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Abstract: In this paper, we seek to present a model for ranking of fields, criteria and sub-criteria in the
EFQM model in the Iranian porcelain factory (IRANA). It is based on the analytic hierarchy process
(AHP) and multiple decisions-making methods. The AHP is used to find the criteria’s weights and the
sub criteria’s priority; multiple decisions making methods are applied to determine priorities and
weights, and they are used to recognize, apply, and coordinate the factory resources and facilities. The
results confirmed the efficient performance of the proposed model. The proposed model used an
example problem and it provided a new managerial tool for planning and analyzing of excellence
organizations more effectively.
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INTRODUCTION

Nowadays, Companies and organizations are looking for ways to improve their performances. To achieve
this, managers competitively seek the effective tools of strategic management, which are based on known
principles. One of these advanced tools for organization improvement is the EFQM model. It is based on
principles of the total quality management (TQM).

Most companies have been using TQM in order to achieve excellence quality in the last 20 years,
According to Pecar et al., (2009). Several other research studies have also revealed certain structural differences
in the framework of TQM (Bou-liusar et al., 2009; Ghosh et al., 2003; Anderson et al., 1995; Jayaram et al.,
2009).

The EFQM provides the essential guidelines & requirements to any organization that aims to reach

excellence in all aspects of operation. In addition, it is a self assessment tool for depicting a comprehensive
picture of the organization's weaknesses and strengths as well as its potentials for improvement.
This paper is devoted to introducing an EFQM excellence model and designing a road map by AHP for the
IRANA (as an excellent organization). It designed an AHP questionnaire for ranking of the EFQM criteria, and
it distributed to among the 40 IRANA experts (Including managers and quality experts whom their tasks were
related to EFQM fields).

AHP is a tool which helps managers to identify the important improvement projects in their organization
and to allocate the required resources correctly. It is a road map to the organization's excellence.

The present research has been prepared in six main sections. The first section is as an introduction. Section
two is devoted to a brief literature review followed by highlighting the deficiencies which are then answered by
our proposed work. The details of the EFQM model have been explored in section three. Section four deals with
AHP. In section five an example problem and the results have been extensively discussed. The last section
provides a summary of the primary contributions, discusses broader implications of the work, and itemizes
potential areas for further research.

Literature Review:

Introduction of the EFQM excellence model dates back to 1992, when it was first utilized as a tool for
assessing the organizations which were competing for the European Quality Award.

The model is widely used in the Europe's organizational framework (Ho, 1996; Dudek-Burlikowska, 2006;
Urbaniak, 2004). and it is the basis of most national and regional quality awards and with 800 members from 38
European countries (Dahlgaard-Park, 2008).

Kristensen and Juhl 1999: and Kristensen et al., 2000.) believe that EFQM has a magic impact on
organizations. Regardless to the size of activities, any organization needs a model for evaluating its success
regarding to fulfillment of its goals.

The basic purpose of EFQM, which has so far been extensively applied by both private and public sectors
(Van der wiele and brown, 1999; Ojanen et al., 2002; Samuelsson and Nilsson, 2002; Bayazit and Karpak,
2007; Tari, 2008; Tari, 2007; Jones, 1998; Fraser, 2005; Kanji and Sa, 2007; Tari et al., 2008). is to promote the
organization and to get quality management awards (Padobnik and Dolinsek, 2008).
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This model has been specially designed for European countries. Developing countries (such as Iran) still
lack a suitable ground like that of most European countries; therefore, it needs to design a customized model of
EFQM, that it should be fitting our present infrastructures.

Some other researchers have done researches on the EFQM criteria weight (Eskildsen et al., 1999; Eskidsen
et al., 2003; Eskidsen et al., 2004; Juhl et al.. 2002; Donnelly, 2000; Conti, 2007). their models mainly show
where an organization is standing positioned within the framework of excellence. They also pinpoint the
weaknesses of the models employed and suggest some ways to improve them.

According to Bassioni et al., (2008), it creates a foundation of excellence based on some criteria
(leadership, customers and stakeholder focus, strategic management, information and analysis, people,
partnership, suppliers, physical resource, intellectual capital, risk, work culture, and process management).

The weights of these criteria are strikingly different from country to the country, from industry to industry,
or even from the factory to factory due to their specific cultures and foundations for performing EFQM.
Therefore, each factory needs its unique model of the EFQM (Dahlgaard et al., 1998). This indicates that
companies have not aligned themselves with the weights, and managers might disagree over the weights,
because a factory may be strong in a criterion in which another is weak. Therefore, managers ought to identify
and criticize their scoring systems (Teo and Dale 1997; Schmidt and Zink 1998).

The EFQM model has some limitations; despite being introduced as a field, the relations among its fields,
criteria and sub-criteria have not been determined. The priorities of each field, criterion and sub-criteria have not
been defined either. Although advantages of the criteria show the priority and importance of each criterion, it
may not be thoroughly realized, and one cannot prioritize criteria and sub-criteria. AHP is consequently, used in
this study to solve such problems. Moreover, organizations may lack enough required ability (human resources,
budget, facilities, etc.) to execute all programs and to define projects by this model. They, in cases, cannot
diagnose which criteria should receive more attention (since most companies in Iran are public-sector or under
government supervision) (Bemowski and Stratten 1995; Coulambidou and Dale, 1995; Dale and Ritchie, 2000;
Wunder, 1995). Here, the customer growth cannot be scored based on improvement of quality of processes and
services; it is rather the government dominance that increases the scores. Even though a factory may have a high
score in the customer attractions, it is still possible to lose its score due to denying the governmental dominance.
In fact, the factory's success mainly depends on economic sections and their sizes (Malorny, 1996). Donnelly
(2000) proposes a model for determining the weights of EFQM criteria by DEA. The model solely focuses on
EFQM criteria weights and does not consider sub-criteria. Weakness of DEA is that the extremely diverse or
unusual values of some input or output weights might be obtained for DMUs under assessment. Such studies
introduce methods for determining the weights of EFQM criteria in Danish companies through statistics.

In this paper, we propose the EFQM model and a solution procedure for IRANA factory; we also design a
Road Map for this organization by AHP with an aim to show the framework of being an excellence
organization. We determine the weights of EFQM criteria by AHP in order to find out which sub-criteria are
relatively more important. Therefore, we can allocate bound resources such as Time, Budget, human resource
(HR), and so on to each. AHP model can show real weights and inconsistency rate (IR) to ensure that all
weights obtain DM are correct while none of the environmental ingredients or individual deductions can affect
weights and rank. Prioritizing the fields, criteria, and sub-criteria by the AHP model and using the
organizations’ DM, we can coordinate facilities along with specified priorities in order to achieve the specified
results.

The EFQM Model Approach:

The EFQM excellence model is a self-assessment framework for measuring the whole organization with an
aim to eliminate the weaknesses of organization for being excellent. The model was introduced in 1992 as a
framework for assessing organizations in the European Quality Award. By this model, it is possible for an
organization to achieve permanent excellence in all aspects of its activities. The term “excellence” is used
because the model focuses on what an organization does, or could do, to provide excellent products/services for
its customers, service users or stakeholders. The model’s framework is based on the following nine distinct
criteria: 1- Leadership (how leaders develop and facilitate the achievement of the mission and vision, as well as
the values required for long-term success); 2- People (how the organization arranges to manage, develop, and
release the knowledge, to full potentials of its people at individual, team-based and organization-wide levels,
and to plan these activities in order to support its policy, strategy, and the effective operation of its processes); 3-
Policy and Strategy (how the organization implements its mission and vision via a clear stakeholder-focused
strategy, supported by relevant policies, plans objectives, targets and processes); 4- Partnerships and Resources
(how the organization plans and manages its external partnerships and internal resources in order to support its
policy and strategy and the effective operation of its process); 5- Processes (how the organization arranges to
design, manage, and improve its processes in order to support its policy and strategy); 6- People Results (what
the organization is achieving in relation to its people); 7- Customer Results(what the organization is achieving in
relation to its external customers); 8- Society Results (what the organization is achieving in relation to local,
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national and international society as appropriate); and, 9- Key-performance Results (what the organization is
achieving in relation to its planned performance).

As one may state, five factors of the model are related to the enablers, describing an organization and the
interactions with each other; the four other criteria show the results of the organization performance and
introduce the ideal results of executing enablers. In enablers, each criterion has five sub-criteria (except for
Strategy and Policy criteria, which have four sub-criteria). In Result, each criterion has two sub-criteria. We
rank this in enable's field, the approaches performance roles and forms to get the result's field.

e Result orientation: it will to be excellent and to achieve results based on the enable criteria (customers,
workers, society and key performance results).

e  Customer focus: the customer relation is most important for each organization.

e Leadership and constancy of purpose: Leadership puts people on the right path as the brain does to
humans.

e Management of processes and facts: to achieve excellence, we must re-design our processes; this will
satisfy people and our customers.

e People development and involvement: People are unique and the valuable resource for all companies.
Therefore, an organization cannot reach to its vision without them.

e Continuous learning, innovation and improvement: in this century, an excellent organization must be a
learning organization for enjoying the flexibility.

e  Partnership development: developing and maintaining are essential for the value adding processes of
partnerships, because they are more effective in the organization.

e Corporate social responsibility: Nowadays, an excellent company needs to establish the best relationships
with society in order to survive as an open system.

The superiority in each field (customer performance, people, and society) can be achieved through proper
interaction of enablers (leadership, policies and strategies, people, companies, resources, procedures) together
with meeting the related criteria. The output of this model is a roadmap which helps to organizations for
allocating its bound resources in the high-priority criteria and sub-criteria.

Our study has been conducted on IRANA Company. The EFQM Excellence Model was used to assess the
selected process in that company. During this research, a questionnaire with nine criteria of the EFQM Model
was used to assess and measure the company's performance in the selected process. Then each criterion was
assessed by managers and the staff. All achieved points in the questionnaire were multiplied by the weights of
each criterion given in the EFQM Model.

Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP):

AHP is a popular and useful method for ranking items on which a large body of research has been
conducted. One of the strengths of AHP is that it is easy to understand and perform as all people can use it
without needing any specific knowledge. Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), developed by Saaty (1980) in the
early 1970s for allocation of scarce resources, is a kind of multiple-criteria decision-making method and is
generally applied to the decisions to be made on multiple-criteria under an uncertainty scenario. It facilitates the
decision-making by rationalizing unstructured and complicated cases as a clear hierarchical factor structure,
gathering perception of experts and decision-makers through tailor-made questionnaires and accordingly
assigning weights to each element involved (Cook, et al.,1984). AHP is, in fact, a technique for evaluating
alternatives, which allow the decision-makers evaluate various alternatives to achieve the goals (Ahire and Rana
1995). It consists of three steps: 1) structuring the model; 2) comparing and judging each criterion and
alternative based on pair-wise comparisons; and 3) finding sensitive about each priority (Dag deviren et al.,
2009: Onut and Soner, 2009). Firstly, we designed an AHP questionnaire for EFQM maodel to find out criteria
weights. In this questionnaire, we compared enablers with the results before comparing the criteria of enablers
(Leadership, Strategy and Policy, People, Partnership, and Process) with result criteria (Society result. People
result, Customer result, and Key-performance result). Then, we determined the weights of each enable to find
their related criterion. Finally, we compared each sub-criterion to find out the high priority based on each field,
criterion and sub-criteria. Along with collecting the questionnaires, all elements were prioritized using Expert
Choice software based on AHP mode Principles.

This ranking show which criteria and sub-criteria are more important for managers and on which criteria
and sub-criteria they should focus more by allocating their limited resources. Our justification for using the
MADM methods instead of statistic methods are that sometimes the weights of different criteria are the same as
each other and one cannot distinguish, which is more important; in such cases, AHP shows the rank of each
criterion and implies which one is more important.

Numerical Example:

This section demonstrates the application of the approach explained in Section 4 in order to solve the
problem proposed in Section 3. At this stage, the questionnaires were distributed among 40 experts (top
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managers, quality-management experts, and people who have been trained in EFQM courses and were involved
in EFQM-related tasks). This questionnaire was arranged to compare and prioritize both the enablers and the
results before the same criteria and sub-criteria. Tablel shows inconsistency rate (IR) which describes whether
the answers of DM are correct or not. If the IR is larger than 0.1, we must turn back the questionnaire to DM for
correction. Table 2 shows that the Enablers are more important than the result implying the filed IRANA
managers must focus more on. Table 3 shows which criteria in enablers are more important. The Leadership has
the highest priority. The strategy, process, employee, and finally resource and partnership stand at another
position of priority as enablers. In table 4 we find that the top priority is society result; customer result, key-
performance result, and as well Employee result is the next results ranked by their priorities.

Table 1: Inconsistancy rate.

Number Matrix name Inconsistency Rate
1 Matrix of the pairs comparison of 2 main section of EFQM 0,005
2 Matrix of the pairs comparison of the enablers criteria 0,09
3 Matrix of the pairs comparison the results criteria 0,03
4 Matrix of the pair comparison of the leadership criteria 0,09
5 Matrix of the pair comparison of the policy and strategy criteria 0,03
6 Matrix of the pair comparison of the people criteria 0,04
7 Matrix of the pair comparison of the resources and partnerships sub-criteria 0,08
8 Matrix of the pair comparison of the processes sub criteria 0,07
9 Matrix of the pair comparison of the customer's result sub criteria 0,008
10 Matrix of the pair comparison of the people’ result sub criteria 0,006
11 Matrix of the pair comparison of the society's result sub criteria 0,003
12 Matrix of the pair comparison of the key performance's result sub- criteria 0,004

Table 2: Prioritizing the two main field of EFQM.

priority W Main sections
1 0,706 Enablers
2 0,294 Results

Table 3: Prioritizing the enablers criteria.

priority W Enablers criteria
1 0,368 Leader ship
2 0,266 Strategy
3 0,09 People
4 0,096 Resources and partnership
5 0,18 processes

Table 4: Prioritizing the results criteria

priority W The results criteria
1 0,28 Customer results
2 0,191 People results
3 0,283 Society results
4 0,245 Key Performance result

In this model, the questionnaires were analyzed using Expert Choice 11.5. The real score of the enablers
and the results were 706 and 294 respectively, while in the original EFQM model, the score of both enablers and
result is 500. It can be concluded that in IRANA the enablers are more important than the result and this factory
should try to focus more on enablers. Then, the score of each enabler the criterion was multiplied by the total
score of enablers. The weight score of the criteria is as follows: Leadership criteria, 260; Policy and Strategy,
188; People, 63; Resources and Partnership, 68; and Processes, 127. The same method was used for the results,
and the scores obtained were: Customer results, 82; People results, 57; Society results, 72; and the Key-
performance results, 83 (Figure 1).

Strategy People result (32)
and policy
(188) —
z Key
Leadership 2 Customer results performanc
(260) — (37) e result(83)
- People =
(63) =
Society results(72)

Fig. 1: The Application EFQM model for IRANA.
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The method helps managers to design an application model of EFQM (i.e. a Road Map) and to find out the
weights of each criterion as well as the criterion which is the most important for the company. Companies need
to focus on the most important criteria and to allocate their limited resources to that criteria and sub-criteria.
Then, they should determine which sub-criteria improvement projects to design for an excellent organization. In
our methodology, managers must focus on Leadership, while in the original model managers have to focus on
Customers result. In addition, in the original model, Society result has the least priority while in our proposed
EFQM model (applied in Communication Company of Qom city, Iran) People and People result to have the
lowest (the least important) priorities.

After determining the local model based on priorities, we executed the improvement projects using sub-
criteria. All organizations are not able to execute all improvement projects because there are a lot of constraints
to do so, including Human resources, Time, Budget, and so on. Table 5 shows the priorities of sub-criteria of
each criterion.

Table 5: Prioritizing the leadership sub — criteria

priority w The leadership sub criteria
1 0,303 a-1
2 0,274 b-1
3 0,198 c-1
4 0,142 d-1
5 0,083 e-1

1. The first priority: Determining the leadership style and encouraging the employees for more participation.
2. The second priority: Ensuring the creativity, development, and execution of the management system and
making sure that the facilitators of the processes have been properly developed.

3. The third priority: Providing access to the managers, listening to the employees, encouraging and unifying
them, and providing equal opportunities for them.

4. The forth priority: Designing partnership processes with nominees and loyal nominees appreciation

5. The fifth and the last priority: Recognizing the internal and external environment factors in the organization
in order to change the management style and to analyze the organizational risk shift.

Prioritizing the Strategy and Policy sub-criteria are shown in Table 6.

Table 6: Prioritizing the Strategy and policy sub- criteria

priority w Strategy and policy sub- criteria
1 0,272 b-2
2 0,268 a-2
3 0,25 d-2
4 0,211 c-2

1. The first priority: Developing marketing process and determining the limitations of the present and future
organizational activities; developing the cognition methods, diagnosing and predicting the current and future
needs and expectations of the nominees.

2. The second priority: Analyzing the results achieved by measuring the key internal performance indicators,
as well as the performance of the competitors and superior organizations.

3. The third priority: Compiling strategies consistent with the objectives, mission, and superior concepts and
the possibility of related revisions; predicting the current and future competitive advantages of the organization.
4. The fourth and the last priority: Recognizing the framework of the key processes for complying with
Policies and Strategies, prioritizing the goals and plans; ratifying, executing and conducting required
persuasions.

Prioritizing the People sub-criteria is show Table 7.

Table 7: Prioritizing the people sub criteria.

priority w The people sub criteria
1 0,287 a-3
2 0,263 b-3
3 0,165 d-3
4 0,144 e-3
5 0,141 c-3

1. The first priority: Compiling policies and strategies and programs for developing human resources (HR);
providing a system for employee-keeping and human resources programs.

2. The second priority: Developing employees in order to improve the organization and to form dynamic
groups.
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3. The third priority: Making employees’ knowledge and capabilities consistent with the organizational needs;
creating individual and organizational learning opportunities for employees.

4. The fourth priority: Making reward system and employees-related affairs parallel to the Strategy and
Policy; developing an appreciation system in order to encourage the personnel to exhibit higher levels of
participation; empowering the employees.

5. The fifth and the last priority: Knowing the process of relationship among employees, defining up-to-down
and vice versa, horizontal channels in the organization.

Prioritizing the Resources and Partnerships sub-criteria is shown in Table 8.

Table 8: Prioritizing the resources and partnerships.

priority W The resources and partnerships
1 0,302 a-4
2 0,275 b-4
3 0,163 c-4
4 0,134 d-4
5 0,126 e-4

1. The first priority: Recognizing the key opportunities of the organization related to the partners along with
Policy and Strategy, developing and participation in using organizational knowledge.

2. The second priority: Compiling financial strategies for supporting the organizations Policy and Strategy;
developing visible and none-visible assets and capital evaluation systems.

3. The third priority: Compiling a strategy in favor of the management information in the organization;
developing proper processes for internal and external users’ access to information.

4. The fourth priority: Developing strategy of technology management along with the organizational Policy
and Strategy; exploiting technologies consistent with the environmental management (including savings,
minimizing the wastes, etc.).

5. The fifth and last priority: Compiling a strategy for managing the facilities and buildings, in agreement with
the organization strategy, the management, and the optimization of energy consumption.

Table 9 is demonstrated as follow:

Table 9: Prioritizing the processes sub- criteria.

priority W The processes sub- criteria
1 0,388 a-5
2 0,268 b-5
3 0,159 c-5
4 0,106 d-5
0,079 e-5

1. The first priority: Acquiring and planning the main processes of complying with the organization Policy
and Strategy; developing and utilizing measurement indicators and goal-setting for the processes.

2. The second priority: Recognizing the opportunities for improving the organization, prioritizing them and
assuring that employees have required knowledge prior to start of the changes.

3. The third priority: Discovering the needs and expectations of the customers through marketing interviews;
shifting the customers' needs to the company’s new products and services.

4. The fourth priority: Maintaining daily relations with customers, Establishing online communications with
them, and the customer satisfaction regarding to products and services.

5. The fifth and the last priority: Providing new products and services based on the new findings.

Prioritizing the Costumer results sub—criteria is shown in Table 10.

Table 10: Prioritizing The Costumer results sub — criteria

priority W Sub - criteria
1 0,615 a-6
2 0,385 b-6

The first priority: customers’ perceptions and their results, products and services, supports in sales and
after-sale services and loyalty.

The second priority: performance indicators, including general perceptions, products and services, supports
in sales and after-sale services and loyalty.

Regarding the People results, the perception of employees, criteria and direct results are related to
Motivation and Satisfaction factors. The last priority is Performance, and its consequent criteria are Motivation
and Participation. Satisfaction and services presented to the employees (Table 11).
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Table 11: Prioritizing the people results sub- criteria.

Priority w Sub- criteria
1 0,583 a-7
2 0,417 b-7

In Society results, the details about the priorities are as follows:

The first priority: This criterion and direct results of the organization performance as a responsible citizen,
participation in associations and local groups, executive activities to reduce and prevent hurts out of productive
operations and actions in the environmental framework and preserving resources;

The second priority: Performance criteria controlling the affairs related to the personnel changes, news
coverage, behavior proportionate to the nominees and related organization in issuing licenses, encouragements
and rewards (Table 12).

And the last point is that in the Performance result and consequences of the Key-performance field, the sub-
criteria have the same and equal priority. Financial consequences, non-financial results and another priority of
contains such factors as the processes key-performance indicators, external resources, including participations,
financial, buildings, Machinery and material, technology, information and knowledge have the same and equal
priority (Table 13).

Table 12: Prioritizing the society results sub- criteria.

priority w Sub- criteria
1 0,688 a-8
2 0,312 b-8
Table 13: Prioritizing the key performance results sub- criteria.
priority w, Sub- criteria
1 0,5 a-9
2 0,5 b-9

The differences between our model and the main model of Organizational Excellence are demonstrated in
Table 14. Therefore, managers need to know how to allocate limited resources to the criteria and sub-criteria in
order to achieve excellence organization.

Table 14: The comparison of original EFQM model and native EFQM model of IRANA.
The main model of organizational Excellency Local model of organizational Excellency for the IRANA factory
Leadership 100 scores, sub- criteria order Leadership 260 scores ,Sub-criteria order

1-a/1-b/1-c/1-d/1-e

1-a/1- b/1- d/1- c/l-e

Policies and strategies 90 scores, sub- criteria order 2-a/2-b/2-
c/2-d

Policies and strategies 188 scores, Sub-criteria order 2- b/2- a/-2-
d/-2-c

People 90 scores sub- criteria order
3-a/3-b/3-c/3-d/3-

people 63 scores Sub- criteria order
3- a/3- b/-3- d/3- e/3-c

Resource and partner ships 90 scores sub- criteria order 4-a/a-
b/4-cl4-d/4-e

Resources and partner ships 68 scores, Sub- criteria order 4- a/4 —
b/4 - c/4- d/4-e

Processes 140 scores sub- criteria order
5-a/5-h/5-c/5-d/5-e

Processes 127 scores Sub- criteria order
5—al-5-b/5-c/5-d/5-e

customers results 200 scores sub- criteria order 6- a/6 -b

Customers results 82 scores Sub- criteria order 6- a/6 —b

People results 90 scores sub-criteria order 7- a/7-b

People results 63 scores Sub- criteria order 7- a/7-b

Society results 60 scores 8-a/8-h

Society results 72 scores 8-a/8-b

The key performance results 150 scores,
9-a/9-b

The key performance results 83 scores,
9-a/9-b

Conclusion:

One of the weaknesses of original EFQM model is that it is designed based on European infrastructures and
facilities, which are strikingly different from those of Iran. In addition, most Iranian managers are not attentive
enough to which criteria and sub-criteria are of priority for allocating the resource to. This problem can be
solved by our locally-modified EFQM model. In this model, we proposed a customized EFQM model for
IRANA by combining and integrating the EFQM model and AHP. We used the views of IRANA experts to
design improvement project based on prioritization of criteria and sub-criteria. The model determines priorities
and weights, and also identifies, applies and coordinates the factory, resources and facilities. Analytic Hierarchy
Process (AHP) is used to find the criteria weights and priority of sub-criteria. The EFQM Excellence Model is a
framework for organizational management systems, promoted by the European Foundation for Quality
Management (EFQM) and is designed to help organizations be more competitive. The investigated company
(IRANA) used the EFQM Excellence Model as a diagnostic tool for assessing the selected processes. The best
and worst results were obtained in Leadership and Society Results, respectively. Using this approach, the
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organization will be able to balance its priorities, to allocate resources, and to generate more realistic business
plans.

Using the EFQM Excellence Model has the following advantages:
e It devotes attention to impacts through the “Results” criteria;
o It makes links between what an organization does and the results it achieves, highlighting how they are
achieved;
e It facilitates continuous improvement.
Future research should attempt to investigate the weights and priority of EFQM criteria and sub-criteria using
other MADM methods.
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