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A model of quality assurance in primary 
education management. The case of Greece
Gianna Kaplani1 and Kostas Zafiropoulos1*

Abstract:  The paper validates a framework which is based on EFQM and associates 
quality criteria to results and outputs, reflecting the organization readiness and effi
ciency. The paper studies the views of school principals of Kindergarten and Elementary 
Schools in Greece. A nationwide survey provides a representative sample of 231 school 
principals who were administered an online questionnaire. The questionnaire was 
constructed by applying the EFQM framework as the basic pattern. Based on previous 
approaches which use PLS models in the education context, the paper provides findings 
on how key criteria of EFQM associate to each other when applied to the elementary 
education context in Greece. Findings provide evidence that EFQM criteria are indeed 
associated both directly and indirectly. The validation of the proposed model supports 
that the particular instrument can be used as a tool for continually assess, measure 
and improve the management procedures of elementary education organizations in 
order to have improved measures of key results criteria.

Subjects: Research Methods in Management; Management Education; Leadership; Human 
Resource Management; LeadershipStrategy; School Effectiveness & Improvement; School 
Leaders &Managers  
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1. Introduction
Implementing TQM principles in the field of education is widely accepted. The more people realize 
that the cause of failure in education is the problems in planning, TQM can be seen as the ideal 
process for achieving changes in public education with a systematic way (Frazier, 1997).

Over the past decades, most of the educational systems in European countries have adopted the 
evaluation procedures. In Greece evaluation appeared in 1982, and in general its implementation 
faced strong resistance. It started to be implemented in 2013 and since then it is in suspension.

EFQM is a well-known model based on TQM, which offers the organizations the path for improv
ing their performance, through the relationships between Enablers and Results-cause and effect 
(Calvo-Μora et al., 2015). This study reflects the attitudes of the Primary Education School Units 
Principals & Supervisors in the light of the EFQM model as a self-assessment tool, customized for 
the Greek education context. Our goals are to propose this specific model for the improvement of 
the Administrative, Educational and Pedagogical Processes of the provided Primary Education. 
Validity, reliability and model fit are analysed using PLS models. The study emphasizes the 
relationship among key variables of EFQM (Enablers & Results) as they are measured using 
a multilevel stratified sample of 231 Principles of primary education units across the country.

1.1. The EFQM Model
The EFQM Model is based on TQM principles (G. K. Kanji et al., 1999), and is well-known and 
appreciated throughout Europe for aiming excellence, self-evaluation tool (Eskildsen & 
Dahlgaard, 2000; G.K. Kanji, Malek, et al., 1999; Kim et al., 2010; Westlund, 2001). EFQM Model 
consists of 9 Criteria, 2 categories “Enablers & Results”, and introduces a holistic approach where 
partial success is not enough (Naylor, 1999).

For years the relationships between “Enablers & Results” has been on a field of study for many 
researchers (Eskildsen et al., 2001; Ernest Osseo-Asare & Longbottom, 2002; Hides et al., 2004; 
Bou-llusar, Escrig-Tena, Roca-Puig, & Beltrán-Martín, 2005; Joao & Amaral, 2007; Tarí & De Juana- 
Espinosa, 2007; Safari et al., 2012;; Gómez et al., 2015; Anastasiadou, 2015; Adel & Transport, 
2009; Platis & Fragouli, 2019). According to Tarí (2006) EFQM is considered as a general tool 
applied for improvement, if only it undergoes with the appropriate adaptation-environment of 
each country such as culture, language, traditions and the framework of the education system 
organization.

1.2. Research model and hypotheses
This research is based on EFQM Excellence Model 2013, and focuses at understanding the proce
dures where organizations using the skills of their Employees aim to have the expected results: 
Results of People, Customers and Society. In order to lead to excellent Key Results, Leadership 
plays an important role along with the implementation of the Strategy and the effect of 
Partnerships & Resources (García-Bernal, Gargallo-Castel, Pastor-Agustín, & Ramírez-Alesón, 
(2004). All the above, being implemented holistically and not partially (Tamimi, 1998), provided 
that the philosophy of the organization is also communicated by all the stakeholders, concerning 
the fundamental principles of the model. These are called vision, mission and strategy of the 
organization (Powell, 1995). The research applies and extends the principles of a conceptual 
framework introduced by Calvo-Mora et al. (2005) in their study

of the Spanish Universities.

In Figure 1 the model under consideration along with the Hypotheses, which are described 
below, is presented.
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1.3. Leadership
Among the factors that determine the structure of a management system for optimal quality, 
leadership management is considered the top (Anastasiadou & Zirinoglou, 2015; Fotopoulos & 
Psomas, 2010; Ravichandran & Rai, 2000) in achieving goals

(Ghobadian & Woo, 1994) with actions of particular importance (Gatewood & Riordan, 1997), 
aiming the supreme satisfaction of customers, society and organizational key results achieve
ments . Leadership works with everyone involved, instilling a culture of excellence (Tarí et al., 2006) 
which can be characterized as the personality of the organization (Petridou, 2011) and capturing 
its mark on the activities that are taking place.

From the above, we formulate the following research hypotheses: 

H1a. Leadership has a direct positive effect on People management.

H1b. Leadership has a direct positive effect on Strategy.

H1c. Leadership has a direct positive effect on Partnerships & Resources.

1.4. Strategy
According to the literature it has been verified that there is a strong relationship between

“Strategy”, “People”, “Partnerships & Resources” and “Processes” (Anastasiadou, 2015; Calvo- 
Mora et al., 2005; Eskildsen & Dahlgaard, 2000). Strategy involves the consolidating of a strategic 
processes’ planning in order to achieve the goals (Porter & Parker, 1993; Sun & Hong, 2002), taking 
into account the requirements of the organization’s internal and external customers. Problems in 
strategy affects efforts for optimum organizational performance (Petridou, 2011) where heart and 
soul in strategy formulation are actions that can produce a competitive advantage over oppo
nents, driven by attractiveness, competitiveness and innovation (Porter, 1990; Sölvell, 2015).

From the above, we define the following research hypotheses: 

Figure 1. The research model 
and the direct effects after 
applying PLS algorithm.
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H2a. Strategy has a direct positive effect on People management.

H2b. Strategy has a direct positive effect on Partnerships & Resources.

H2c. Strategy has a direct positive effect on Processes.

Regarding this final hypothesis, we distinguish the processes to be Administrative, Educational, 
and Pedagogical, in order to in detail comprehend and adjust to the nature of management 
processes of Primary Education Management in

Greece. This is further explained in the Process section below.

1.5. People
The organization’s commitment to promote the employees’ skills and the processes that are used 
to be achieved, are perspectives that characterize the organizational management (Ravichandran 
& Rai, 2000), since employees are the ones who carry through with the processes and serve as the 
key element of a company or an organization (Ahmad & Schroeder, 2002; Tarí et al., 2006). In 
parallel, proper human resources management is also critical to process management (Calvo-Mora 
et al., 2005).

We define the following research hypothesis: 

H3. People have a direct positive effect on Processes.

1.6. Partnerships & Resources
Proper infrastructure and assurance of financial and sustainable success guarantee the implemen
tation of scheduled processes (Yousefie et al., 2011) and they are playing an important role on any 
performance or development, due to the company’s proper financial resources management (De 
Beer & Friend, 2006). The technological upgrade is not only a crucial fact that offers competition to 
the market field (Gyves & O’Higgins, 2008; Lawrence et al., 2005) but also can contribute to 
sustainability and be highly effective on communication. Partnerships & Resources, that are also 
being referring to the environmental and social management and impact with a sustainability 
view, seem to have a significant influence to the process management (Calvo-Mora et al., 2006) 
and the Key Performance Results (Calvo-Mora et al., 2005).

From the above, we define the following research hypothesis: 

H4. Partnerships & Resources have a direct positive effect influence on

Processes.

1.7. Processes
The processes and their implementation mediate between the Enablers & Results of the EFQM 
model (Suárez et al., 2014). Obstacles to effective processes are the lack of communication 
between the departments (Erturgut & Soyşekerci, 2009; Osseo-Asare et al., 2005; Tarí & De Juana- 
Espinosa, 2007), the lack of knowledge and experience for improvement actions (Kauppila et al., 
2015; Tarí, 2008, 2011; Tarí & Madeleine, 2012), the adequate number of human resources and 
also Partnerships & Resources (Campatelli et al., 2011).

In our research, “Processes” are divided into three sectors: Administrative, Educational and 
Pedagogical. According to Petridou (2000), the content of these three sectors is mentioned on 
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the educational statutory legislation in Greece from 1985 and afterwards. It reflects the fields of 
engagement for all the stakeholders in a School Unit, such as Principals & Supervisors, Educators, 
Pupils, Parents & Guardians, etc.—directly or indirectly affected by the impacts of the current 
school system. A school system with a systemic approach and interactive relationships, both 
among its sections and environment, exchanging each other substantial and insubstantial 
resources – known as inflow and outflow. This segmentation also contributes to the planning 
and establishment of the goals, aims and standards generally, in order for them to be implemen
ted in the best possible way and to maintain quality.

The Administrative Processes are referring to: 
(1) Building infrastructure issues such as operation, maintenance, renewal, etc. (in classrooms, 

activity and event rooms, auxiliary spaces, staff offices, workshops, libraries, courtyard space, 
etc.), and educational infrastructure issues, such as teaching and learning materials, and

(2) Issues of administrative and secretarial support such as: keeping class books, staff issues, 
correspondence, cooperation with other organizations, etc.

The Educational Processes are related to: 
(1) Teaching and learning practices: Collaboration with: pupils, parents & guardians, School 

Counsellors, Directors of Education, Parents & Guardians Association, Centres for Children 
with special educational needs, Local Communities and Authorities and

(2) Teachers training such as short-term or long-term educational programs for professional 
development.

Finally, the Pedagogical Processes include: 
(1) Cultural activities such as artistic, sportive, social, entertainment School

Events and

(1) Educational Programs such as European, global, social, health education, etc.

From the above, we define the following research hypotheses: 

Η5a. Processes have a direct positive effect on People Results. 

Η5b. Processes have a direct positive effect on Parents and Pupils’ Results. 

Η5c. Processes have a direct positive effect on Key Performance Results. 

2. Methodology
The PLS modelling using SmartPLS v.3.3.3 was implemented (Hair et al., 2017, 2018; Ringle et al., 
2015). PLS modelling uses partial regression models that allow:

(1) Smaller samples to be used, while to use covariance methods in SEM models, large samples 
are required.

(2) Estimation of regression models converges in most of the cases.

(3) Models may contain both reflective and formative constructs.

(4) Using SmartPLS, discriminant validity can be validated through a range of methods: Fornell 
and Larcker criterion, cross-loadings criterion, and heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations 
criterion (HTMT).

Nine constructs were constructed using the items of the questionnaire as indicators. Most of 
them are reflective in the sense that they reflect the constructs they represent. These constructs 
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are associated with their relative indicators with arrows that start from the constructs and head 
to the indicators. However, the construct “Processes” in the primary education management 
context as mentioned is formed as a combination of three types of processes, namely 
Administrative Processes, Educational Processes and Pedagogical Processes. Each one is 
a reflective construct of seven indicators which were included in the questionnaire as separate 
groups of items by rephrasing the original set of items of EFQM three times to reflect the 
meaning of each construct. Next, these three constructs were combined in a formative way to 
form the overall concept of Processes as described in EFQM. So finally, Processes is formed by 
three constructs which in detail measure Administrative Processes, Educational Processes and 
Pedagogical Processes. Each one is reflectively associated with a set of seven indicators. This is 
a second-order reflective-formative model which was implemented using repeated indicators 
two-stage approach (Sarstedt et al., 2019). Overall, the total framework includes nine con
structs, one of them being the second-order formative outcome of three constructs: 
Administrative Processes, Educational Processes and Pedagogical Processes.

All tests of significance were performed using the Boostrap method with 5000 replications.

2.1. Reliability and validity
Construct reliability and validity were examined using Cronbach’s alpha, rho_A, Composite 
Reliability and Average Variance Extracted (AVE). For Cronbach’s alpha, rho_A, Composite 
Reliability the threshold in order for a scale to be considered reliable is 0.70, while for AVE the 
threshold for a scale to be valid is 0.50. Table 1 presents the findings as they are produced by 
SmartPLS. All values are well above the thresholds with no exceptions.

To verify discriminant validity three criteria were used: the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell & 
Larcker, 1981), the cross-loadings criterion and the heterotraitmonotrait ratio of correlations 
(HTMT) criterion (Farrell, 2010); Henseler et al., 2015). For the Fornell-Larcker criterion the 
correlation matrix of all the constructs is calculated. In order to have discriminant validity the 
correlations should be smaller than the square root of AVE for every construct. For the cross- 
loadings criterion the loadings of the indicators that reflect a construct should be higher than 
the loadings that these indicators have with any other construct, and this should be true for 
each set of indicators that reflect each construct. For the heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correla
tions (HTMT) criterion, the average correlations of indicators measuring the same construct 
relative to the average correlations of indicators across constructs measuring different phenom
ena, is calculated. Values close to unity indicate a lack of discriminant validity. The values of 
0.85 and 0.95 are considered as the thresholds, the premier being more conservative. If the 
HTMT is under 0.85 or at least under 0.95 we conclude that discriminant validity is evident. But 
because this criterion is more restrictive than the other two, in case that HTMT is over 0.95 then 
Boostrap intervals are used to see if HTMT confidence interval include the value 1. If not then we 
can conclude that we have discriminant validity.

Cross-loadings were calculated and the second criterion is satisfied, but for economy the 
findings are not presented here. For the Fornell-Larcker criterion Table 2 is constructed. In 
Table 2 all correlations are smaller than the square roots of AVE. As for the HTMT criterion, the 
findings are presented in Table 3. Most HTMT indices are smaller than 0.85. For six cases, the index 
is over 0.85 but not over 0.95. Further, Boostrap intervals (5000 replications) do not contain the 
value of 1. So, eventually there is evidence that discriminant validity is present with respect to each 
one of the three criteria used.

2.2. Model evaluation
Figure 1 presents the path diagram that describes the framework of the EFQM as adapted to fit the 
specific context and with reference to similar studies. The diagram presents the constructs, the 
effects on each arrow and the R2. Administrative Processes, Educational Processes and 
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Pedagogical Processes, form the Processes construct. In cases that the effects are not statistically 
significant (p = 0.05) the arrows are presented as dotted lines.

All R2 are over 0.60 except for Partnerships & Resources (R2 = 0.347) and People Results (R2 = 0.246). 
Overall, there is evidence that regression models have a high degree of goodness of fit.

Regarding the effects of the constructs with reference to the hypotheses (Table 4): 

Almost all direct effects are statistically significant with the exception of 

PROCESSES → KEY PERFORMANCE RESULTS. However, all indirect effects and

total effects are indeed statistically significant. So, all hypotheses but one are supported. For 
hypothesis H5c, while direct effect is not statistically significant, so Process have not a direct 
impact on Key Performance Results, the indirect effect and total effect are statistically significant 
and provide evidence of a significant overall effect of the

2.3. Processes on Key Performance Results
In detail, Leadership has a positive direct effect on People thus H1a is supported. The direct effect 
is 0.231. In addition, the indirect effect is more than twice the direct effect, resulting in this way to 
a total effect of 0.713 in which the ratio of direct to indirect effects is 1:2. Leadership affects People 
management in many ways and indirect effects are even larger than the direct effects.

Leadership has only a direct effect on Strategy (0.810), so H1b is supported. The effect is 
the second larger total effect within the specific framework.

Leadership has a significant direct effect on Partnerships & Resources and an even larger indirect 
effect. H1c is supported.

Table 1. Construct reliability and validity
Cronbach’s 

Alpha
rho_A Composite 

Reliability
Average 
Variance 

Extracted (AVE)
(ADMINISTRATIVE, 
EDUCATIONAL, 
PEDAGOGICAL) 
PROCESSES

Administrative 0.918 0.920 0.934 0.671

Education 0.927 0.928 0.941 0.696

Pedagogical 0.941 0.942 0.952 0.740

LEADERSHIP 0.914 0.915 0.931 0.660

PEOPLE 0.897 0.911 0.918 0.586

PARTNERSHIPS 
& RESOURCES

0.898 0.912 0.919 0.619

PARENTS 
& PUPILS RESULTS

0.922 0.936 0.936 0.623

SOCIETY RESULTS 0.963 0.969 0.970 0.823

PEOPLE 
RESULTS

0.981 0.981 0.983 0.882

KEY PERFORMANCE 
RESULTS

0.979 0.981 0.982 0.872

STRATEGY 0.942 0.943 0.953 0.742
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Table 3. The heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT)
HTMT HTMT 95% CI 

(Boostrap 5000 rep.)
LEADERSHIP -> 
PROCESSES

0.705 0.619 0.782

PEOPLE -> PROCESSES 0.818 0.741 0.880

PEOPLE -> LEADERSHIP 0.775 0.667 0.865

PARTNERSHIPS & 
RESOURCES -> PROCESSES

0.697 0.601 0.784

PARTNERSHIPS & 
RESOURCES -> 
LEADERSHIP

0.580 0.457 0.688

PARTNERSHIPS & 
RESOURCES -> PEOPLE

0.656 0.540 0.758

PARENTS & PUPILS 
RESULTS -> PROCESSES

0.648 0.555 0.728

PARENTS & PUPILS 
RESULTS -> LEADERSHIP

0.465 0.347 0.568

PARENTS & PUPILS 
RESULTS -> PEOPLE

0.602 0.497 0.692

PARENTS & PUPILS 
RESULTS -> 
PARTNERSHIPS & 
RESOURCES

0.480 0.359 0.586

SOCIETY -> PROCESSES 0.545 0.442 0.631

SOCIETY -> LEADERSHIP 0.338 0.220 0.449

SOCIETY -> PEOPLE 0.516 0.409 0.612

SOCIETY -> 
PARTNERSHIPS & 
RESOURCES

0.442 0.331 0.540

SOCIETY -> PARENTS & 
PUPILS RESULTS

0.849 0.781 0.902

PEOPLE RESULTS -> 
PROCESSES

0.507 0.399 0.601

PEOPLE RESULTS -> 
LEADERSHIP

0.331 0.213 0.439

PEOPLE RESULTS -> 
PEOPLE

0.515 0.408 0.611

PEOPLE RESULTS -> 
PARTNERSHIPS & 
RESOURCES

0.417 0.299 0.518

PEOPLE RESULTS -> 
PARENTS & PUPILS 
RESULTS

0.859 0.789 0.911

PEOPLE RESULTS -> 
SOCIETY

0.913 0.871 0.948

KEY PERFORMANCE 
RESULTS -> PROCESSES

0.543 0.436 0.632

KEY PERFORMANCE 
RESULTS -> LEADERSHIP

0.371 0.254 0.478

KEY PERFORMANCE 
RESULTS -> PEOPLE

0.494 0.383 0.590

KEY PERFORMANCE 
RESULTS -> 
PARTNERSHIPS & 
RESOURCES

0.437 0.325 0.534

(Continued)
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Strategy has significant direct effects on People management (a high value of 0.595) and on 
Partnerships & Resources (0.384). The effects on Processes are direct and indirect, the indirect 
effect being larger, resulting to a total significant effect of 0.617. Hypotheses H2a, H2b and H2c are 
supported.

People management and Partnerships & Resources only have direct effects on Processes (0.290 
and 0.363 respectively). They are small-to-medium size effects and statistically significant. 
Hypotheses H3 and H4 are supported.

Hypothesis H5a is about the effect of Process on People Results and it can be separated by 
construction, to the effect of Administrative, Educational and Pedagogical processes. The effect of 
the second-order construct Processes is only direct, the effects of Administrative, Educational and 
Pedagogical processes are indirect through Process construct. Hypothesis H5a is supported since 
the direct effect is 0.496 and statistically significant. The first-order constructs in turn, have 
significant indirect effects of nearly the same size on People Results.

Hypothesis H5b is about the effect of Process on Parents & Pupils Results. The hypothesis is 
supported since the direct effect is positive and statistically significant. Further, the indirect effect 
is larger than the direct effect and added together they result to a significant and medium size 
total effect (0.248, 0.350 and 0.598 respectively).

When the effects are attributed to the original first-order constructs of Administrative, 
Educational and Pedagogical processes, we can see that there are significant but small-sized 
effects. 

H5c hypothesis addresses the effect of Processes on Key Performance Results.

Table3. (Continued) 

HTMT HTMT 95% CI 
(Boostrap 5000 rep.)

KEY PERFORMANCE 
RESULTS -> PARENTS & 
PUPILS RESULTS

0.859 0.805 0.903

KEY PERFORMANCE 
RESULTS -> SOCIETY

0.920 0.877 0.951

KEY PERFORMANCE 
RESULTS -> PEOPLE 
RESULTS

0.911 0.869 0.942

STRATEGY -> PROCESSES 0.774 0.706 0.833

STRATEGY -> LEADERSHIP 0.871 0.804 0.923

STRATEGY -> PEOPLE 0.834 0.765 0.891

STRATEGY -> 
PARTNERSHIPS & 
RESOURCES

0.593 0.475 0.698

STRATEGY -> PARENTS & 
PUPILS RESULTS

0.561 0.460 0.648

STRATEGY -> SOCIETY 0.442 0.338 0.535

STRATEGY -> PEOPLE 
RESULTS

0.451 0.343 0.543

STRATEGY -> KEY 
PERFORMANCE RESULTS

0.457 0.347 0.553
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Table 4. Estimated effects and significance
Hypothesis Direct effects Indirect effects Total effects
H1a: 
LEADERSHIP→PEOPLE

0.231** 0.482** 0.713**

H1b: 
LEADERSHIP→STRATEGY

0.810** 0.810**

H1c: LEADERSHIP→ 
PARTNERSHIPS & 
RESOURCES

0.234* 0.311** 0.545**

H2a: STRATEGY → PEOPLE 0.595** 0.595**

H2b: STRATEGY → 
PARTNERSHIPS & 
RESOURCES

0.384** 0.384**

H2c: STRATEGY → 
PROCESSES

0.290** 0.327** 0.617**

H3: PEOPLE → PROCESSES 0.363** 0.363**

H4: PARTNERSHIPS & 
RESOURCES → PROCESSES

0.290** 0.290**

H5a: PROCESSES → 
PEOPLE RESULTS

0.496** 0.496**

ADMINISTRATIVE 
PROCESSES → PEOPLE 
RESULTS

THROUGH “PROCESSES” 
0.171**

0.171** 0.171**

EDUCATIONAL 
PROCESSES → PEOPLE 
RESULTS

THROUGH “PROCESSES” 
0.174**

0.174** 0.174**

PEDAGOGICAL PROCESSES 
→ PEOPLE RESULTS

THROUGH “PROCESSES” 
0.184**

0.184** 0.184**

H5b: PROCESSES → 
PARENTS & PUPILS 
RESULTS

0.248** 0.350** 0.598**

ADMINISTRATIVE 
PROCESSES → PARENTS & 
PUPILS RESULTS

THROUGH “PROCESSES” 
0.082**

0.204** 0.204**

EDUCATIONAL 
PROCESSES → PARENTS & 
PUPILS RESULTS

THROUGH “PROCESSES” 
0.084**

0.208** 0.208**

PEDAGOGICAL PROCESSES 
→ PARENTS & PUPILS 
RESULTS

THROUGH “PROCESSES” 
0.089**

0.220** 0.220**

H5c: PROCESSES → KEY 
PERFORMANCE RESULTS

0.053 0.476** 0.529**

ADMINISTRATIVE 
PROCESSES → KEY 
PERFORMANCE RESULTS

THROUGH “PROCESSES” 
0.019

0.183** 0.183**

EDUCATIONAL 
PROCESSES → KEY 
PERFORMANCE RESULTS

THROUGH “PROCESSES” 
0.020

0.186** 0.186**

PEDAGOGICAL PROCESSES 
→ KEY PERFORMANCE 
RESULTS

THROUGH “PROCESSES” 
0.021

0.197** 0.197**

H6a: PEOPLE RESULTS → 
PARENTS & PUPILS 
RESULTS

0.706** 0.706**

H6b: PEOPLE RESULTS → 
KEY PERFORMANCE 
RESULTS

0.660** 0.176** 0.836**

(Continued)
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As mentioned, the direct effect is not statistically significant, and so are the effects of 
Administrative, Educational and Pedagogical processes. So, the hypothesis is not supported. 
However, indirect effect is much larger than the direct effect (0.476) and indeed it is statistically 
significant, resulting to a statistically significant total effects of all the constructs on Key 
Performance Results.

People Results have a high and statistically significant direct effect on Parents & Pupils Results 
(0.706). It is one of the highest effects within this framework and provides enough evidence that 
staff management directly affects the “customers” results to a high degree. Hypothesis H6a is 
supported.

Hypothesis H6b is also supported because People Results have a high and significant effect on 
Key Performance Results. There is also an indirect effect, so added together they result to a large 
and significant total effect of 0.836.

Finally, hypothesis H8 is supported. Key Performance Results have a direct effect on Society 
Results, 0897. This is statistically significant, and it is the highest effect between the constructs of 
the specific framework.

3. Results
The measurement for Customers, People and Society Satisfaction as well as the Overall Results are 
performed, according to the EFQM model (2013) in two ways: a) with the perception indicators 
(external) and b) the performance indicators (internal).

3.1. People results
People Results have an effect on Student Results and in addition these two have an impact on 
Overall Organization Results (Calvo-Mora et al., 2005).

We define the following research hypotheses: 

Η6a. People Results have a direct positive effect on Parents and Pupils Results. 

H6b. People Results have a direct positive effect on Key Performance Results.

3.1.1. Customer results (parents and pupils results) 
The Enablers are directly related to Customer Satisfaction and in particular, any improvement 
leads to significant results in Customer satisfaction (Sadeh & Garkaz, 2015; Tarí & Madeleine, 
2012). The Key Performance Results depend directly on those which have been identified as the 
most important Enablers. Specifically, the Processes first and secondly the Partnerships & 
Resources (Adel & Transport, 2009).

Table4. (Continued) 

Hypothesis Direct effects Indirect effects Total effects
H7: PARENTS & PUPILS 
RESULTS→ KEY 
PERFORMANCE RESULTS

0.250** 0.250**

H8: KEY PERFORMANCE 
RESULTS → SOCIETY 
RESULTS

0.897** 0.897**

(*: p < 0.05, **: p < 0.01) 
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We define the following research hypotheses: 

Η7. Parents and Pupils Results have a direct positive effect on Key Performance Results.

3.1.2. Key performance results and Society results 
Society Results satisfactorily reflect the achievements of an organization, being in line with the 
expectations and the needs of the community (Madan, 2010); the positive and the negative 
impacts that a business or an organization can have on its social and physical environment 
(Conti, 2007).

We define the following research hypotheses: 

H8. Key Performance Results have a direct positive effect on Society Results.

3.2. Survey and sample
At first, the original EFQM questionnaire was translated to Greek and back translated to English so 
that it would be properly adapted to the specific context. Next, a group of seven school principals 
checked the content of the translated questionnaire to see if it is suitable for a research in the 
specific context. Minor modifications and improvements were made.

The questionnaire was administered to a sample which consisted of Principals & 

Supervisors of selected Greek Primary Education School Units (Preschool & Primary Schools) during 
March and April 2019. The authors had promptly applied for permission to the committee of the 
Ministry of Education (53/08-11-2018) for approval with respect to methodological and ethical 
issues, and the permission was granted (Φ.15/194,658/204,175/Δ1/27–11-2018). The sample 
included 29% of the School Units of Primary Education nationwide, and is representative and 
proportionate of the school population. The questionnaire was completed after sending an email 
to the e-mail addresses of the selected Greek Primary Education School Units. The survey was 
conducted by the online survey platform Question Pro. A total of 231 completed questionnaires 
were recorded through a two-wave process. Online questionnaires allow to create items having 
obligatory responses, so three were no missing values.

The questionnaire consists of two groups of items, besides those that record the demographic 
characteristics. The first group includes five subgroups of items (Enablers: Leadership, Strategy, 
People, Partnerships & Resources and Administrative,

Educational and Pedagogical Processes), a total of 50 items. The second group consists of four 
subgroups of items (Results: Parents & Pupils Results, People Results, Society Results and Key 
Performance Results), totally 32 items. Totally, the questionnaire consists of 82 items, based on the 
EFQM questionnaire (2013). Five-point Likert type scales were used with the following options: “We 
have no opinion”, “We have some plans”, “We have started it”, “We are close to completing it”, 
“We have completed it”.

3.3. Discussion
The EFQM model is modified in the research to adjust to previous quantitative research, to further 
validate the models that are already introduced, and to provide more insights in the specific 
context. The model is analysed using PLS modelling. Constructs represent the initial EFQM criteria. 
After analysing the direct and indirect effects between the constructs, their associations are 
confirmed and the findings are in accordance with those of previous research (Calvo-Mora, Leal, 
& Roldan, 2005; Anastasiadou & Zirinoglou, 2015).
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Processes are not affecting school unit results directly as stated by the answers of school principals. 
However, affecting staff on the one hand and students and parents on the other, Processes have 
a significant impact measured as a total statistically significant effect. As a result, different measures 
of the Results are not only directly affected by Processes but also indirectly through several paths 
through the relationships between the Criteria as a whole (García-Bernal et al., 2018), so the findings 
provide evidence that they are being implemented holistically and not partially (Naylor, 1999; Tamimi, 
1998). Furthermore, there is an internal logical connection between the Results (People Results, 
Customers Results, Key Performance Results and Society Results) of the EFQM Model as Calvo-Mora 
et al. (2005) and Ghobadian and Seng Woo (1996) had already mentioned. In particular, it has been 
claimed that the Enablers are directly related to Customer Satisfaction (Sadeh & Garkaz, 2015; Tarí & 
Madeleine, 2012), People Results have an effect on Student

Results and in addition these two have an impact on Overall Organization Results

(Calvo-Mora et al., 2005) and Society Results satisfactorily reflect the achievements of an 
organization (Conti, 2007; Madan, 2010). Taking also into consideration the indirect effects, the 
existence of this connection is strongly confirmed.

In addition, Leadership in a School Unit can act as a driving force (Calvo-Mora, Leal, & Roldan, 
2005) for the whole administration as well as for the improvement processes that are taking place. 
In public School Units, due to the bureaucracy and the complexity of the management procedures, 
it is a common place the inefficient communication processes, the difficulty in planning, control
ling, analysing and improving procedures, the lack of prior knowledge and experience and finally 
the lack of human resources – lead all together to difficulties in decision making and to the 
obstacles constantly. Hence, if the leadership of a School Unit develop and extent the appropriate 
school culture among the education staff, the dynamics towards the Processes can be increased.

All the previous mentioned, with the aim of expedient Strategy and Partnerships & Resources, 
efficiency and sustainability as well as opportunities for innovation can arise.

The adaptability of the Procedures of a School Unit to fulfil and also exceed the requirements 
and the expectations of the pupils and the parents, and additionally to empower the educational 
staff to take specific actions towards improving these processes is greatly demanding and as 
Zavlanos (2006) highlighted, extremely difficult to be measured. Thus, specific actions in School 
Units must be performed, which can contribute to the gathering of data and measurements for 
Customers, People and Society Satisfaction, as well as for the Overall Results, in two ways—with 
the perception indicators (external) and the performance indicators (internal). A statutory legisla
tion based on this, could give a strong boost to this procedure.

Therefore, self-assessment is an exceptional operation that not only identifies the current 
position of an organization but also determines and gives feedback for the future directions 
and priorities—meaning that the right supporting tool during this procedure is so crucial for its 
sustainability. The EFQM Model can be used as a tool for continually measuring and improving 
the measures of assessment and to an extend improving the decision processes of the 
organizations.

4. Conclusions
Both the EFQM model and the derivative models as the one studied in this paper, assume a specific 
causal relationship among key variables. These cause and effects relations should be studied and 
measured only when theory supports them. This paper adopts models found in previous research 
in literature and offers further evidence on validating them. However, the initial support of a model 
or framework is crucial and only well-documented models should be studied, as statistical ana
lyses only validates models that are already introduced and supported theoretically in literature. 
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So, this analysis has some merits as far as the initial model and its modification to fit PLS analysis, 
is accepted to serve as a framework.

EFQM Model by creating a strong culture of aiming excellence among School Units, can help raising 
levels of performance, while emphasizing continuous improvement. When implementing a strategic 
planning taking into account all the stakeholders, EFQM framework can act as a blueprint to reinforce, 
and help responding effectively to opportunities and efficiently, and with flexibility, to threats in 
a sustainable way. The People of the School Unit by clarifying their job roles, managing successfully 
Partnerships & Resources and applying appropriate measures and metrics, can fulfil their operational 
tasks, empower their responsibilities and actively seek solutions, achieving personal and organizational 
goals. Teamwork can add value for Pupils’ and Parents’ expectations and by developing the same 
principles and beliefs with the contribution of the leadership, a continuous administrative, educational 
and pedagogical path of innovation and creativity can emerge. The EFQM Model’s infrastructure, 
among the existence of the inter-relations between the Enablers & Results—besides, with a bottom- 
up approach, offers a comparative advantage on understanding these relations and effects. EFQM 
Model is a practical tool that supports teamwork, professional self-improvement prospects as well as 
a highly promising environment (Davies et al., 2007). Studies as this one demonstrate that it is flexible 
and easy to customize and implement in various fields, education included. Models as the one used, 
provide evidence that EFQM can be used as a good practice for self-evaluation.
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