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Abstract 

This paper is based on an analysis of factors influencing the selection of waste 

collection companies by municipal authorities in selected municipalities in the Czech 

Republic, and their impact on the cost efficiency of current municipal expenditures. The 

aim of this paper is analysing the factors influencing the choice of waste management 

company and the influence of these factors on the decision making process, and 

discussing the relation of these factors to the cost efficiency of municipal waste 

management. The first part of this paper is focused on the factors influencing the choice 

of waste management company and the influence of these factors on the decision 

making process, and discusses the relation of these factors to the cost efficiency of 

municipal waste management. In the other part of this paper we focus our attention on 

the form of ownership (public and private companies) and strength of competition as 

two key factors which are frequently mentioned in many foreign research papers and 

which influence the importance of other factors. The study uses a quantitative approach 

to investigate the research questions and analyses original collected qualitative survey 

data obtained during our own research. A survey was conducted for a selected local 

public service (waste management) in order to collect data about factors influencing the 

selection of waste collection companies by 115 municipalities in the Czech Republic. 

The results show that the most powerful factors that influence the selection of waste 

collection companies at municipalities in the Czech Republic are the price and the 

quality of services. It was also clearly shown that the significance of individual factors 

is related to the competitive environment. The level of significance of individual factors 

is directly proportional to the strength of the competitive environment. 

Key words: municipalities; waste management; waste collection companies; 

competitiveness; efficiency; municipal decisions; the Czech Republic 
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1. Introduction 

Defining the processes by which public resources are utilised is an essential 

precondition for increasing efficiency and effectiveness in all municipal activities, 

including activities related to waste management. Due to the fact that municipal 

expenditure on solid waste management in 2012 was more than 60% of current 

expenditure on environmental protection, and accounts on average for 3% of total 

current municipal expenditure in the Czech Republic, it is obvious that the area of waste 

management is an integral and indispensable part of municipal budgets. The area of 

waste management is therefore also a suitable target for measures aimed at saving 

public resources.  

This is one of the many reasons why it is very important to describe all the factors 

influencing the selection of waste collection companies by municipalities. These factors 

could play a significant role as factors determining the efficiency and effectiveness of 

municipal waste management expenditure. 

Within this context, the concept of effectiveness has to be discussed. According to 

Boyne (2003), the main purpose of theorists such as Weber, Taylor and Barnard was to 

develop models of effective organizations, but by the early 1980s the term 

‘effectiveness’ began to be replaced by narrower concepts such as ‘quality’. According 

to many authors (Prieto and Zofío, 2001; Hendrych, 2003; Veiga and Veiga, 2007), the 

effectiveness of public services is determined by the level of rational behavior exhibited 

by municipal representatives.  

It is obvious that municipal representatives play the role of responsible guarantors 

securing waste management services in municipal areas. Municipal representatives 

should also act according to the tenets of economic rationality and attempt to achieve 

efficiency and cost effectiveness. However, the choice of a waste management company 

is affected by many factors. These factors make economically rational behavior very 

difficult. It is therefore clear that finding and defining these factors can increase the 

level of economic rationality, or at least reveal the limitations that make such an 

increase impossible. 
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The economic literature frequently focuses on two important aspects of waste 

management: the factors influencing the effectiveness of the provision of waste 

management services, and the role of specific factors such as the form such service 

provision takes, or competition. This article investigates both aspects in the conditions 

of the Czech Republic. Our research questions were: 

1. Which factors have a significant influence on the selection of waste management 

companies by municipalities (and what is their role in terms of measuring 

effectiveness, and their impact in relation to measuring effectiveness)? 

2. Are there any differences in the significance of these factors from the 

perspective of the form of service provision (public and private companies) and 

strength of competition?  

Hence the aim of the paper is to analyse the factors influencing the choice of waste 

management company and the influence of these factors on the decision making 

process, and discuss the relation of these factors to the cost efficiency of municipal 

waste management with a focus on the competition and form of ownership of waste 

management companies on the decision making process.  

The paper is structured so as to present the answers to our research questions. The first 

part of the paper provides data about municipal preferences when engaged in the 

process of choosing a waste management company. The second part presents the results 

of analyses of the influence of the competitive environment and form of ownership of 

waste management companies on the decision making process. The final part discusses 

these results and formulates conclusions.  

2. The theoretical framework of the paper 

A lot of research has been conducted regarding factors influencing the effectiveness of 

the provision of waste management services (e.g. Stevens, 1978; McDavid, 1985; 

Domberger, Meadowcroft and Thompson, 1986; Szymanski and Wilkins, 1993; Reeves 

and Barrow, 2000; Dijkgraaf and Gradus, 2003; Ohlsson, 2003; Dijkgraaf and Gradus, 

2007; Bel and Fageda, 2011, and Bel, Fageda and Mur, 2013). One of the first research 

papers on the factors influencing the cost of waste management was published by 

Hirsch in 1965. He summarized five basic factors: the level of technology, the quantity 
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and quality of the services, the price level, and the impact of a combination of other 

factors, such as legal restrictions, political restrictions, population density and the 

location of landfills and incinerators (Hirsch, 1965). Soukopová and Malý (2012, 2013) 

consider that municipal expenditures are affected by different factors: the amount of 

municipal waste, the price of the equipment used for municipal waste recovery or 

disposal, the distance to facilities where municipal waste is recovered or disposed of, 

transport costs, competition, and the form of waste management company ownership.  

Similar conclusions were published by Ohlsson (2003) and Reeves and Barrow (2000). 

There are many other relevant factors influencing the efficiency of the provision of 

public services which have been already investigated by many authors (Stevens, 1978; 

McDavid, 1985; Domberger, Meadowcroft and Thompson, 1986; Szymanski and 

Wilkins, 1993; Reeves and Barrow, 2000; Dijkgraaf and Gradus, 2003; Ohlsson, 2003; 

Dijkgraaf and Gradus, 2007; Bel and Fageda, 2011, and Bel, Fageda and Mur, 2013), 

see Tab. 1.  

Tab.1 Factors influencing the cost-effectiveness of municipal waste collection 

Factor Research 

Output - Quantity of service  

(amount of waste, number of pick 

up points, etc.) 

Hirsch (1965); Savas (1977); Stevens (1978); 

McDavid (1985); Domberger et al. (1986); Bello 

and Szymanski (1996); Szymanski (1996); Reeves 

and Barrow (2000); Callan and Thomas (2001); 

Dijkgraaf and Gradus (2003); Ohlsson (2003); Bel 

and Costas (2006); Dijkgraaf and Gradus (2007); 

Pavel (2007); Warner and Bel (2008); Bel; Fageda 

and Warner (2010); Bel and Fageda (2010); Bel; 

Fageda and Mur (2013); Dijkgraaf and Gradus 

(2013) 

Quality of service Hirsch (1965); Savas (1977); Ochrana et al.(2007); 

Mikusova-Merickova and Nemec (2013) 

Density or Housing density  Hirsch (1965); Stevens (1978); Domberger et al. 

(1986); Reeves and Barrow (2000); Callan and 
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Thomas (2001); Dijkgraaf and Gradus (2003); 

Ohlsson (2003); Bel and Costas (2006); Dijkgraaf 

and Gradus (2007); Dijkgraaf and Gradus (2013) 

State of technology and 

productivity 

Hirsch (1965); Lombrano (2009) 

Frequency  Hirsch (1965); Stevens (1978); Domberger et al. 

(1986); Bello and Szymanski (1996); Szymanski 

(1996); Reeves and Barrow (2000); Callan and 

Thomas (2001); Ohlsson (2003); Dijkgraaf and 

Gradus (2003); Bel and Costas (2006); Dijkgraaf 

and Gradus (2007)  

Political influence Hirsch (1965)
1
; Gómez-Lobo and Szymanski 

(2001); Dijkgraaf and Gradus (2013); Sičáková-

Beblavá and Beblavý (2007) 

Recycling  Goddard (1995); Reeves and Barrow (2000); 

Callan and Thomas (2001); Fiorucci et al. (2003); 

Bel and Costas (2006); Lombrano (2009); Larsen et 

al. (2010); Passarini et al. (2011); Beigl 

and Salhofer (2004)  

Competition Savas (1977); Stevens (1978); Dijkgraaf and 

Gradus (2006); Warner and Bel (2008); Bel; 

Fageda and Warner (2010); Bel and Fageda (2011); 

Bel et al. (2013); Soukopová and Malý (2013)  

Form of company ownership 

(private/public) 

Hirsch (1965); Savas (1977); Stevens (1978); 

McDavid (1985); Domberger et al. (1986);  Bello 

and Szymanski (1996); Szymanski (1996); Reeves 

and Barrow (2000); Callan and Thomas (2001); 

Dijkgraaf and Gradus (2003); Ohlsson (2003); Bel 

and Costas (2006); Dijkgraaf and Gradus (2007); 

Pavel (2007); Pavel (2007); Warner and Bel 
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(2008); Bel; Fageda and Warner (2010); Bel and 

Fageda (2010); Bel; Fageda and Mur (2013); 

Dijkgraaf and Gradus (2013); Gradus et al. (2014) 

Effects of economies of scale Savas (1977); Dijkgraaf and Gradus (2007); Bel 

and Warner (2014) 

Inter-municipal cooperation Bel and Costas (2006); Bel; Fageda and Mur 

(2013); Bel and Warner (2014); Dijkgraaf and 

Gradus (2013); Gradus et al. (2014) 

Distance to landfill (incinerator) Callan and Thomas (2001); Ohlsson (2003), Beigl 

et al. (2008), Soukopová and Struk (2012) 

Source: Authors 

Most of the papers in Table 1 focused especially on the form of ownership of waste 

management companies, as well as their contracting activities and performance. There 

is also a lot of solid new evidence that competition and contracting are among the most 

significant factors influencing efficiency (e.g. Ohlsson, 2003; Rathi, 2006; Warner and 

Bel, 2008; Bel, Fageda and Warner, 2010; Bel, Fageda and Mur, 2013; Dijkgraaf and 

Gradus, 2013; Gradus et al., 2014). 

Even if the relevance of the examined issue is high on international research agendas, 

research in the Czech Republic remains scarce (Nemec et al., 2005; Ochrana et al., 

2007, Soukopová and Struk, 2011; Slavík, 2012; Nemec et al., 2012; Soukopová and 

Malý, 2013). Slavík (2012) reported that both forms of ownership have their advantages 

and disadvantages in the conditions of the Czech Republic. Ochrana et al. (2007) have 

carried out research which was aimed at ensuring the effectiveness of selected public 

services by analyzing factors influencing the effectiveness of organizational forms 

providing public services. The findings of this research show that “providing quality 

public services depends significantly on a systemic approach to the provision of public 

services. Selection of the appropriate method of securing public services depends on the 

type of public service as well as the conditions under which this service is provided.” 

(Ochrana et al., 2007: 140).  
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These papers state that it is necessary to research factors influencing the selection of a 

waste management company by municipalities. This is one of the main reasons why 

factors influencing the selection of a waste management company are the subject of the 

first research question and the public and private ownership of waste management 

companies and competition as the main factors defined by international research are 

dealt with in the second research question investigated in this paper. 

3. Materials and methods 

Data was obtained via an electronic questionnaire-based survey, which included a 

representative sample of municipalities in the Czech Republic. The survey was carried 

out from November 2013 to the end of January 2014, with the questionnaire repeatedly 

being sent to 1,888 randomly-selected municipalities. 

The survey was carried out in 4 regions. The sample included 910 municipalities in the 

Central Bohemia Region, 359 municipalities in the Pardubice Region, 374 

municipalities in the Hradec Králové Region and 245 municipalities in the Moravian-

Silesian Region. Data was obtained via an electronic questionnaire. Communication 

with representatives of municipal authorities is often associated with the reluctance of 

questionnaire recipients to cooperate. Expectations regarding a low response rate were 

justified. In the end, only 215 properly completed questionnaires could be used.  

Tab. 2 shows numbers of municipalities by population size in the Czech Republic and in 

the data sample.  

Tab. 2 Data sample (grouped by population size) 

Population size 

Number of municipalities 

Czech Republic Sample* Sample** 

less than 199 1,455 23.3% 439 23.3% 27 12.6% 

200 … 499 2,001 32.0% 604 32.0% 63 29.3% 

500 … 999 1,369 21.9% 413 21.9% 46 21.4% 

1,000 … 4,999 1,157 18.5% 350 18.5% 57 26.5% 
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5,000 … 9,999 140 2.2% 42 2.2% 10 4.6% 

10,000 … 19,999 68 1.1% 21 1.1% 7 3.3% 

20,000 … 49,999 43 0.7% 13 0.7% 3 1.4% 

more than 50,000 20 0.3% 6 0.3% 2 0.9% 

Total 6,253 100.0% 1,888 100.0% 215 100.0% 

Note: 

*  sample of 1,888 approached municipalities 

**  sample of 115 municipalities which provided data 

Source: Authors: data obtained from the Czech Statistical Office 

Further information was acquired from the waste management companies SITA, a. s., 

RESPONO, a. s. and van Gansewinkel, a. s.   

Based on the analysis of foreign literature and discussions with representatives of 

municipalities and waste collection companies we selected the following twelve factors 

for examination: 

1. price; 

2. frequency of services; 

3. capacity of transport (capacity of waste collection vehicles); 

4. quality of services; 

5. political influence; 

6. previous experience; 

7. ownership of an incinerator or landfill; 

8. conditions of contract (contract termination options, contractual penalties, etc.); 

9. technical equipment of company; 

10. form of company ownership; 

11. provision of other waste management services (operation of waste yard, etc.); 

12. form of payment for services. 
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For the assessment of the impact of selected factors we chose the following point scale: 

1 – not important at all, 2 – unimportant. 3 – important, 4 – very important
1
.   

We then divided up the data primarily according to the type of ownership of waste 

collection companies (private and public). In this paper, public waste management 

companies are considered to be companies in which municipalities have a majority 

share of at least 50%, while waste management companies which have a mixture of 

owners (less than 50% are public owners) or whose owners are only private are 

classified as private waste management companies.  

In the other part of this research, the strength of the factors was researched separately, 

and another line of research concerned a set of municipalities with contractual 

connections with private waste collecting companies and a second set of municipalities 

with contractual connections with public waste collecting companies. After creating two 

groups based on company ownership, we performed a statistical analysis and compared 

data concerning the point scale average, median, standard deviation and coefficient of 

variation. 

4. Results and discussion 

4.1 Factors influencing the choice of waste collection companies 

The results of the analysis of the factors influencing the selection of waste management 

companies by selected municipalities in the Czech Republic are shown in Fig. 1 and 

Tab. 3. 

  

                                                 

1
  This point scale we used based on the assumption that representatives who answered the survey are 

responsible to decision-making in the area of waste management. Therefore in the survey is not 

answer I don't know. 
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Fig. 1 The importance of the selected factors that influence the selection of waste 

collection companies 

Source: authors 

Tab. 3 The importance of the selected factors that influence the selection of waste 

collection companies 

Rank Selected factors mean median 
standard 

deviation 

coefficient 

of variation 

1. price 3.65 4 0.52 0.14 

2. quality of service 3.62 4 0.55 0.15 

3. frequency of services 3.29 3 0.55 0.17 

4. conditions of contract 3.01 3 0.77 0.26 

5. previous experience 2.99 3 0.73 0.24 

6. 
technical equipment of the 

company 
2.97 3 0.69 0.23 

7. form of payment for services 2.84 3 0.71 0.25 

8. capacity of transport 2.80 3 0.70 0.25 

9. 
provision of other waste 

management services 
2.75 3 0.78 0.28 
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Source: Authors 

The most important factors are price, quality of service and the frequency of services. 

There are also other important factors: technical equipment of the company, conditions 

of contract and previous experience. Factors which were described as being of medium 

importance are: form of payment for services, capacity of transport and provision of 

other WM services. The factor concerning ownership of an incinerator or landfill was 

unimportant for representatives of municipalities. However, this factor has a higher 

standard deviation. The last factor, political influence, is of negligible importance to 

municipal representatives.  

4.2 Ownership of waste collection company as the factor influencing the decision 

making process 

If we focus on the form of waste management company ownership, we can see that 

private waste collecting companies strongly dominate in the collected data. There are 

141 private companies and only 74 public companies. The dominant share of the private 

companies is not limited only to the regions involved in the survey. This fact 

demonstrates the superior position of the private sector in waste management in the 

Czech Republic, which is confirmed by the results of research by Soukopová and Struk 

(2012), Soukopová and Malý (2012, 2013), and Mikušová-Meričková and Nemec 

(2013). 

The results of the analysis of the importance of the selected factors that influenced the 

selection of waste collection companies displayed according to company ownership 

type are shown in Fig. 2.  

 

 

10. form of company ownership 2.31 2 0.87 0.38 

11. 
ownership of an incinerator or 

landfill 
2.31 2 0.89 0.39 

12. political influence 1.27 1 0.57 0.45 
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Fig. 2 The importance of the selected factors that influence the selection of waste 

collection companies 

Source: Authors 

Fig. 2 shows the importance of the selected factors that influence the selection of waste 

collection companies. The values on the graph represent the average of all the values 

obtained from the questionnaires for each factor rated on a scale from 1(not important) 

to 4 (important). The red columns show the results in municipalities where the 

collection and transport of municipal waste is provided by public companies, while the 

blue ones are from where such services are provided by private companies. 

Again, the most important factors are price, quality of service and frequency of services. 

Comparison of significance factors between private and public companies indicates very 

similar results, especially for the factors price, quality of service and frequency of 

services, and for the factor political influence, which was also consistently ranked as the 

least important factor for both types of companies. More significant differences can be 

seen for ranks 6. – 11, see Tab. 4. 

The most significant difference in the perception of the importance of the factors 

includes: the technical equipment of the company, the provision of other waste 

management services, and the form of payment for services.  
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Tab. 4 The importance of the selected factors that influence the selection of private 

waste collection companies 

selected factors 

private waste collection 

companies 

public waste collection 

companies 

rank mean 
standard 

deviation 
rank mean 

standard 

deviation 

price 1. 3.66 0.54 1. 3.64 0.48 

frequency of services 3. 3.28 0.53 3. 3.31 0.59 

capacity of transport 8. 2.79 0.73 8. 2.82 0.64 

quality of service 2. 3.62 0.54 2. 3.62 0.56 

political influence 12. 1.28 0.56 12. 1.26 0.57 

previous experience  5. 2.96 0.74 6. 3.05 0.70 

ownership of an incinerator or 

landfill 
10. 2.36 0.88 11. 2.22 0.92 

conditions of contract 4. 2.99 0.75 5. 3.07 0.79 

technical equipment of the 

company 
6. 2.90 0.69 4. 3.11 0.67 

form of company ownership 11. 2.28 0.84 10. 2.35 0.91 

provision of other waste 

management services 
9. 2.67 0.78 7. 2.91 0.76 

form of payment for services 7. 2.84 0.72 9. 2.82 0.70 

Source: Authors 

The factors connected with service quality, such as the technical equipment of the 

company and the provision of other waste management services, are more important for 

municipalities where public waste management companies provide their services. In 

contrast, the strictly economic factor of the form of payment for services was more 

important for municipalities where private waste management companies operate. 
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4.3 Strength of the competitive environment as the factor influencing the decision 

making process 

If we focus on the competition and on the strength of the competitive environment 

influencing the decision-making process then we can state that the strength of 

competition can be assessed in 65% of cases as medium strong, in 28% of cases as weak 

and only in 6% of cases as strong, see Tab. 5. 

Tab. 5 Strength of the competitive environment 

Source: Authors 

It is interesting that a weak competitive environment prevails in the municipalities 

where private companies operate, while a medium strong competitive environment 

prevails in the municipalities where public waste collecting companies provide their 

services. Although this relationship is not very strong, it can be seen that the intensity of 

competition increases simultaneously with the increasing involvement of public 

companies, 

In Fig. 3 it is shown that the competitive environment is of obvious importance in the 

decision making process. Results and ranking factors are different depending on the 

strength of the competitive environment, see Tab. 6. In the case of municipalities in 

which there is a strong competitive environment (i.e. where more than 4 companies 

operate), the quality of services is more important for municipal representatives than 

price. They also take into account factors such as previous experience and conditions of 

contract.  

                                                 

2
 WCC – waste collection company 

Form of company 

ownership 

Number of 

municipalities 

Strength of the competitive environment 

0 or 1 WCC
2
 2 or 3 WCC ≥ 4 WCC 

private companies 65.60% 30.50% 63.12% 6.38% 

public companies 34.40% 22.97% 70.27% 6.76% 

total 100.00% 27.91% 66.05% 6.51% 
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Fig. 3 The importance of the selected factors that influenced the selection of waste 

collection companies 

Source: Authors 

Tab. 6 The importance of the selected factors that influence the selection of private 

waste collection companies 

Selected factors 

Rank Mean 

0 or 1 

WCC 

2 or 3 

WCC 

≥4  

WCC 

0 or 1 

WCC 

2 or 3 

WCC 

≥4  

WCC 

price 1. 2. 2. 3.50 3.70 3.79 

frequency of services 3. 3. 3. 3.18 3.29 3.71 

capacity of transport 9. 8. 7. 2.58 2.87 3.00 

quality of service 2. 1. 1. 3.37 3.71 3.86 

political influence 12. 12. 12. 1.25 1.25 1.64 

previous experience  7. 4. 4. – 5. 2.70 3.07 3.43 

ownership of an incinerator or 

landfill 
11. 10. 10. 2.13 2.37 2.50 
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conditions of contract 4. 5. 4. – 5. 2.85 3.04 3.43 

technical equipment of the 

company 
5. 6. 6. 2.82 3.03 3.07 

form of company ownership 10. 11. 11. 2.25 2.33 2.29 

provision of other waste 

management services 
8. 9. 8. – 9. 2.68 2.77 2.93 

form of payment for services 6. 7. 8. – 9. 2.72 2.88 2.93 

Source: Authors 

The strength of the competitive environment is strongly connected with the growing 

role of almost all factors. On the other hand, an interesting fact is that there is a decline 

in the importance of the form of company ownership in the municipalities where more 

than 4 waste management companies operate.  

4.4 Discussion 

As regards the importance of individual factors, this paper proves that the factors price 

and quality of service are the most important. These two factors have a median of 4 and 

thus can be evaluated as very important. The selection of these factors confirms the 

rational behavior of municipal representatives while answering the survey questions.  

It is interesting that the role of certain factors is not paid sufficient attention in the 

context international research (Hirsch, 1965; Savas, 1977; Ochrana et al., 2007; 

Mikušová-Meričková and Nemec, 2013; Soukopová and Malý, 2013), such as 

competition, mode of provision, conditions of contract, and form of company ownership 

(see Tab. 1). 

The ranking of the factor frequency of services shows how important this factor is for 

the decision-making process. This factor is considered one of the key factors for use 

when researching effectiveness, and not only by municipal representatives, but also by a 

number of studies (Hirsch, 1965; Stevens, 1978; Domberger et al., 1986; Szymanski, 

1996; Reeves and Barrow, 2000; Callan and Thomas, 2001; Ohlsson, 2003; Dijkgraaf 

and Gradus, 2003; Bel and Costas, 2006, and Dijkgraaf and Gradus, 2007). 
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It is interesting that factors such as the form of company ownership and the ownership of 

an incinerator or landfill don´t play an essential role in the decision-making process. 

The median of these two factors is 2, and most municipal representatives deemed these 

factors unimportant. A particularly interesting factor is the form of company ownership, 

which, according to a large amount of research, has an influence on the cost efficiency 

of municipal waste management (Hirsch, 1965; Savas, 1977; Stevens, 1978; McDavid, 

1985; Domberger et al., 1986; Szymanski, 1996; Reeves and Barrow, 2000; Callan and 

Thomas, 2001; Dijkgraaf and Gradus, 2003; Ohlsson, 2003; Bel and Costas, 2006; 

Dijkgraaf and Gradus, 2007; Pavel, 2007; Warner and Bel, 2008; Bel, Fageda and 

Warner, 2010; Bel and Fageda, 2010; Bel, Fageda and Mur, 2013; Dijkgraaf and 

Gradus, 2013; Gradus et al., 2014). 

However, the results presented in the above studies are often different. Most of the 

results from research in Canada (McDavid, 1985), England and Wales (Szymanski and 

Wilkins, 1993; Szymanski, 1996), Ireland (Reeves and Barrow, 2000) and Spain (Bel 

and Warner, 2008) suggest municipal expenditure savings will be achieved if a private 

company carries out refuse collection services. Other results from research in the USA 

(Stevens, 1978), the Netherlands (Dijkgraaf and Gradus, 2003; Dijkgraaf and Gradus, 

2007) and Spain (Bel, Fageda and Warner, 2010; Bel and Fargeda, 2011) show that 

there is no significant difference between public and private companies. In contrast to 

the aforementioned research, Ohlsson (2003) indicated that public production is cheaper 

than private in Sweden. 

If we think about the factor form of company ownership and the rationality of municipal 

representatives during the decision- making process, we cannot draw any conclusions 

because the results are ambiguous. Cullis and Jones (1987, p. 169) argue that the level 

of competitiveness, not ownership, is the most important determinant of performance. 

This is the reason why we have focused on the following question in the next part of 

this paper: Are there any differences in the significance of these factors from the 

perspective of the form of provision (public and private companies) and strength of 

competition? 
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The analysis results confirm previous results in relation to the factor form of company 

ownership where the perception of the importance of individual factors is not too 

different.  

Interestingly, however, the analysis of the impact of the competitive environment shows 

that competition can affect other results, especially in the case of an intensely 

competitive environment (with 4 or more companies), where quality of service is more 

important than price for municipal representatives.   

Also, the factor previous experience becomes more important in a competitive 

environment. This factor is not mentioned in international studies, but it is very 

important in post-communist economies such as the Czech Republic or Slovakia (Pavel, 

2007; Soukopová and Malý, 2013; Mikušová-Meričková and Nemec, 2014). It can 

probably induce positive effects if it is connected with quality of service, waste 

management company behavior and other factors. However, it can point to the existence 

of some form of cronyism in public contracts (Pavel, 2007, Pavel and Ochrana, 2013). 

5. Conclusion 

The objective of the paper was to analyse the factors influencing the choice of waste 

management company and the influence of these factors on the decision making 

process, and discuss the relation of these factors to the cost efficiency of municipal 

waste management with a focus on the competition and form of ownership of waste 

management companies on the decision making process. 

The analysis results bring up interesting questions. If we think about the importance of 

factors influencing the choice of waste management company, then from the perspective 

of the rationality of municipal representatives the most important factors that were 

chosen were price and quality of service, while the unimportant factors were form of 

company ownership and ownership of an incinerator or landfill, the most unimportant 

factor of all being political influence. Other factors were considered important. Outside 

the factors which in foreign research were seen as affecting the efficiency of spending 

on waste management, the most interesting result is the factor form of company 

ownership. 
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However, the objective of this case study was not to demonstrate which companies 

(private or public) are more suitable for lowering municipal expenditure. The main 

objective was to determine which factors are important for municipal representatives 

when selecting a waste collecting company, and what the role of those factors is in 

terms of measuring effectiveness. It has been shown that municipal representatives do 

not have appreciably different requirements from public companies and private 

companies. From this point of view, conformity can be found with studies that did not 

point to significant differences between private or public companies. On the other hand, 

it was demonstrated that strength of competition significantly affects the importance of 

the factors. 

It can be assumed that the agreement on the importance of selected factors in the 

selection of waste collection companies is caused by the uniform requirements of 

municipal representatives. However, a more significant conclusion might be the 

confirmation of the fact that no differences are perceived between private and public 

service providers by municipal representatives. 

It is clear that the real factors determining the involvement of collection companies have 

to cover the specific conditions and requirements of each specific municipality.  

In this case study, several factors of varying strength that influence the selection of 

waste collection companies in municipalities in the Czech Republic have been covered. 

It was also clearly shown that the significance of individual factors is related to the 

competitive environment. The level of significance of individual factors is directly 

proportional to the strength of the competitive environment. 

These facts suggest that this is an area with interesting potential for further research.  

We realize that this analysis does not cover all the factors with an impact on efficiency 

that could be included, but we wanted to look at the issue of the factors influencing the 

choice of waste management company from a different perspective in order to perform 

a comprehensive analysis of the cost-effectiveness of waste management using 

advanced statistical and mathematical methods. 
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