	
Perceived Value

(PV)

	
PV1

	
0.367

	

	

	




	
PV2

	
0.327

	

	

	




	
PV3

	
0.850

	
0.835

	
0.360

	
0.836




	
PV4

	
0.940

	

	

	




	
PV5

	
0.930

	

	

	




	
Organizational Performance and Perceived Quality

(OPPQ)

	
OPPQ1

	
0.596

	

	

	




	
OPPQ2

	
0.593

	

	

	




	
OPPQ3

	
0.488

	

	

	




	
OPPQ4

	
0.532

	

	

	




	
OPPQ5

	
0.579

	

	

	




	
OPPQ6

	
0.656

	

	

	




	
OPPQ7

	
0.598

	

	

	




	
OPPQ8

	
0.804

	

	

	




	
OPPQ9

	
0.725

	

	

	




	
OPPQ10

	
0.673

	

	

	




	
OPPQ11

	
0.638

	

	

	




	
OPPQ12

	
0.618

	
0.948

	
0.360

	
0.979




	
OPPQ13

	
0.692

	

	

	




	
OPPQ14

	
0.619

	

	

	




	
OPPQ15

	
0.692

	

	

	




	
OPPQ16

	
0.626

	

	

	




	
OPPQ17

	
0.755

	

	

	




	
OPPQ18

	
0.943

	

	

	




	
OPPQ19

	
0.947

	

	

	




	
OPPQ20

	
0.931

	

	

	




	
OPPQ21

	
0.889

	

	

	




	
OPPQ22

	
0.963

	

	

	




	
OPPQ23

	
0.947

	

	

	




	
OPPQ24

	
0.942

	

	

	




	
OPPQ25

	
0.952

	

	

	




	
OPPQ26

	
0.954

	

	

	




	
OPPQ27

	
0.748

	

	

	




	
Municipe Satisfaction

(MS)

	
MS1

	
0.788

	

	

	




	
MS2

	
0.674

	

	

	




	
MS3

	
0.653

	

	

	




	
MS4

	
0.612

	

	

	




	
MS5

	
0.654

	

	

	




	
MS6

	
0.725

	

	

	




	
MS7

	
0.520

	

	

	




	
MS8

	
0.671

	

	

	




	
MS9

	
0.692

	

	

	




	
MS10

	
0.814

	

	

	




	
MS11

	
0.811

	

	

	




	
MS12

	
0.809

	

	

	




	
MS13

	
0.751

	

	

	




	
MS14

	
0.625

	

	

	




	
MS15

	
0.661

	

	

	




	
MS16

	
0.695

	

	

	




	
MS17

	
0.615

	

	

	




	
MS18

	
0.585

	

	

	




	
MS19

	
0.648

	
0.944

	
0.244

	
0.975




	
MS20

	
0.521

	

	

	




	
MS21

	
0.633

	

	

	




	
MS22

	
0.837

	

	

	




	
MS23

	
0.842

	

	

	




	
MS24

	
0.835

	

	

	




	
MS25

	
0.834

	

	

	




	
MS26

	
0.650

	

	

	




	
MS27

	
0.789

	

	

	




	
MS28

	
0.848

	

	

	




	
MS29

	
0.797

	

	

	




	
MS30

	
0.636

	

	

	




	
MS31

	
0.793

	

	

	




	
MS32

	
0.612

	

	

	




	
MS33

	
0.718

	

	

	




	
MS34

	
0.895

	

	

	




	
MS35

	
0.896

	

	

	




	
MS36

	
0.798

	

	

	




	
MS37

	
0.477

	

	

	




	
MS38

	
0.879
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Table 4. Research hypotheses and statistical results—MS2.
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	Hypotheses
	Relation
	Regression Coefficient
	Standard Error
	t
	p-Value
	Result





	H1
	NIR➔ MS
	0.355
	0.095
	3.723
	<0.001
	Supported



	H2
	CVE➔ MS
	0.109
	0.129
	1.968
	<0.05
	Supported



	H3
	CCME➔ MS
	0.244
	0.041
	2.484
	<0.05
	Supported



	H4
	PV➔ MS
	0.151
	0.034
	4.350
	<0.001
	Supported



	H5
	OPPQ➔ MS
	0.021
	0.037
	0.550
	>0.05
	Not Supported
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