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Abstract: Sustainability and social responsibility are goals that are currently aimed for by companies,
entities and institutions as well as national and international agendas. In a globalized and highly
connected world, the achievement of both goals must be pursued. This means more than mere
compliance with agendas approved by national and international agencies; it means that all of
these entities, each in their own field and area of responsibility, become co-responsible for their
own social, environmental and economic situation. Because of this co-responsibility, their decisions
and activities must contribute to the deployment of a jointly responsible and sustainable model of
innovation, development and social transformation. In this context, this article aims to propose a
model based on the principles of total quality management that will make it possible to explore the
degree of territorial social responsibility and sustainability linked to the companies and institutions
of a territory. The validity of this model is based on the application of the model of the European
Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) and its applicability to all types of organizations. The
empirical validation was carried out in the specific region of Girona (Spain) with the participation of
the University Social Responsibility (USR) Chair of the University of Girona (UdG).

Keywords: EFQM model; quality management; sustainability; territorial social responsibility

1. Introduction

Social responsibility and sustainability are currently very poplar ideas. Since 1953,
when Howard R. Bowen [1] called for corporate social responsibility (CSR) in Social Respon-
sibilities of the Businessman, the concept has evolved considerably. Bowen’s idea considered
CSR in terms of production as well as giving back to society. The term is now perceived as
the responsibility of companies and institutions towards the impact of their activities and
decisions on employees, society and the environment. Over the last 20 years, the concept
has been extended, giving rise to a set of terms that define the promotion of social respon-
sibility in all areas of society: corporate social responsibility (CSR), administrative social
responsibility (ASR), university social responsibility (USR) and territorial social respon-
sibility (TSR). All these concepts share the notion that organizations and institutions are
co-responsible for their social, environmental and economic situation. This co-responsibility
is understood as the capacity to contribute to a model of innovation, development and
social transformation in a responsible, supportive and sustainable way [2].

The concept of sustainability appeared for the first time in the United Nations Brundt-
land Report in 1987 [3], which warned, for the first time, about the negative environmental
consequences of economic development and globalization. A few years later, in 1992, the
Rio Summit was held, and the term “sustainable development” (SD) was globalized, giving
rise to the approval of United Nations Agenda 21, a comprehensive plan of action which
led to the Johannesburg Summit on Sustainable Development (2002), the Rio Summit (2012)
and the New York Summit (2015). The most recent edition in New York approved the
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2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the application of the Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals (SDG). Consequently, sustainability is now a concept that is underpinned
by three essential pillars—environmental protection, social development and economic
growth—extending across all activities and objectives of the 2030 Agenda.

Sustainability and social responsibility (SR) are closely related. Both concepts under-
line the importance of assessing the impact of an activity itself on different stakeholders,
but sustainability makes several key additions to the definition of CSR by including a
long-term vision of the exercise of responsibility and by highlighting areas of particular
importance if sustainability is to be achieved. As with the environment, resources used by
the company are not unlimited, nor can the environment in which the company operates
absorb the whole impact of its productive activity. This is why business sustainability
is part of an organization’s social responsibility and must be translated into a specific
management vision and strategic plan [4].

The social responsibility of businesses and institutions refers to the set of business
practices that meet or exceed the economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic expectations
of society, including the relationship of the organization as a whole with its stakehold-
ers [5]. For that reason, economic and social agents increasingly agree that companies
must provide benefits to society and have instruments in place through which they are
able to measure both the positive and negative impacts of their daily economic activity.
Sustainable Development Goal 12 of the 2030 Agenda focuses on responsible production
and consumption by calling for cooperation between all actors in society, encouraging busi-
nesses and institutions to unite in a common effort. To achieve this objective, it is necessary
to apply reliable management models that share fundamental principles and philosophies.

As discussed above, CSR is intrinsically linked to the concept of sustainability and
the management of the economic, social and environmental impacts of the activities of
organizations. Some previous studies [5–7] suggest that quality management practices
lead environmental management development, require ethical behavior and a stakeholder
focus and may facilitate the development of socially responsible activities. Consequently,
SR principles have been integrated into quality management systems such as the widely-
used EFQM (European Foundation for Quality Management) Excellence Model and the
ISO standards. The EFQM is a management framework which provides a blueprint
for organizations to develop a management philosophy based on a global strategy for
delivering quality products, services and processes, as well as creating quality relationships
with their environment and stakeholders [8]. Medne’s [8] study suggests that the EFQM
Excellence Model could provide a comprehensive overview with which to identify the
implementation of advancement activities on the road to SR [8] and management practices
compatible with the ideals of social responsibility [5].

Although the literature recognizes the relationship between SR and the principles of
total quality management (TQM) [5,9], no previous studies have adapted and applied the
EFQM excellence model to portray a territory in an attempt to assess its level of TSR and
sustainability. Against this background, this article has the following objectives: (1) to pro-
pose a model for measuring TSR and sustainability based on the EFQM Excellence Model,
and (2) to analyze the relevance of the proposed model in a certain region. To achieve
the proposed objectives, the EFQM Excellence Model 2013 was taken as a reference for
two main reasons: (1) previous findings have identified the relevance of the EFQM model
to influence social, technical and strategic factors with social results [5] and sustainable
development [9]; and (2) it is the most widely-used model to implement TQM principles.
The latest version of the 2020 EFQM model includes a specific “society results” criterion [9]
setting out an explicit approach to sustainability.

This study is divided into five sections. The introduction is followed in Section 2 by
a literature review in which the principles and approaches of TQM, CSR and TSR are
analyzed, the proposed model is presented by explaining the EFQM model in detail and
the research questions to be tested are presented. This is followed in the next section by the
methodology and data analysis description. The results presented in Section 4 are followed
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in the final section by discussion and related conclusions, indicating limitations and future
research lines.

2. Theoretical Background and Research Questions
2.1. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR): Principles and Models

To date, there is no universal or academically accepted definition of CSR, as Mikołajek-
Gocejna [10] explains. However, one of the most widely-used definitions is that of the
World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD), according to which CSR
is “the continuing commitment by business to behave ethically and contribute to economic
development while improving the quality of life of the workforce and their families as
well as of the local community and society at large” [11]. Several authors have recently
suggested that it might be more accurate not to use the term CSR, because of the tendency
to associate the word corporate with large companies, when in fact small-medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) also have a major role to play [12]. In SMEs, for instance, CSR policies
come from personal motivations in contrast to other motivations such as a marketing
approach. Therefore, when a firm engages in socially responsible activities, the owner–
manager is the person responsible for the development and implementation of those
activities [13]. CSR is the practice by which a business, no matter its size or number of
employees, views itself as a member of society with certain implicit social obligations
regarding environmental considerations and issues [13]. Several scholars have offered
some classifications of the concept based on the chronological development of CSR and
have summarized the evolution of cooperation phenomena between businesses [14].

Yevdokimova [14] shares and reinforces the CSR concept from the viewpoint of four
categories of cooperation phenomena between business and society developed by Garriga
and Mele [15]. The first category includes instrumental theories, whereby economic goals
are achieved through social activities assuming that enterprises are instruments for wealth
creation. The second group includes political theories, whereby responsible business power
is used responsibly in the political arena. This group of theories assumes that the social
power of enterprises leads them to accept some social duties by cooperating. The third
group includes integrative theories, which are concentrated on the integration of social
needs. Integrative theories show that businesses must integrate social demands because
they depend on society to survive and grow. Last but not least, Yevdokimova [14] and
Garriga and Mele [15] propose a fourth group consisting of ethical theories. The ethical
theories are concentrated on the appropriate means of attaining the goal of a good society.
Therefore, companies must assume responsibilities determined by the ethical values that
are implicit in the business–society relationship. This last point, according to Calvo-Mora
et al. [5], is one of the greatest points of coincidence between CSR and TQM principles,
because of the ethical foundation of both models [16]. The ethical principles of both models,
CSR and TQM, together with the entrepreneur’s principles and leadership style enhance
the organization and all its processes and outcomes [5].

Corporate social responsibility has been studied widely, evolving from the philan-
thropic activities of business entrepreneurs to becoming a strategic component of business
policies. Today, these policies are understood as a much broader concept which includes
sustainable development, defined by the 2030 Agenda as “development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their
own needs” [17]. To expand the comprehension and applicability of the contemporary CSR
construct, scholars such as Mikołajek-Gocejna [10] have embraced the ESG factors (envi-
ronment, society and governance) and refer to “sustainability or sustainable development,
which encompasses social welfare, protection of the environment, efficient use of natural
resources, and economic well-being” [10], (p. 70).

Other authors such as Galetska et al. [18] also understand CSR in a broader sense, as a
reflection of society’s values, involving different stages of responsibility (legal, economic,
professional, moral, political, etc.) and agree on the need for business models that take
SD into account and uphold long-term commitments to society. To create shared value,
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the interests of stakeholders and citizens must be known, and new trends and current
challenges must be incorporated into business management [12]. The above-mentioned
stages of social responsibility can be summarized into three groups of key elements of CSR,
according to Calvo-Mora et al. and Galetska et al. [5,18]:

1. The external environment (relationships with the community, consumers, suppliers
and shareholders): Concerning the social dimension of CSR, analyzing the external
environment is a practice that allows stakeholders’ needs to be determined and
balanced [19].

2. The internal environment (the culture of environmental protection, working condi-
tions, empowerment and involvement): Both the external and internal environment
are linked with enterprises’ responsibilities to employees and society [19].

3. Ethical awareness (codes of behavior and ethical values): A study developed by
Valentine and Barnett [20] explains that higher levels of organizational commitment
to employees largely depend on the awareness of the existence of an ethical code.
However, this relationship could be mediated by factors such as the values of the
organization or the culture [19].

As mentioned Rodriguez-Gomez et al. [19], the implementation of human resources
principles in social responsibility models is perceived as part of the social dimension. The
implementation of these principles depends on the role of the state and the mechanism of
interaction between social relations subjects. Researchers point to at least three different
models: the European, American and Japanese CSR models [21]. In the American model,
state intervention in the economy is limited, and social responsibility (SR) mainly takes the
form of philanthropy or patronage. SR is understood as a voluntary action. In the Japanese
model, attention is focused on the company’s internal environment, and the role of the
state is significant. In contemporary Europe, however, three models of SR coexist and are
conditioned by the national and religious values of the society of each country [21]. The
Central European model (Austria, Germany and France) combines business autonomy
with a high level of regulation of social and labor relations. In Northern Europe (Belgium,
Norway and Sweden), on the other hand, the state regulates social and labor relations at
individual, business, and state levels. Finally, the United Kingdom model combines the
American model with that of continental Europe. This plurality of models has also been
detected in the analysis developed by Diaz-Carrion et al. [22] about socially responsible
human resource management (SR-HRM).

Regardless of the models used to implement CSR, in recent decades, we have seen how
companies have made greater commitments to society and increased their degree of respon-
sibility, in many cases exceeding what is established by the regulations in their countries.
The motivations are diverse: the particular interests of shareholders and their need to par-
ticipate in the construction of an effective CSR system because of the benefits it brings [23],
the altruistic inclination of the region and the benefits associated with socially responsible
activity [24] or greater concern for sustainable development goals [25]. Nonetheless, the SR
trend represents an opportunity for greater engagement and involvement by all social and
business actors involved in economic growth.

2.2. Territorial Social Responsibility (TSR): Sustainable Regions and Corporate Involvement

As the interest of scholars and society in sustainability and SD increases, greater
numbers of articles are being published on the subject. Most of these articles are concerned
with environmental and agricultural sciences; a smaller number focus on economic sci-
ences [4]. Many articles refer to SD, differentiating between urban [26], rural [5,27–29],
mining and industrial areas [30,31]. However, SD increasingly requires more multidisci-
plinary studies that provide new proposals to enhance the capacities of territories to adapt
to and resolve overall economic problems [4]. A more integrative approach would involve
satisfying social needs such as poverty, social exclusion and unemployment, taking into
consideration the economic, social, environmental and political–institutional variables of
sustainability [32].
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The SD of regions must allow industries to develop while respecting the ecological
and environmental situation of their surroundings and the preservation of the region’s
resources [29], which can be used for sustainable territorial development [33]. The estab-
lishment of public–private partnerships at a regional level can contribute to improving the
quality of economic growth [34].

The productive transformation of territories in response to SDG must be supported
by institutional policies that promote the creation of alliances and networks involving the
participation of all the agents involved [35]. In this respect, a number of authors suggest that
territory should be understood as a “socially concerted development project” or “shared
resource”, giving CSR a territorial vision [30]. TSR, therefore, “is not just the responsibility
of the sum of individuals and institutions” [31]; rather, it means planned action for a
sustainable future, which involves a process of profound reflection and social action [30].
Territorial responsibility begins with the production of territorial development plans with
strong communication bridges between stakeholders [36] to establish the indicators that
encapsulate the needs of the region [37] and establish a combination of market mechanisms
and government regulation [30]. As argued in [38], the development of a region is also
conditioned by the development of its neighboring regions, and therefore there is a need
for policy coordination at both regional and national levels.

The SR of a region’s business network can contribute positively to the sustainability
of the territory, but this relationship will only be effective if it is fully integrated at all
organizational levels [39]. Indeed, sustainable companies with positive economic profits set
an example for SMEs in both emerging and developed markets [40] and contribute to the
promotion of SR values. CSR has become an organizational competitiveness factor that can
have a long-term impact in the areas in which it operates, developing mutually beneficial
relations with the community and improving the public image of companies [27]. Further-
more, the inclusion of territorial vision as an element of CSR can help to avoid the gen-
eration of conflicts between business and society [35]. As explained by Tantalo et al. [13],
the implicit social obligations in relation to environmental, people (society) and economic
considerations and issues have a voluntary nature, depending on the enterprise’s capability
to integrate them, and must be perceived as an instrument for value creation.

2.3. The Territorial Responsibility of Enterprises and the EFQM Excellence Model

The EFQM model is a set of guidelines for excellence to assist self-evaluation and
continuous improvement in the business environment. Although the model has recently
been updated, it continues to be based on three fundamental pillars: (1) customer focus,
(2) stakeholder focus and (3) understanding the cause–effect relationships between com-
panies’ actions and their results. The EFQM model is flexible and can be applied to all
companies, from the largest to the smallest [41–43], independently of the sector in which
they operate, whether public [8] or private [44].

The EFQM model seeks to identify the strengths and weaknesses of organizations
by focusing on the relationship between personnel, processes and results. Until its recent
redefinition, the model consisted of nine criteria, organized into enablers (enabling agents)
and four results, as shown in Figure 1. In the EFQM excellence model, each criterion is
broken down into several sub-criteria, and each sub-criterion is illustrated with various
“guidance points” in order to explain what enterprises have to do in order to accomplish the
criteria [45] assessed by following the RADAR (Results–Approach–Deploy–Assess–Refine)
logic. For more information, Appendix A includes an exhaustive description of the criteria
and sub-criteria of the EFQM model of excellence. The model is based on self-assessment;
in other words, it depends on a comprehensive and regular review of an organization’s
activities and results against the criteria of the model [45]. The RADAR assessment and
management tool is the evaluation method used to score organizations applying for the
EFQM Excellence model, where 50% of the points available are allocated to the enablers
and 50% are allocated to the results. This is to ensure that an organization can sustain this
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performance into the future, because when an organization’s performance improves over
time, its score against the model will increase [41].
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For this study, the authors used the 2013 EFQM model. This was because, when
the research began, the new 2020 model was still emerging and organizations were in
a process of transition. The previous version, on the other hand, was well established
for both organizations and institutions, and there were clear examples of its successful
implementation. The EFQM model focuses on the achievement of standards of excellence
through the principles of leadership, the formulation of policies and strategies for the
achievement of quality and the proper direction of resources and personnel by orienting all
company processes to the customer. These processes seek customer and staff satisfaction,
as well as a positive impact on society and excellent economic results that allow the
organization to maintain a sustained competitive advantage.

The basic premise of the model is that processes drive and release the skills of staff
to produce certain results. In other words, leadership, policy and strategy, partnerships,
resources, people and processes are agents that enable certain results. The enablers are the
facilitating agents that explain how excellence in results that support the strengths of the
organization is achieved. The results are what the company has achieved with respect to
overall performance, customers, people and society (see Figure 1).

Self-evaluation within the EFQM model can be undertaken according to at least five
different approaches; however, the basic tool used during the evaluation process is the
RADAR (Results–Approach–Deploy–Assess–Refine) logic. Companies that implement the
model focus on Approach, Deploy, Assess and Refine elements to evaluate the performance
of the criteria that make up the group of agents, while the Results element evaluates the
performance of the criteria that make up the results group. The RADAR logic is considered
a variant of the PDCA (Plan–Do–Check–Act) improvement cycle, with the most significant
difference between the two being the cause–effect relationship between the processes. As
pointed out by Calvo-Mora et al. [5], according to the RADAR model, the results (Results)
required must be determined before planning (Approach) can take place [41].

The pursuit of business excellence is closely related to CSR [41]. In the economic
dimension, this relationship involves achieving profitability while benefiting the end-client
with competitive prices and delivering high-quality products. In the social dimension, it
involves leadership and human resources factors such as the compensation of employees
at market levels, motivation through continuous training and work–family conciliation
plans. In the environmental dimension, a company that manages its processes by focusing
on excellence assumes responsibility for the waste it produces, ensuring that waste is
responsibly treated and recycled where possible.

The incorporation of the principles of innovation and creativity, as illustrated in the
EFQM model, allows organizations to commit to clean production and to support the com-
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munity to promote development within their range of action. Given the fact that the quest
for business excellence comprises CSR principles based on ethical criteria, transparency
and responsibility of the agent’s action [42], a model for excellence management seems
to be an appropriate starting point. Despite researchers having postulated that linkages
exist between excellence management, social responsibility and sustainability, the usage of
those linkages in order to test the social responsibility of a territory has been unspecified.
The EFQM Excellence Model, as the most widely-used model for the implementation of
TQM principles, and therefore excellence, includes the most significant aspects of CSR in
an analysis of social impact, as pointed out by Calvo-Mora et al. [5].

In particular, questions such as “How can enterprises and institutions in the territory
of Girona assess their sustainable management practices to contribute to territorial sustain-
ability, and how can these commonalities be used to aid the territory in the diagnosis of the
territorial sustainability?” represent some gaps that we aim to address. These questions
are focused on a particular region, which is the region of Girona, in Catalonia, Spain;
through the Chair of University Social Responsibility of the University of Girona, a close
link is maintained with companies and institutions in the territory. Measuring territorial
sustainability is an issue that encourages companies, governments and institutions to
work together.

These questions summarize how the TQM excellence model positively influences the
social responsibility of both enterprises and institutions, which then positively impacts
territorial sustainability. The strength of this latter set of relationships is contingent on
the extent to which enterprises and institutions believe they are accountable for working
in collaboration with each other. The research questions are answered under the earlier
edition of the EFQM framework, despite the greater emphasis on sustainability of the
current version.

3. Methodology
3.1. Data Collection and Measures

In this research, the sample included enterprises and institutions located in Girona
(Spain) committed to the SD of the territory. The data collection process for the empirical
analysis consisted of a self-administered online survey designed with the Survey Monkey
Tool, based on the EFQM Excellence Model and delivered to a sample of 120 enterprises
in different sectors and governmental and non-governmental institutions (up to 250 or
more employees/volunteers). The survey consisted of 14 questions in two separate sec-
tions for enablers and results criteria, two additional sections collected data on the social
function of the organization and number of employees/volunteers, and a final section
invited respondents to provide comments and contact information. To encourage the par-
ticipation of businesses and institutions, the website designed to house the survey offered
a sweepstakes dinner, which took place in a recognized restaurant for a small number of
employees/volunteers.

The selection of enterprises and institutions was justified in that TSR requires corporate
involvement as well as the active participation of institutions appealing for their creativity
and innovation to create value for the common good [25]. Despite the historical dissension
between business and nonprofit organizations in relation to environmental issues, both
types of organizations currently demonstrate collaborative behaviors [43]. Business alliance
partners often include at least one nonprofit organization. Moreover, in addition to their
economic goals, businesses have begun to include non-economic goals that address social
issues [44]. The selection of companies and SMEs, nonprofit and governmental institu-
tions is further justified by the fact that, when a business enters into cooperation with
organizations that may seem antagonistic by definition, the aim goes beyond competitive
positioning and becomes instead a network of shared values for territorial competitiveness.

Because we intended to analyze TSR, the survey targeted managers and strategically-
placed employees, or in the absence of these, employees with higher expertise who also
played a key role in decision implementation. To select a representative sample, a deep
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search was conducted from the University Social Responsibility (USR) Chair of the Uni-
versity of Girona (UdG), selecting enterprises and institutions with their headquarters in
the territory of Girona to assess solid territorial networks and the expression of TSR. The
sample was sufficiently representative considering its nonprobability character because it
accurately represented the target population.

Girona has registered 124 solidarity and cooperation institutions, 80 sports institutions,
205 cultural institutions, 10 women’s rights and elderly associations, 17 environmental
associations and three associations for immigration. The obtained sample included all these
types of organizations, as well as government institutions and enterprises. For the purpose
of the study, which was the first attempt to explore the TSR of the region, the sample
size was sufficient to accomplish this goal. Links to the survey were sent by email. A
database of email addresses was built from the USR Chair and provided by Advisory
Council members. The Advisory Council has 25 full-time members from Girona’s business
landscape, nonprofit institutions, governmental institutions, local entrepreneurs and faculty
members. This diverse composition ensured a balanced representation of the sensitivities
and values common to the territory.

Since its foundation in 2013, the UdG’s USR Chair has concentrated its efforts on
fostering social responsibility in all university spheres with close links to the business
landscape. Besides, the USR Chair includes financial entities such as Santander Bank as
well as the Girona City Hall and Provincial Council. The Chair is an active member of the
USR committee of the Catalan Public Universities Association (in Spanish, ACUP) and the
ORSALC-IESALC-UNESCO regional observatory.

3.1.1. Measures

The measures used to obtain the data were both perception measures and performance
indicators representing the enablers and results of the EFQM excellence model. With regard
to the aim of the EQM excellence model, scholars highlighted it is a generic model that
allows TQM to be defined and described in a way which management can easily understand
and thereby improve the management of an organization’s quality systems [45]. Therefore,
for the EFQM model to be useful in assessing territorial sustainability, it was necessary
to adjust the criteria and results. This adaptation was firstly based on the analysis of the
literature concerning the impact that the different criteria included in the model could have
on SD and CSR, for example [5–8,10,22–26].

The survey resulting from the adapted model was sent to enterprises and SEMs, as
well as to government institutions and non-profit organizations. This characteristic of the
population partially conditioned the number of questions. Besides, the questions had to
be sufficiently generic to be answered by all different social actors. The objective was to
design the smallest number of questions per criterion that allowed as much information
as possible about the application of the criteria in the sample to be obtained. Given these
facts, enabling agents included in four of the five EFQM excellence model criteria and
eight of the 19 sub-criteria, while results included three of the four criteria and six of the
13 sub-criteria. An extensive review enabled the identification of the main dimensions
that could be included in the study, especially following the findings of both the empirical
studies developed by Calvo-Mora et al. [5,6]. However, this is the first time that the EFQM
excellence model has been adapted to portray the current situation of a territory regarding
its SD, and so the items were developed by the authors of this article based on the factors
(criterion) initially gathered. Next, these factors were integrated and reduced in number,
retaining the most significant that best corresponded to the conceptualizations of TSR. A
panel of experts assessed the appropriateness of removing or rewriting some of the items
in each interaction in order to adapt them to the context. Thus, the survey which aimed to
explore territorial sustainability was then developed (see Figure 2).

The final operational measure grouped attributes into two main factors: enablers
and results. The enabler factor encompassed four dimensions: strategy and leadership,
people, processes and alliances, while the result factor identified three dimensions from
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which enterprises elicit SD—environmental impact, impact on people and social impact—
by adapting the distribution of the EFQM excellence model to facilitate integrating and
reducing items. Regarding the factor of “enablers”, the strategy and leadership factors were
covered in a single dimension because the EFQM model management philosophy strives
for excellence of outcomes with respect to organizational performance under a leadership
that is able to drive and encourage business strategy and policy (See Appendix A).
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Perception measures categorized the possible perceptions of an organization into four
areas: strategy and leadership, people, processes and alliances, instead of partnerships and
resources. The results simplified the performance measures into three areas: environmental
impact, person-related impacts and social impact. The five enabler factors (that is, how an
organization achieved its results) covered everything that an organization has to do and
the way it does it, in each of the four areas defined above. On the other hand, the “results”
criteria (that is, the results achieved) referred to the organization’s successes in terms of
performance and impact. Results became a consequence of the enabler’s management, and
as such, they mapped the relationships involved that were worthy of further inquiry in the
TSR context.

The dimensions representing the EFQM factors adapted to TSR, as well as the variables
for measurement, are shown in Table 1. All indicators were measured by applying a Likert-
type scale from 1 to 5, where 1 showed “totally disagree” and 5 represented “totally agree”.

3.1.2. Dependent Variables

Territorial social responsibility is measured in terms of economic, environmental
and social impact. Therefore, the dependent variables are identified in Table 1 as the
“results”. This measure indicates the performance of the mechanism of influence of so-
cially responsible business activities on the socio-economic development of a region, as
Zhang et al. [46] explain. According to these authors, economic effects are connected to
the expansion of the financial basis of regional and local budgets [46], because socially
responsible behavior by business leaders stimulates the creation of new jobs, a commodity
mass and additional social programs [47]. The effect on the environment is mainly seen in
terms of maintaining biodiversity, minimizing the production impact on the environment
and the proper management of resources used in the production process [37]. Another
common measure of TSR is the social effect, understood as the improved quality of life
of the local community [48] through increased wellbeing. A positive effect for the three
criteria improves the image and social stability of the region in the long term.

3.1.3. Independent and Control Variables

The independent variables are identified in Table 1 as the “enablers”. The TSR variable
is the main variable of interest for this study. The socially responsible practices adopted
by local enterprises and institutions as an expression of local development improving the
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economic, social, and environmental situation are considered in the enabler variable. As
indicated by Rusciano et al. [26], TSR responds to the needs of citizens [49] and is a form of
governance cultivated through the diffusion of CSR and sustainability-oriented strategies
which are promoted by networks of local actors whose policies are oriented toward SD.
The process of local development for sustainability is based on the use of endogenous
resources [4] and the notion of common goals to improve quality of life.

Table 1. Measurement model description. SR: social responsibility.

Factor from EFQM
Excellence Model

Dimension
(Criterion/Factor) Indicator (Sub-Criterion/Variable/Item)

Enablers
(independent variables)

Strategy and leadership
ST1. Does the company/institution have an adequate professional/team

responsible for SR activities?
ST2. Does relevant decisions make to all levels of organisation considering

SR criteria?

People HR1. Does workers encourage to undergo additional training?
HR2. Have conditions been created to facilitate conciliation work-family?

Processes
PM1. Does the equality criteria apply to recruitment processes (women,

ethnic minorities, people with disabilities)?
PM2. Does the company/institution procedures for responding quickly to

complaints and appeals?

Alliances

AL1. Does the company/institution purchasing criteria with respect to the
guarantee of origin, ensuring environmentally correct, socially fair

production?
AL2. Does the company/institution conduct its activities loyally and fairly?

Results
(dependent variables)

Environmental impact EI1. Does the company/institution make sustainable use of resources?
EI2. Does the company/institution specific programs to minimize

environmental impact?

People impact
PI1. Does the company/institution protect consumers’ health beyond legal

requirements?
PI2. Are customers/users provided with complete and accurate information

about products/services?

Social impact
SI1. Does the company/institution encourage employees to participate in

volunteer activities?
SI2. Does the company/institution contribute to campaigns and projects that

promote social wellbeing?

The number of employees/volunteers was considered as a control variable and was
included to control potential differences in levels of TSR [50] by the influence of staff
commitment. To do so, in the data preparation phase, a binary variable based on the
number of employees/volunteers was created by considering those enterprises/institutions
with (0) more employees than volunteers or no volunteers at all, or (1) more volunteers
than employees or no employees at all.

3.1.4. Demographic Information of the Sample

The respondents were enterprises and institutions with their headquarters in Girona
which provided a sample size of n = 62. Of the 65 questionnaires completed, 95.38% were
valid. The high response index was due to the online nature of the questionnaires, which
represented 100% of the total. Table 2 includes the description of the type of organizations
involved in the study. Enterprises made up 35.5% (22) of the sample, 27.4% (17) were
associations, 14.5% (9) were foundations and 21% (13) were government administration
bodies (See Table 2).

Tables 3 and 4 show the frequency distribution of the number of employees and/or
volunteers. Table 3 describes the number of volunteers in each case according to the
participants in the study. This table is a reflection of the partnership potential of the
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Girona area through volunteering. For this study, employees were those who had an
employment contract in the analyzed entity; therefore, they received a salary for the work
they performed. On the other hand, volunteers were those who carried out some unpaid
activity either with or within an organization.

Table 2. Types of organizations in the sample.

Code Type of Organization Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent

Ent. Enterprise 22 35.5 35.5
Assoc. Association 17 27.4 62.9
Found. Foundation 9 14.5 77.4
Coop. Cooperative 1 1.6 79

Gov. Ad. Government administration 13 21 100

Total 62 100

Table 3. Frequency distribution of the volunteers.

Number of Volunteers

Type of Organization 0 % 1–50 % 51–250 % >250 % Total

Enterprise 12 54.5 9 40.90 - - 1 41.54 22
Association 3 17.6 11 64.7 3 17.6 - - 17
Foundation 3 33.33 2 22.22 2 22.22 2 22.22 9
Cooperative - - - - - - 1 100 1
Government

administration 7 53.8 5 38.46 - - 1 7.69 13

Total 26 41.9 27 43.54 5 8 5 8 100

Table 4. Frequency distribution of the employees.

Number of Employees

Type of Organization 0 % 1–50 % 51–250 % >250 % Total

Enterprise 1 1.6 19 86.36 2 9.09 - - 22
Association 6 9.7 10 58.82 1 5.88 - - 17
Foundation - - 4 44.44 2 2.22 3 33.33 9
Cooperative - - 1 100 - - - - 1
Government

administration - - 11 84.61 2 15.38 - - 13

Total 7 11.29 45 72.58 7 11.29 3 4.83 100

Among all the organizations studied, 26 out of the 62 enterprises/institutions did
not have any volunteers working with them. These 26 cases were distributed as follows:
12 were enterprises, three were associations, three were foundations and seven were gov-
ernment institutions. However, nine enterprises had between one and 50 volunteers, and
one enterprise had more than 250 volunteers. Besides, among those surveyed, government
administrations had a medium number of volunteers on their staff. None of the associations
surveyed had more than 250 volunteers.

Most of the organizations that said that they had volunteers were enterprises (22), as-
sociations, foundations and cooperatives (27) and local administrations (13). The activities
carried out by some organizations differed in that volunteers linked to companies were
involved in the projects of other organizations to which the companies provided support
both financially and with company staff. This staff participated on a completely voluntary
basis at their own expense or with working hours paid for by the company. In general, they
were involved in social and community volunteering projects, dedicated to eradicating
poverty and supporting disabled or vulnerable people. On the other hand, volunteers
from associations, foundations, cooperatives or administrations acted based on their own
solidarity and cooperation projects, whose fields of action were focused on the following:
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• Social volunteering: They worked with people who found it difficult to integrate into
society—the elderly, the disabled, immigrants, drug addicts, convicts, among others.

• Community volunteering: They facilitated the integration of people into the life
of the community—neighborhood associations, community centers, sports clubs,
poverty, and support for women, exclusion, support for the sick, disability and
development cooperation.

• Cultural volunteering: They participated in educational activities, transmitting knowl-
edge (conferences, courses, etc.), developing creative activities (theatre, music, etc.) or
carrying out research tasks.

• Environmental volunteering: Their intervention focused on nature—the detection
and awareness of environmental problems, protection of animals and plants and
waste control.

• International volunteering: Intervening in favor of underdeveloped countries, either in
situations of armed conflict, refugees, humanitarian catastrophes or through technical
advice or contributions to economic campaigns to carry out their development.

Focusing on the number of employees at the organizations (Table 4), seven of the
surveyed groups declared no workers at their organization. It should be noted that most of
the participants had an organizational size of between 1 and 50 employees and were thus
considered as SMEs, and only two of the firms were large. In total, only three foundations
had more than 250 employees. Finally, with regard to associations and enterprises, six out
17 and one out of 22, respectively, had no employees as part of their staff.

Lastly, the descriptive statistics of the variables are shown in Table 5. Analyzing the
coefficients of the skewness and kurtosis, the data studied did not fulfill the requirements
of a normal distribution.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of dependent and independent variables (n = 62).

Variable Mean Std. Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis Std. Error of the Mean

Enablers
(independent

variables)

ST1 4.20 0.967 0.934 −1.385 2.106 0.123
ST2 4.21 0.977 0.955 −1.637 2.816 0.124

HR1 4.00 1.056 1.115 −1.036 0.631 0.134

HR2 4.26 0.956 0.915 −1.723 3.289 0.121

PM1 4.08 0.929 0.862 −1.307 1.782 0.118

PM2 3.76 0.953 0.908 −0.665 0.151 0.121

AL1 4.10 0.936 0.876 −0.823 −0.167 0.119

AL2 3.85 1.069 1.142 −0.860 0.192 0.136

Results
(dependent
variables)

EI1 3.75 0.917 0.840 −0.916 0.688 0.116

EI2 4.39 0.856 0.733 −2.309 6.976 0.109

PI1 4.18 1.064 1.131 −1.389 1.378 0.135

PI2 3.89 1.026 1.053 −0.803 0.389 0.130

SI1 4.23 1.015 1.030 −1.447 1.879 0.129
SI2 3.72 1.103 1.217 −0.777 0.061 0.140

4. Results
4.1. Data Analysis: Correlation Coefficients of the Variables

The Spearman’s coefficients between the independent variables were calculated (see
Table 6). The coefficients showed that the independent variables were significantly related
(p < 0.01). The variable (AL1) describing how an organization ensured that the partners
and suppliers were managed for a sustainable benefit and the variable (HR2) describing
whether an organization cared about their employees’ work–family conciliation had the
highest correlation coefficient (0.79, p < 0.01). The same variable (HR2) and the second
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variable in the alliances dimension (AL2) measuring the capability of the organization
to develop alliances in an ethical and fair way were also closely related (0.52, p < 0.01).
Significant and positive correlations (p < 0.01) were likewise obtained between the other
variables. Therefore, the dependent variables indicated that, although they were separate
indicators, they provided a broad comprehension of the enablers’ factors.

Table 6. Correlation analyses of the independent variables (n = 62).

ST1 ST2 HR1 HR2 PM1 PM2 AL1 AL2

ST1 1.00
ST2 0.51 ** 1.00
HR1 0.25 * 0.46 ** 1.00
HR2 0.28 * 0.52 ** 0.64 ** 1.00
PM1 0.34 * 0.53 ** 0.49 ** 0.47 ** 1.00
PM2 0.26 * 0.26 * 0.42 ** 0.36 ** 0.54 ** 1.00
AL1 0.30 * 0.50 ** 0.52 ** 0.79 ** 0.41 ** 0.40 ** 1.00
AL2 0.20 * 0.37 ** 0.43 ** 0.45 ** 0.34 ** 0.29 * 0.56 ** 1.00

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).
The correlations are all Spearman’s coefficients.

Focusing on the dependent variables, the Spearman’s coefficients were also calculated
and are shown in Table 7. The variable (EI1) describing the sustainable use of the resources
shows the highest correlations with the rest of the variables; for instance, the variable
ST1, which captures organizations’ efforts to encourage their employees to participate
in volunteering (0.57, p < 0.01). The same STI variable is highly correlated with the PTI
variable, which describes the degree to which the organization cares about protecting
consumers beyond the legal requirements imposed by the markets in where they operate
(0.55, p < 0.01). Significant and positive correlations at different levels were likewise
obtained between the remaining dependent variables, providing information about the
strength and direction of the association between them.

Table 7. Correlation analyses of the dependent variables (n = 62).

EI1 EI2 PI1 PI2 SI1 SI2

EI1 1.00
EI2 0.44 ** 1.00
PI1 0.55 ** 0.54 ** 1.00
PI2 0.65 ** 0.48 ** 0.73 ** 1.00
SI1 0.26 * 0.57 ** 0.52 ** 0.40 ** 1.00
SI2 0.24 * 0.40 ** 0.26 * 0.25 * 0.49 ** 1.00

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).
The correlations are all Spearman’s coefficients.

4.2. Ordinal Logistic Regression (OLR)

Regression analysis is one of the most useful methods to identify the significant factors
influencing a phenomenon [51], and this can be applied to the identification of TSR. Within
the umbrella of regression, there are a few methods such as logistic regression (LR) that
have been proposed as an alternative to the ordinary regression; this is one of the few
options available to researchers when some dependent variables have a binary nature.
One major issue when using standard regression is that standard regression may result in
probability predictions that are negative or larger than 100% [52]. Logistic regression fits a
logistic curve to the relationship between x and y when y is binary and x is numerical. The
simple logistic model description is as follows:

ln
(

π

1 − π

)
= log(odds) = logit = α + βx (1)
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where π is the probability of the outcome of the interested variable, α is the intercept of Y
and β is the slope parameter. The logic of the simple logistic regression has been extended
to multiple predictors as follows [53]:

ln
(

π

1 − π

)
=α + β1 x1+β2 x2+ . . . + βn xn . . . (2)

Although this is the most traditional logistic regression model, others are suitable for
non-binary dependent variables; for instance, when the dependent variable is categorical,
whether ordered or unordered. When the dependent variable is categorical but does
not have a specific ranking, it is generally preferable to apply the multinomial logistic
regression (MLR) model, while if the dependent variable is categorical and ranked, it is
generally preferable to use the Ordinal Logistic Regression model (ORL) [54], even though
MLR allows data involving ordered categorical dependent variables.

Ordinal logistic regression produces a single set of regression coefficients to estimate
relationships between independent and dependent variables. Compared to MLR, OLR
generates a more parsimonious representation of the data. Ordinal logistic regression
is a better option for ordered, categorical dependent variables as long as it fulfills the
proportional odds assumption, which states that the relationship between the dependent
and the independent variable is constant, independently of the comparison group [54].
Therefore, considering that the dependent variables included in this study, and in general
all the variables that made up the study, were measured using Likert-type scales, the
solution that fits best, according to the data, is to apply an ORL model. According to
Osborne [54], the model ORL could be described as follows:

yj = pj + error (3)

Then, applying the ORL general model to this study,

logit
(

pimpact
)
=

(
pimpact

1 − pimpact

)
= β0 + β1X1 + . . . β jXj (4)

where:
pimpact is the probability that a company/institution exhibits a particular result (i.e., a

social result);
β0 is the intercept;
β1, β2 . . . β j are the coefficients (effects) of enablers factors;
X1, X2 . . . Xj are the variables of the enablers factors.
The research models were tested as shown in Figure 3 by considering the independent

variables (enablers) as the predictor variables contributing to each one of the dependent
variables (results). Thus, six models were investigated in order to study the influence of
the predictors on the six dependent variables.

Model building
The 62 cases of enterprises and institutions were analyzed using SPSS Version 24 by

applying the ORL model (logit) for all the variables. The link function was the logit link
function because, in ordinal categorical dependent variable models, the responses have
a natural ordering and response probabilities depend on the individual predictors. The
aim of this function is to take a linear combination of the covariate values (which may take
any value between ±∞) and convert those values to the scale of probability; i.e., between 0
and 1 [55]. On the other hand, the ordered categories are based on the Likert type scales
defined in the study, which means that the intercept of Y depends of these categories. As
mentioned by MacKenzie et al. [55], with an ordinal response (Y) probabilities are set for
which the response is one of r different response levels given by the data. Given this fact,
each curve at the series of parallel logistic curves has the same design parameters but a
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different intercept. The methodology employed enabled the authors to assess the impact of
the different results (i.e., environmental results) as dependent variables.
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4.2.1. Environmental Results

The first OLR analysis was conducted to investigate how enterprises and institutions
in the territory of Girona assessed their sustainable management practices to contribute to
territorial sustainability considering the environmental impacts (EI1 and EI2), and its results
are shown in Table 7. The predicted variables were tested a priori to verify that there was no
violation of the assumption of no multicollinearity. The predictor variables ST1, PM2 and
HR1 in the OLR analysis were found to contribute to the model by influencing the variable
EI1. Here, the binary variable “employees” (taking into account the number of employees)
presented a positive and significant impact on environmental results. On the other hand,
the predictor variables HR1 and AL1 in the OLR analysis were found to contribute to
the model by influencing the variable EI2.The estimated regression coefficients, standard
deviation (SE), Wald test, significance and confidence interval at 95% for these two models
are summarized in Table 8.

Analyzing the model estimations, it could be interpreted that ST1, PM2 and HR1 were
significantly positive predictors of the sustainable use of resources (EI1). Therefore, for
every unit increase of the independent variables ST1, PM2 and HR1, there was a predicted
increase (0.707, 0.735 and 0.680), respectively, in the odds of an enterprise/institution being
in a higher (as opposed to lower) category regarding the sustainable use of resources (EI1).
More generally, this indicated that an enterprise/institution that scored higher regarding
the availability of an adequate professional/team responsible for SR activities, quick re-
sponse to complaints and appeals and the encouragement to workers to take additional
training were more likely to exhibit a greater sustainable use of resources. Similarly, enter-
prises/institutions that also scored higher for additional training (HR1) and in deploying
purchasing criteria to guarantee origins, environmental care and socially fair production
were more likely to exhibit a higher development of specific programs to minimize environ-
mental impact. Nevertheless, the survey did not include any specific question to determine
the number of environmental projects in which enterprises/institutions had been involved.

Regardless of this, the control variable introduced in the model (EM) was a significant
positive predictor. Since “employees” is a binary variable, the slope represents the differ-
ence in log-odds between cases of enterprises/institutions operating with “more employees
than volunteers or no volunteers at all” or with “more volunteers than employees or no
employees at all”. The log-odds of being at a higher level of the sustainable use of the
resources was 1755 points higher on average for those who operated with “more employees
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than volunteers or no volunteers at all” as compared to those who operated with “more
volunteers than employees or no employees at all”.

Table 8. Ordinal logistic regression (OLR) regression output predicting EI1 and EI2 from enablers.

Model 1. Dependent variable (EI1)

B (regression
coefficient) Stand. Error. Wald x2 statistics df Sig. 95% confidence

interval

ST1 0.707 0.255 3.952 1 <0.001 0.10;1.404

PM2 0.735 0.306 3.108 1 <0.001 0.80;1.510

HR1 0.680 0.285 3.115 1 <0.001 0.75;1.435

EM 1.755 0.799 3.812 1 <0.001 –3.510;0.007

Goodness-of-fit indices in the model

Likelihood ratio; Chi-square test Goodness-of-fit Pseudo R-Square Parallel line test

121,466; [x2(8) = 34,811, ***] [x2(252) = 209,789, p = 0.975];
[x2(252) = 116,732, p = 0.975]

Nagelkerke = 0.473
H0 = 121,466

General 67,951;
x2(32) = 53,515; p = 0.10

Model 2. Dependent variable (EI2)

HR1 0.887 0.341 6.766 1 <0.001 0.219;1.556

AL1 1.060 0.391 7.339 1 <0.001 0.293;1.828

Goodness-of-fit indices in the model

Likelihood ratio; Chi-square test Goodness-of-fit Pseudo R-Square Parallel line test

74.534; [x2(2) = 27.975 ***] [x2(40) = 182.487, p = 0.802];
[x2(40) = 32.303, p = 0.800]

Nagelkerke = 0.448
H0 = 46.559

General 43.528;
x2(4) = 3301; p = 0.55

In the table *** p < 0.000; Likelihood ratio; Chi-square test; Goodness-of-fit = [Pearson Chi-square test]; [Devian Chi-square test]; [Devian
Chi-Square test]; Parallel line test = Null hypothesis; General; Likelihood ratio Chi-square test; Control variables: employees (EM). ST2,
HR2, PM1 and AL2 -> EI1 or EI2 were not significant; thus, they are not represented in the table above.

Table 8 also shows the goodness-of-fit indices for both models. Concerning the
goodness-of-fit indices, there is a significant difference between the model established
with the independent variables and the initial model indicating a relationship between the
dependent and independent variables. The model fit information provides a Pearson’s
chi-square value and deviation chi-square value that indicates a significant improvement in
the fit of the final model relative to the intercept-only model (higher than 0.05). To validate
whether the tested models showed a good data fit, Deviance and Pearson’s Chi-square tests
were used as complementary tests. Non-significant results are indicators that the model is
a good fit for the data, according to Petrucci [56]. This author concurs with Osborne [54] in
that coefficients do not necessarily agree, as is the case for the tested models. Nevertheless,
both Pearson and Deviance tests were non-significant, suggesting a good model fit.

Ordinal logistic regression assumes that all the relationships among the independent
variables are the same for every comparison containing the dependent variables [54].
Applying the parallel line test is therefore related to the proportional odds derived from
that assumption; thus, non-significant results indicate that the assumption is satisfied. In
the results from the tested models, we considered the assumption of proportional odds
to be satisfied. Finally, there were no major concerns regarding the fit of the models
against the thresholds-only model, which was an overall good fit. Lastly, the parallel
line test indicates that organizations/institutions contribute to territorial sustainability
by developing practices that positively influence the environment. Finally, regardless of
the pseudo R2 value, taking into consideration Nagelkerke’s R2 value, the independent
variables in the first model explain at least 47% of the dependent variables, and in the
second case at least 45%.
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4.2.2. Social Results

The second OLR analysis was conducted to investigate how enterprises and insti-
tutions in the territory of Girona could assess their sustainable management practices
to contribute to territorial sustainability considering social impacts (SI1 and SI2), and its
results are shown in Table 8. As in the first analysis, the predicted variables were tested
a priori to verify that there was no violation of the assumption of no multicollinearity.
The predictor variables ST2, PM1 and HR1 in the analysis were found to contribute to
the model by influencing the variable SI1. Here, the control variable “employees” was
not a significant predictor. On the other hand, the predictor variables ST1 and PM1 in
the OLR analysis were found to contribute to the model by influencing the variable SI2.
The estimated regression coefficients, standard deviation (SE), Wald test, significance and
confidence interval at 95% for these two models are summarized in Table 9.

Table 9. OLR regression output predicting SI1 and SI2 from enablers.

Model 1. Dependent variable (SI1)

B (regression
coefficient) Stand. Error. Wald x2 statistics df Sig. 95% confidence

interval

ST2 1.588 0.445 12.745 1 <0.001 0.716;2.460

PM1 0.871 0.293 4.926 1 <0.001 0.102;1.641

HR1 0.586 0.224 3.279 1 <0.001 0.04;1.221

Goodness-of-fit indices in the model

Likelihood ratio; Chi-square test Goodness-of-fit Pseudo R-Square Parallel line test

123.373; [x2(3) = 52.155, ***] [x2(93) = 116.474, p = 0.05];
[x2(93) = 59.740, p = 0.977]

Nagelkerke = 0.627
H0 = 86.191

General 74.271;
x2(15) = 1.920; p = 0.95

Model 2. Dependent variable (SI2)

ST1 0.643 0.293 4.825 1 <0.001 0.069;1.217

PM1 0.687 0.205 5.056 1 <0.001 0.088;1.285

Goodness-of-fit indices in the model

Likelihood ratio; Chi-square test Goodness-of-fit Pseudo R-Square Parallel line test

89.673; [x2(2) = 16.909, ***] [x2(58) = 52.104, p = 0.693];
[x2(58) = 40.195, p = 0.864]

Nagelkerke = 0.262
H0 = 72.764

General 52.808;
x2(8) = 19.995; p = 0.11

In the table *** p < 0.000; Likelihood ratio; Chi-square test; Goodness-of-fit = [Pearson Chi-square test]; [Devian Chi-square test]; [Devian
Chi-Square test]; Parallel line test = Null hypothesis; General; Likelihood ratio Chi-square test. HR2, PM2, AL1 and AL2->SI1 or SI2 were
not significant; thus, they are not represented in the table above.

The first model in Table 9 allows it to be stated that ST2, PM1 and HR1 were signifi-
cantly positive predictors of the encouragement tasks carried out for enterprises/institutions
in order their employees to participate in volunteering activities (EI1). Therefore, for every
unit increase of the independent variables ST2, PM1 and HR1, there was a predicted in-
crease (1.588, 0.871 and 0.586, respectively) in the odds of an enterprise/institution being
in a higher (as opposed to lower) category of relevant decisions made at all levels by con-
sidering SR criteria (EI1). More generally, this indicates that an enterprise/institution that
scored higher in terms of encouraging tasks for volunteering participation, the application
of equality criterion to recruitment processes and the encouragement to workers to take
additional training were more likely to indicate a more accurate decision-making process
at all levels considering the SR criteria. This fact is important as it highlights the higher
estimate regression coefficient of the ST2 variable as well as that the variable PM1 is a
common predictor of both dependent variables (SI1 and SI2). Finally, the pseudo R2 value,
considering Nagelkerke’s R2 value, led us to interpret that the independent variables in
the first model explain at least 62% of the dependent variables, and in the second case at
least 26%.
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The second model tested the predictor variables ST1 and PM1 in the OLR analysis,
which were found to contribute to the model by influencing the variable SI2. Therefore, an
enterprise/institution that scored higher in terms of supporting the management process in
an adequate professional/team responsible for SR activities and applying equality criteria
was more likely to indicate a greater contribution to campaigns and projects that promote
social wellbeing. As in models one and two, Table 9 summarizes the fit indices analyzed.
There is no evidence in the indices that would compromise the acceptance of the model.
The fit indices are within the accepted parameters.

4.2.3. Results on People

The third OLR analysis was conducted to investigate how enterprises and institutions
in the territory of Girona could assess their sustainable management practices to contribute
to territorial sustainability considering results on people (PI1 and PI2) and is shown in
Table 10. The same procedure was developed to test the assumption of no multicollinearity.
In this analysis, the predictor variables PM1 and AL2 were found to contribute to the
model by influencing the variable PI1. As in the previous model, the control variable
“employees/volunteers” was not a significant predictor. For the dependent variable PI2,
the predictor variables PM2, HR2 and Al2 were found to contribute to the model by
influencing the variable PI2. Table 9 summarizes the coefficients for the model and the fit
indices of both models.

Table 10. OLR regression output predicting PI1 and PI2 from enablers.

Model 1. Dependent variable (PI1)

B (regression
coefficient) Stand. Error. Wald x2 statistics df Sig. 95% confidence

interval

PM1 1.203 0.335 12.915 1 <0.001 0.547;1.858

AL2 0.753 0.274 7.572 1 <0.001 0.217;1.289

Goodness-of-fit indices in the model

Likelihood ratio; Chi-square test Goodness-of-fit Pseudo R-Square Parallel line test

105.443; [x2(2) = 27.897.***] [x2(62) = 69.432. p = 0.241];
[x2(62) = 58.675. p = 0.596]

Nagelkerke = 0.402
H0 = 77.545

General 70.661;
x2(6) = 6.884; p = 0.32

Model 2. Dependent variable (PI2)

PM2 1.021 0.333 9.378 1 <0.001 0.368;1675

HR2 0.992 0.276 6.980 1 <0.001 0.256;1.729

AL2 0.583 0.287 4.115 1 <0.001 0.020;1.146

Goodness-of-fit indices in the model

Likelihood ratio; Chi-square test Goodness-of-fit Pseudo R-Square Parallel line test

134.442; [x2(3) = 42.314.***] [x2(109) = 108.011. p = 0.509];
[x2(109) = 77.235. p = 0.891]

Nagelkerke = 0.532
H0 = 92.128

General 85.676;
x2(9) = 6.452; p = 0.69

In the table *** p < 0.000; Likelihood ratio; Chi-square test; Goodness-of-fit = [Pearson Chi-square test]; [Devian Chi-square test]; [Devian
Chi-Square test]; Parallel line test= Null hypothesis; General; Likelihood ratio Chi-square test. ST1, ST2, PE1, AL1 -> PI1, or PI2 were not
significant; thus, they are not represented in the table above.

The first model in Table 9 allows it to be stated that PM1 and AL2 were significant
positive predictors of the protection of consumers’ health beyond the legal requirements
imposed by the nature of the operations of the company/institution (PI1). Therefore, for
every unit increase of the independent variables PM1 and AL2, there was a predicted
increase (1.203, 0.753, respectively) in the odds of an enterprise/institution being in a
higher (as opposed to lower) category of consumer health protection (PI1). This means that
an enterprise/institution that scored higher regarding the application of equality criterion
to the recruitment processes and the performance of their activities legally and fairly was
more likely to exhibit a greater level of protection of consumer health. Besides, it should
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be highlighted that the variable AL2 is a common predictor of both dependent variables
(PI1 and PI2). Finally, the pseudo R2 value, from Nagelkerke’s R2 value led us to interpret
that the independent variables in the first model explain at least 40% of the dependent
variables, and in the second case at least 53%.

The tested model for PI2 revealed that the predictor variables PM2, HR2 and AL2
in the OLR analysis were found to contribute to the model by influencing the variable
PI2. Therefore, an enterprise/institution that scored higher regarding the application of
equality criteria, responding quickly to complaints and appeals and reliably developing
their activities was more likely to indicate more complete and accurate information about
their products/services to consumers. Table 10 summarizes the fit indices analyzed, which
are within the accepted parameters.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

In this study, OLR was applied to determine whether the sustainable management
practices of enterprises/institutions contributed to territorial sustainability. This is because
there is still a certain degree of uncertainty about how the concept of TSR and corporate
social responsibility (CSR) can be determined and the exact meaning of the terms. For
this purpose, the TQM excellence model was adapted in an attempt to draw, through the
participation of different agents of the territory of Girona, a picture of its level of sustain-
ability. The first step was to review and adapt the dimensions of the EFQM excellence
model concerning the overall performance of organizations and the contributions they
make to the environment, people, and society.

The adoption of an excellence-based view of TSR and sustainability in organizations
and institutions enables the identification of already established and little-considered
mechanisms that are shown to be suitable by the application of the model. This approach
provides an improved analysis of the model, considering eight enablers divided into four
dimensions: strategy and leadership, people, processes and alliances. The results support
the predictive power of the adapted EFQM model as a framework for the assessment of
the level of TSR, with the consequent impact of EFQM’s intrinsic principles of SR and
sustainability on the results of organizations and institutions. Results support previous
findings in the literature such as those exposed by Spence et al. [57], Tencati et al. [58] and
Tentalo et al. [13] when explaining that “the involvement of the firms in local communities
affects the choice of the firm to focus on socially responsible behaviors”. Spence defends
the importance of social capital and informal relationships for the success of firms, which
are closely related with the behaviors of honesty and integrity.

Given this fact, the interpretation of the results, regardless of the results on people,
supports the application of equality criterion to recruitment processes and the conduction
of the enterprises/institution legally and fairly as well responding quickly to complaints
and appeals with honest concern for consumers and transparency in the information to
which those consumers have access. The studies of Spence et al. [57] and Tencati et al. [58]
also highlighted the key role played by employees in generating commitment to the
enterprises, particularly if those enterprises are SMEs. This commitment is not only
developed by the employee but also by their families, which influences the wellbeing of
society members. Therefore, the results of this study are consistent in that they confirm that
organizations/institutions that score higher regarding the encouragement of employees
for volunteering participation and for additional training were likely to integrate the SR
criteria in the decision-making process at all levels and to contribute to campaigns and
projects that promote social wellbeing and consequently the TSR.

Regarding the relationships between the independent and dependent variables estab-
lished by the analysis, it is clear that some of the enablers have a greater impact on a given
outcome. This fact is consistent with the cause–effect relationships between companies’
actions and their excellent results that the EFQM excellence model aims to determine.
For instance, the availability of a professional or a team involved in SR activities or the
encouragement of workers to undergo additional training seems to affect all results greatly,
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meaning that these enablers were considered in almost all results. The findings support
the notion that, to achieve excellence in social, environmental, and people-related results,
the EFQM excellence model should include a set of enablers or practices confirmed by the
principles and the systemic nature of TQM [5,59].

Thus, the adapted EFQM excellence model could be considered useful in the assess-
ment of TSR through the implementation of business excellence in socially responsible
practices. Nevertheless, more research is needed to assign a score to each facilitator so that
a quantitative result would be possible.

The SR regional entrepreneurial network benefits from the relationships established
by the analysis, as several actors of the territory participated, and the evidence of practices
that contribute positively to its sustainability. At this point, it is too early to say whether
the network is fully integrated at all organizational levels. Nevertheless, organizations,
institutions and government administration bodies seem to identify working for people,
society and the environment through similar mechanisms.

The main academic implication of this study is its contribution to highlighting the
need for the consideration of the adapted TQM excellence model for measuring TSR and
sustainability, given that all organizations are continuously striving for excellence and
survival in a changing environment. Otherwise, the main limitation of the study is its focus
on a single region, although the results are well fitted according to the parameters of the
applied analysis and the model has been adapted from a highly generalized model that
has been validated by numerous researchers [Reference]. The results should, therefore,
be interpreted with caution, and more empirical validation is needed. Future research
should also consider other factors to confirm the relationship between the dependent and
independent variables, exploring and comparing enterprises and institutions separately.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Criterion and description in the EFQM Excellence model. Source EFQM excellence model 2013.

Criteria Definition Sub-Criterio

Leadership

Excellent organizations have leaders who
shape the future and make it happen,

acting as role models for its values and
ethics and inspiring trust at all times.

They are flexible, enabling the
organization to anticipate and react in a
timely manner to ensure the on-going

success of the organization.

1a. Leaders develop the Mission, Vision, Values and ethics and
act as role models.

1b. Leaders define, monitor, review and drive the improvement of
the organization’s management system and performance.

1c. Leaders engage with external stakeholders.
1d. Leaders reinforce a culture of excellence with the

organization’s people.
1e. Leaders ensure that the organization is flexible and manages

change effectively.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 2153 21 of 23

Table A1. Cont.

Criteria Definition Sub-Criterio

Strategy

Excellent organizations implement their
Mission and Vision by developing a

stakeholder focused strategy. Policies,
plans, objectives and processes are

developed and deployed to deliver the
strategy.

2a. Strategy is based on understanding the needs and
expectations of both stakeholders and the external environment.
2b. Strategy is based on understanding internal performance and

capabilities.
2c. Strategy and supporting policies are developed, reviewed and

updated.
2d. Strategy and supporting policies are communicated,

implemented and monitored.

People

Excellent organizations value their
people and create a culture that allows
the mutually beneficial achievement of

organizational and personal goals. They
develop the capabilities of their people

and promote fairness and equality. They
care for, communicate, reward and

recognize, in a way that motivates people,
builds commitment and enables them to

use their skills and knowledge for the
benefit of the organization.

3a. People plans support the organization’s strategy.
3b. People’s knowledge and capabilities are developed.

3c. People are aligned, involved and empowered.
3d. People communicate effectively throughout the organization.

3e. People are rewarded, recognized and cared for.

Partnerships &
Resources

Excellent organizations plan and manage
external partnerships, suppliers and

internal resources in order to support
their strategy, policies and the effective

operation of processes. They ensure that
they effectively manage their

environmental and societal impact

4a. Partners and suppliers are managed for sustainable benefit.
4b. Finances are managed to secure sustained success.

4c. Buildings, equipment, materials and natural resources are
managed in a sustainable way.

4d. Technology is managed to support the delivery of strategy.
4e. Information and knowledge are managed to support effective

decision-making and to build the organization’s capability.

Processes,
Products &

Services

Excellent organizations design, manage
and improve processes, products and

services to generate increasing value for
customers and other stakeholders.

5a. Processes are designed and managed to optimize stakeholder
value.

5b. Products and services are developed to create optimum value
for customers.

5c. Products and services are effectively promoted and marketed.
5d. Products and services are produced, delivered and managed.

5e. Customer relationships are managed and enhanced.

Customer Results

Excellent organizations achieve and
sustain outstanding results that meet or

exceed the needs and expectations of
their customers.

6a. Perceptions (Perceptions of: Reputation and image, product
and service value, product and service delivery, customer service,

relationship and support, customer loyalty and engagement).
6b. Performance indicators (i.e., product and service delivery,

customer service, relationships and support, complaints handling,
involvement of customers and partners in the design of products,

processes, etc.).

People Results

Excellent organizations achieve and
sustain outstanding results that meet or

exceed the needs and expectations of
their people.

7a. Perceptions (perceptions of: satisfaction, involvement and
engagement, motivation and empowerment, leadership and
management, competency and performance management,

training and career development, effective communications,
working condition, etc.).

7b. Performance indicators (i.e., involvement and engagement
activities, competency and performance management activities,

leadership performance, training and career development
activities, internal communications, etc.)

Society Results

Excellent organizations achieve and
sustain outstanding results that meet or

exceed the needs and expectations of
relevant stakeholders within society

8a. Perceptions (perceptions of: environmental impact, image and
reputation, societal impact, workplace impact, awards and media

coverage, etc.).
7b. Performance indicators (i.e., environmental, economic and

societal activities, regulatory and governance compliance, health
and safety performance, responsible sourcing and procurement

performance, etc.).
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