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Abstract: Information and communication technologies (ICT) have allowed the modification of many
research methods based on communication. One of them is the Delphi method, especially e-Delphi.
The two main areas of application of the Delphi method are traditional forecasting, but recently also
the conceptual framework development of a model or theory, especially in complex domains and
those where empirical research is lacking. The aim of the study was to assess the substantive accuracy
(validation) of the enterprise reputation management maturity model (CR3M) using the modified
e-Delphi. The final model will be tested in selected companies in the future (in the next stage of the
research). Maturity models have long been regarded as tools for assessing skills in some field. The
CR3M model originally included 96 practices (in four areas: communication management, corporate
social responsibility, reputational risk and quality), the implementation of which was considered
to be a maturity indicator. The basis for the development of the model was the literature on the
subject and the existing partial maturity models. Ten experts (five theorists and five practitioners)
participated in the study and assessed the appropriateness of including practices in the model and
their validity, using a 5-point Likert scale. The questionnaire consisted of three questions. In two
rounds of the Delphi study, an expert consensus was reached (in accordance with a priori established
indicators) regarding the retention 70 out of 96 practices originally included in the model (26 deleted).
The model retained 18 practices in the area of Communication Management, 14 practices in the
area of Corporate Social Responsibility, 18 practices in the field of Reputation Risk Management
and 20 practices in the field of Quality Management. Modification of the maturity model-reducing
the number of practices included in the model increased its applicability. At the same time, 89%
of experts found the presented maturity model a useful tool for self-assessment and improvement
of reputation management. The modified e-Delphi procedure can be considered as an effective
methodology for validating complex conceptual models.

Keywords: Delphi method; maturity model; corporate reputation management

1. Introduction

The subject of the article is related to the application of information and commu-
nication technologies (ICT) for the sustainable development of the information society
(SIS), although it does so indirectly. The adoption of information and communication
technologies in this case does not apply to their application in the enterprise, through
appropriate expenditures, developing information culture, improving the management
and quality of ICT [1], but using it to validate the theoretical model of corporate reputation
management maturity (CR3M), which should ultimately contribute to the development of
SIS.

Sustainable development is understood according to Brundtland’s definition as one
that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations
to meet their own needs [2]. Sustainable information society (SIS) it is the next stage
in the development of the information society, in which information and communica-
tion technologies (ICT) are becoming the key enablers of sustainable development [3–5].
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A sustainable information society is a society that effectively uses knowledge and ICT,
constantly learns and improves competences, positively adjusts to emerging trends, and
builds the prosperity of present and future generations, while balancing the interests of
various stakeholders (citizens, enterprises, NGOs, agencies government, and the natural
environment) [1].

It is believed that ICT can contribute to sustainable development in all its dimensions,
i.e., ecological, socio-cultural, economic and political [1,2]. Information systems can facili-
tate sustainable development by creating the kind of economic activity that in the long term
harmonizes the natural environment with the well-being of society [3]. In this approach,
the use of ICT by enterprises (but also households or public administration) becomes one
of the most important tools for building sustainable business practices [2], serving both
the improvement of economic results and the wider social interest (e.g., environmental
protection) [3].

In this article, ICT is not a direct tool for shaping sustainable business practices, but
a tool for validating a model (e-Delphi method) that identifies such practices. Model
CR3M can contribute to sustainable development by drawing managers’ attention to those
aspects of economic activity that favor ecological, economic and socio-cultural sustainability.
It includes practices in the field of communication with stakeholders, corporate social
responsibility and quality management.

Improving management based on the model will be conducive to ecological sustain-
ability, as it indicates the basic practices concerning, inter alia, environmental protection,
environmental friendliness of the technologies used, designing ecological products, avoid-
ing wastage of resources, etc., without which it is impossible to enjoy a good reputation.
The use of the model will also contribute to economic sustainability, as the model indicates
specific practices of building a good reputation, thanks to which the company can achieve
tangible and intangible benefits that have an impact on economic results (the consequences
of a bolder pricing policy, easier access to distribution channels, greater loyalty customers,
etc.). The use of the model will also be conducive to socio-cultural sustainability, because a
positive reputation is based on the practices of building good relations with stakeholders
(fair treatment of employees, providing full information to clients, engaging in local social
initiatives, etc.).

The model is therefore intended to improve the management of various aspects
of the company’s operations that have an impact on building a positive opinion in the
environment, with many of these aspects relating directly to sustainable development.
It can be assumed that the targeted practices of building good reputation indicated in
the CR3M maturity model will ultimately significantly support the company’s transition
towards sustainable development.

The article presents the course of a research procedure using ICT in the Delphi method,
aimed at validating the corporate reputation management maturity model (CR3M). The
Delphi method has gained in popularity in the last two decades as a methodology for
researching research questions. A number of theorists [6–11] made a significant contribu-
tion to defining the rules increasing the rigor of this type of research and describing the
stages of the procedure. This made researchers confident that their results could be used in
subsequent research, and managers confident that the information obtained in this way
was reliable.

The Delphi method, developed in the 1950s by Rand Corporation, is generally used
to gain expert consensus on a specific topic. It is based on the assumption that group
judgments are more credible than individual judgments and can be applied in a wide
variety of sectors, such as public health, society, transport, education, etc. [12]. The Delphi
method was originally used to predict various events and was designed as “a method
used to obtain the most reliable consensus of opinion of a group of experts by a series
of intensive questionnaires interspersed with controlled feedback” [13] (p. 458). With
the widening of its application to (generally) problem solving and the evolution of the
classical approach, slightly broader definitions have been proposed. For example, Linstone
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and Turoff regard Delphi as “a method for structuring a group communication process
so that the process is effective in allowing a group of individuals, as a whole, to deal
with a complex problem” [7] (p. 3). In turn, Reid believes that Delphi is a method of
systematic gathering and aggregation of informed judgment by a group of experts on
specific questions and problems [14,15].

Due to the fact that this method puts quite a lot of emphasis on communication (e.g.,
definitions of Linstone and Turoff or Reid), sometimes—wrongly—it is reduced only to the
form of data collection [16], when in fact it is much more; First, as a method of iterative
feedback, it develops insight, and thus a deeper understanding of the problem. Second, its
essential value is to facilitate consensus, especially in the case of divergent opinions and
incomplete knowledge. This ability to develop consent is based primarily on anonymity,
giving participants the opportunity to freely express their opinions and eliminating all
possible personal conflicts [7,17,18]. The three characteristics of the Delphi method are
(i) iteration, which allows participants to rethink and refine their views, (ii) controlled
feedback that provides them with information about the group’s views to clarify or change
their position, and (iii) statistical analysis, which enables the quantitative presentation of
the views of the group [14,18–20].

It is believed that the Delphi method is useful especially when dealing with complex
problems [21], when empirical evidence is lacking [22], or when knowledge of the problem
or phenomenon is incomplete, and is generally used to obtain the most reliable opinion of
the group [7,16]. Thus, in addition to traditional forecasts, over time, another important
area of its use has come, namely the development of concepts (theoretical frameworks) in
which research usually includes the identification and development of a set of concepts
and the development of a classification/taxonomy [8]. Maturity models are a type of such
theoretical framework.

Maturity models are a kind of compendium of knowledge in a given field and a
guide for managers, translating knowledge into specific activities aimed at changing and
improving the organization. They are based on the assumption that at various stages of
development, enterprises undertake various types of activity, which are related to the level
of their skills in a given field. Such models show a certain desirable or logical development
path from the initial state to full maturity [23]. The first maturity models appeared at
the turn of the 1970s and 1980s, and their simple and practical logic was very quickly
appreciated by managers. This initiated the rapid and ongoing development of maturity
models in many different areas (by far, most of them were created in the area of process
management and project management).

In the maturity model, successive levels describe the degrees of organizational skills,
most often from complete immaturity, characterized as ad hoc, lack of organization and
chaos (level 1), through repeatability and standardization (level 2), organization and
monitoring (level 3), conscious management (level 4), to continuous improvement, as
an expression of the highest maturity (level 5) [23]. Each of the levels of maturity has
its own characteristics, and there must be a logical connection between the successive
steps. This path is reflected in a hierarchical structure in which each level of maturity
is precisely described through the characteristics of solutions undertaken in terms of
strategies, structures, systems and processes, as well as the methods and tools used. Each
of the levels follows logically from the previous one—it is its development and more and
more complex continuation. It does not assume the need to achieve the highest level of
maturity in a given field in the future, as there is usually no universal pattern of practice in
a given field (in this case-reputation management) that fits all organizations. On the other
hand, maturity models can play the role of a “road map” that allows managers to diagnose
what skills the company currently has and which it lacks, and needs to build them in order
to make progress in a specific area.

The article presents the course of the research procedure using the Delphi method to
validate the corporate reputation management maturity model (CR3M). The use of ICT
allowed for an efficient and convenient form of administration for the participants, as
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e-mail and an online website dedicated to the study (the so-called landing page) were
used to communicate with the panelists, containing the most important information for the
participants (e.g., research description, instructions for experts, model description, etc.).
The Delphi method allowed, in two rounds, to reach a consensus on whether to leave or
reject individual practices in the field of corporate reputation management from the model,
and to assess the model’s usefulness. The aim of the article is to show the possibility of
using the ICT-based Delphi method to verify complex theoretical concepts such as maturity
models. The research methods used include the analysis of the literature on the subject, the
modified e-Delphi technique and the evaluation of the results of the research procedure.

The structure of the article is as follows; The next section covers the general theoretical
foundations of the Delphi method. The following sections, based on a literature review,
discuss in more detail two issues fundamental to the Delphi study: the requirements for
recruiting a panel of experts and possible consensus criteria. The fifth part presents the
main assumptions of the corporate reputation management maturity model (CR3M) to be
validated and the idea of maturity models. Section 4 describes the course of the Delphi
study: time frames, characteristics of the panel of experts along with the recruitment criteria,
and the content of the research questionnaire. The seventh part presents the results of the
study—the number of practices on which an expert consensus has been reached and which
should remain in the model, as well as the number of practices rejected. The last, Section 6
is the conclusions of the study, a summary of limitations and practical implications.

2. Literature Review

Many different forms of Delphi research are currently in use and have emerged with
increasing use and modification of the approach. These include, for example, “modified
Delphi”, “e-Delphi”, “Delphi policy” and “Real-time Delphi” [24]. It is worth emphasizing
that not all Delphi techniques strive to achieve consensus; for example, Delphi’s policy aims
to support decision-making by sorting out and discussing different views on the “preferred
future” [24]. This was reflected in much broader definitions and different interpretations of
this method.

Hasson and Keeney point out, however, that this variety of approaches and the lack
of a precise definition of the method is a problem from the point of view of methodological
rigor [24]. As argued by Rowe and Frewer, the more precise the definitions are, the better
the research can be conducted (in terms of greater reliability and validity), the easier it
is to interpret the results and the more confidence in the conclusions drawn [24,25]. In
addition to the varied definitions of the approach, the Delphi method is burdened with
other uncertainties, such as the importance of consensus, the criteria for defining experts,
and the sheer multitude of varieties and types of Delphi used. The latter issue is the second
major problem of Delphi research, which makes it difficult to establish an appropriate
methodological rigor. All the more so as within each Delphi type, the procedures may
also differ, for example in the number of rounds, the level of anonymity and feedback
provided, as well as the inclusion criteria, sampling approach or method of analysis. No
wonder that various adaptations of Delphi have led to considerable criticism of the method
itself, and some argue that it even threatens the ability to determine the reliability and
validity of the technique [24]. On the other hand, this “capacity” of the method is seen
by many as a key benefit that allows flexibility in its application. Reviewing the critical
remarks of various authors regarding the Delphi method, Hasson and Keeney conclude that
despite justified doubts and methodological flaws, it is difficult to formulate a definitive
unequivocal statement as to its reliability and validity—while some argue that this method
is not reliable, others say that it is both accurate and reliable [24].

In the conclusion, the authors state that one should strive to achieve the scientific
rigor of this method, bearing in mind two issues [24]; First, it should be recognized that
Delphi replication at different time-scales misses the goal of most research to explore ideas
or to improve decision making by consensus. Additionally, because opinions do not exist
in a static vacuum, various confounding variables (such as situation or expert-specific
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factors) are intrinsically linked to any individual Delphi study. Such factors are rarely
controllable and therefore limit the measurement of methodological rigor. Future empirical
research should therefore consider the use of parallel measures as well as setting the rigor
in each individual Delphi and the inclusion of both qualitative and quantitative measures,
as recommended by Day and Bobeva [9] or included in the mixed methods appraisal tool
(MMAT) [10].

Secondly, it should be accepted that the Delphi results do not offer an indisputable
fact, but rather constitute a kind of a snapshot of experts’ opinions for a specific group,
at a given time, especially since the size of the panel does not ensure that the results are
representative. This collective opinion of experts can be used to build or verify some
concept, practice or theory. Therefore, Delphi’s findings should be compared with other
relevant evidence and verified with further research to increase confidence [25]. In order
to maximize the quality of the results and solve the problems related to methodological
discipline, some researchers propose that the Delphi study be triangulated using other
methods used in parallel (e.g., questionnaire surveys and assessment interviews) [9].

The model of research procedure in Delphi conventionally includes three stages:
exploration, distillation and use [7]. The first stage, i.e., search or exploration, is a free and
unstructured study of the problems, limitations, challenges and problems of the studied
domain, sometimes in the form of brainstorming. This phase includes, inter alia, activities
such as setting criteria for selecting participants and setting up a panel of experts, designing
data collection and analysis tools, etc. Currently, however, there is a so-called modified
version of Delphi, that proposes a major overhaul of this first stage; it is about replacing
the initial, free set of opinions with a synthesis of key issues identified in the literature or
through preliminary interviews with selected field experts, and thus using a structured
questionnaire already in the first round [9,11]. The second stage, the so-called distillation,
includes (repeated) consultation and subsequent analysis to see if Delphi has reached
the critical point for completion of the test. The final step—exploitation—involves the
development and dissemination of the final study report.

The two most fundamental issues in the application of the Delphi method are related
to the selection of the expert panel and the design of the questionnaire. The first relates to
the size of the panel, its main features and response rate, while the second relates to the
selection of the Likert scale and the number of rounds [12]. Particularly important when
constructing a panel of experts is the awareness of the fact that their experience (practice)
and knowledge directly determine the reliability and validity of the results [13,23,26]. In
practice, the selected panel selection strategy will probably depend on the nature of the
research problem: the narrower the scope and specificity of the field, the greater the depth
and specificity of the required specialist knowledge, and therefore the more likely it is that
a targeted approach will be appropriate [9].

For this reason, when selecting experts, a target sample is usually used, which allows
consciously selecting experts who have knowledge and experience adequate to the specific
issue or problem under study. This approach is also particularly useful in cases where there
are only a limited number of experts in a given field [27]. Self-assessment scales can be used
to assess the expertise of experts, e.g., a five-point scale (in which low numbers indicate a
low level of knowledge, and high numbers indicate a high level of knowledge) [7]. Experts
are usually identified by reviewing the literature, recommendations of institutions, or
recommendations of other experts.

Regarding the size of the expert panel, there are no strict rules in Delphi, but the
size of the group is strongly related to the purpose of the study [28], and it is obvious
that the group error decreases and the quality of decisions is strengthened as the sample
grows [19]. In most Delphi studies, the sample size is tailored to the specific study; it is
believed that if, for example, experts who have a similar general knowledge of the problem
under investigation are selected, a relatively small sample can be used [29]. Most studies
use panels of 15 to 35 people [30], but useful results can also be obtained from small,
homogeneous groups of 10–15 experts [31]. The minimum size of the panel is considered
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to be seven experts [7]. The admissibility of the relatively small size of the panel is very
important, including due to the often high dropout rate of experts in consecutive Delphi
rounds (with the dropout rate being higher in larger groups of more than 20 members) [16].

The next step in the general Delphi procedure is the so-called distillation, involving
multiple gatherings of expert opinions and then analyzing whether Delphi has reached
the breaking point by the end of the study. A characteristic feature of this method is the
multiple rounds (iteration) of the test. The number of rounds depends on the speed at
which consensus is reached and, in a way, on the size of the panel. Theoretically, the Delphi
process may be repeated many times until consensus is reached, however, many researchers
believe that three iterations are often sufficient to collect the necessary information and
reach consensus in most cases [32,33].

The size of the expert panel also matters here. If the group is small, it may turn out that
even one round is sufficient [28]. On the other hand, to enable feedback and verification of
the answer—which is one of the key distinguishing features of the method—at least two
rounds are required [18,28,34]. For large samples of more than 30 experts, usually even
three rounds are recommended [7,18,35]. An argument in favor of limiting the number
of rounds in the Delphi method is the fact that the participation of panel participants
in subsequent iterations often drops quickly—there are cases when the percentage of
responses decreases by as much as 40% after each round [9]. In such situations, in order
to prevent the number of participants from dropping below the critical level, it is better
to sacrifice consensus (at all costs) and finish the study, e.g., after the second round. In
the case of the modified version of the Delphi method, when the experts in the first round
receive a list of pre-selected items (e.g., from synthesized literature reviews), the number of
rounds may be successfully reduced to just two [27].

Many authors emphasize that the number of rounds in the Delphi method depends
primarily on reaching a consensus, because in fact it is reaching consensus that is the basis
for completing the Delphi rounds, not the other way around. This means that theoretically,
the process should continue until the a priori criteria necessary to obtain a consensus are
met. On the other hand, however, if the Delphi method is used to develop a concept (theo-
retical framework) or model, i.e., to verify or validate certain factors/indicators/criteria,
this consensus will concern, for example, individual elements of the model. In this sense,
consensus will not be a criterion for concluding the study rounds, but merely serves to
reject or retain elements of the model/concept. Establishing the number of study rounds
a priori also makes sense due to the high dropout rate or the prevention of fatigue in
cases where the questionnaires contain a large number of items (some Delphi studies may
contain several dozen or more items to consider).

Likert scale is usually used to gather expert opinion in qualitative research that aims
to determine the importance of certain items/factors or to screen them out. The most
common scales are 5-point or 10-point [12]. On the 5-point Likert scale, two expressions
are usually used at both ends of the spectrum: “strongly agree” and “strongly disagree.”
The most important criterion for selecting the Likert scale, however, is the purpose of the
study. Review studies by Giannarou and Zervas show that 10-point Likert scales are used
in the case of testing the level of importance (indicators, factors, etc.), while when the level
of understanding between experts is tested, the 5-point scale is the most common [12].

The Delphi technique is an iterative process with repeated rounds of data collection
until consensus is reached. Consensus refers to the extent to which each respondent agrees
with the idea, element or concept, which is assessed on a numerical or categorical scale [28].
Although the main goal of the Delphi research is to obtain the most reliable consensus of
the opinion of a group of experts, the greatest weakness of this method is still the lack of a
commonly accepted scientific method for determining the level of consensus [7,12,20,36].
There is no basic statistical theory that determines an appropriate stopping point in the
Delphi process. There will always be some amount of oscillation and shifts in group views,
but because respondents are sensitive to feedback from the rest of the group, they tend
to develop consent [27]. In the literature on the subject, there are many types of criteria
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used to define and establish consensus in Delphi research, and they are subject to different
interpretations of researchers.

These criteria most often measure opinion consensus by frequency distribution, stan-
dard deviation, interquartile range, coefficient of variation, or other indicators such as
Kendall’s W. Most analyses also include the calculation of the mean and median, as they
are used to describe the middle and most common response, representing the central
trend [13]. When frequency distribution is used, consensus can generally be reached if
a certain percentage of the votes fall within a certain range [36]. According to McKenna,
this percentage of responses to a given category should be at least 51%, i.e.,—in other
words—only categories selected (indicated) by over 50% of experts (e.g., at least 51% of
votes for ratings 4 or 5 in 5-point Likert scale) [37]. In some cases, a certain distance from
the mean is also taken into account, e.g., Christie and Barela propose that at least 75% of
the participants’ responses “should fall between two points above and below the mean on
a 10-point scale” [17].

When it comes to studies using standard deviation to assess the level of consensus,
the proposition of Christie and Barela [17] that it should be less than 1.5 is usually accepted.
Additionally, a common measure of consensus is the interquartile range, most often used
with standard deviation or median [12]. The interquartile range for the 10-point Likert
scale should be less than 2.5 [13], and for the 5-point scale it should not exceed 1 [38–40].

In quantitative analysis, the Kendall coefficient of compliance is also used to assess the
level of expert agreement. The value of W ranges from 0 to 1, with 0 being no consensus and
1 being perfect consensus between lists. In interpreting various values of W, researchers
usually use the proposal of Schmidt [6], who assumed that values above 0.7 mean a strong
agreement (strong consensus for W > 0.7; moderate consensus for W = 0.5; and weak
consensus for W < 0.3). The Kendall value of W therefore determines the next steps: a
W-factor of 0.7 or more indicates satisfactory compliance and means that the distillation
phase can be completed, however, if W is less than 0.7, the questionnaire must be sent
again to the panel members in the next round [8]. Some authors also use the coefficient
of variation (i.e., the quotient of the standard deviation and the mean), also reflecting the
homogeneity of the observations [41,42]. Usually it is interpreted in such a way that values
<25% mean low volatility, values between 25–45% mean average volatility, those between
45% and 100% high volatility, and those above 100%—very strong volatility.

In order to present information on the collective judgments of respondents, Delphi
studies also use measures of central tendency, i.e., the mean, median and modal [43].
Generally, the median and modal are used, and in some cases the mean is also acceptable.
However, the use of the median based on the Likert scale is definitely preferred in the
literature on the subject, as it seems by nature to be the best fit for reflecting convergence of
opinions and for reporting results in the Delphi process [11].

Some authors believe that the use of percentage measures is insufficient and suggest
that a more reliable alternative is to measure the stability of experts’ responses in subse-
quent iterations [11]. Measuring the stability of the expert opinion distribution curve in
consecutive rounds has an advantage over methods that measure the amount of change in
each person’s opinion between rounds (degree of convergence) in that it takes into account
deviations from the norm [28]. Thus, the use of measures of stability helps to mitigate the
effects of extreme or conflicting positions. Proponents of this approach believe that stability
of opinion reflects consensus [43]. This means the need to monitor the continuity of the
distribution of respondents’ votes in subsequent rounds. According to Linstone [43], the
stability threshold is set by changes of less than 15% between rounds. Such a level means
that the responses are essentially unchanged, which is a signal of reaching a consensus and
at the same time is a criterion for ending the Delphi rounds [9].

It seems that a good practice in assessing the level of consensus is the combined
use of several measures, such as in the proposal [12], which recommends supplementing
the simultaneous use of three measures, because each of them individually cannot be
considered a good indicator. These measures are: (i) the interquartile range, (ii) standard
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deviation, and (iii) 51% percent of respondents in the “very important” or “strongly
agreeing” categories. The rationale behind this approach is to show that there are cases
where the interquartile range and/or standard deviation may fall within the adopted limit,
but there is insufficient expert consensus on the significance of the factor (the requirement
of at least 51% of the opinion for the value of 8–10 on a 10-point scale, or 4–5 on a 5-point
scale), or vice versa—in the first Delphi round, opinions are within the standard deviation
below 1.5 and/or 51% of experts respond to the “agree” category and “strongly agree”
(i.e., between 4 and 5 on a 5-point scale), but their interquartile range may be above 1.
For this reason, to be sure of a consensus, these three measures should be considered
simultaneously [11].

The most important assumption of the Delphi method is about developing a consensus,
i.e., changing the opinion of experts in subsequent iterations, as a result of receiving
information about the opinions of other members of the panel. For this reason, for each
subsequent Delphi round, a Controlled Feedback Survey from the group perspective
should be designed so that respondents can explain or change their views [12]. Feedback
from experts typically includes: (1) statistical summaries that provide measures of central
tendencies such as variance, mean and median; (2) comments from individual experts;
(3) ranking, percentages and interquarter ranges; and (4) subjective messages as anonymous
feedback [28]. On this basis, experts are again asked to revise their assessments for each
item, and to explain their views. As proposed by Giannarou and Zervas, the interquartile
distance and standard deviation of each variable should be determined, and respondents
should change or justify the answer when it is outside this range [12]. The process of
pressing the rounds should continue until the criteria established a priori for consensus (or
stability) are met.

3. Materials and Methods

A firm’s reputation can be defined as a collective representation of a firm’s past actions
and results that describes its ability to deliver valuable results to key stakeholders [44,45].
Reputation is therefore a subjective, collective assessment of a company’s credibility and
responsibility. Undoubtedly, the company’s reputation is difficult to manage, as it is based
on the perception of the environment—the feelings, beliefs and experiences of stakeholders.
It should be treated holistically as an integral part of business management. Reputation
management is the responsibility of top management (ultimately the CEO), but mainly
in terms of the institutionalization of specific values, structures, methods and procedures,
while in fact all employees are responsible for the company’s reputation.

Reputation management combines elements of several management areas, such as
stakeholder management, communication, corporate social responsibility, quality or risk,
so it requires gathering information from various functional areas, but emphasizes those
processes, practices and methods that are specific to gaining and maintaining a good
reputation in the environment.

Reputation management, i.e., building a good reputation, and then maintaining it,
protecting it, changing or recovering it, are so complex issues that companies often have
a big problem with it (often intuitive, ad hoc and chaotic actions are taken). In this area,
there is a lack of both strong theoretical foundations that would allow for the integration
of existing research, as well as the dissemination of lessons learned and good practices to
facilitate management among managers. The conceptual chaos related to the concepts of
reputation, image and identity, which is a problem for theoreticians conducting research,
also means that the knowledge available in the literature on the subject has little value for
managers who consider it too vague and therefore of little use in management practice.

Additionally, in recent decades, there has been a significant change in external con-
ditions, which mean that reputation is now perceived as the most risky area influencing
the implementation of the company’s strategy. These include the emergence of a new,
powerful stakeholder—online communities that operate according to completely different
logic and rules (hyperarchic structures), the increasing globalization of markets and supply
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chains, which exposes companies to legal and ethical abuse caused by suppliers and coop-
eratives, constantly growing social expectations towards business (expressed by the idea of
corporate social responsibility and sustainable development), strengthening the power of
customers and a decrease in their loyalty, or loss of trust in business and growing social
skepticism from year to year [46].

In this context, it seems reasonable to develop a tool in the form of a maturity model,
which gives an opportunity to improve the effectiveness of reputation management. Such
a model provides a certain framework that enables the integration of knowledge about
the best practices of reputation management, and also constitutes a kind of roadmap that
enables the analysis and assessment of the current situation of the company in this regard.
Therefore, it can be a tool that helps to guide the implementation and improvement of the
entire system of activities allowing for reputation management.

The reputation management maturity model (CR3M) will allow us to achieve three
goals: firstly—to help the company’s management to better understand the complexity and
multidimensionality of reputation, secondly—to enable them to self-assess the degree of
reputation management maturity in the company, i.e., the current state of advancement of
practices in this field, and thirdly—ultimately define recommendations for actions aimed
at improving skills in this area (i.e., maintaining a good reputation more effectively and
avoiding a bad reputation). Therefore, it can be assumed that showing various factors
that determine the effective management of the company’s reputation and making a
self-assessment allows the management to determine the level of advancement of the
reputation management system and make a more conscious choice of specific practices,
setting a certain development path taking into account local conditions and the specificity
of activities.

Maturity model development can be described as qualitative research as it is subjec-
tive, holistic, interpretive and inductive. The CR3M model uses a stage-gate approach that
enables the delivery of more differentiated maturity assessments across complex domains.
It involves the application of additional levels of detail that, apart from the overall assess-
ment for the entire organization, allow for separate maturity assessments for a number of
separate areas. These additional levels are represented by the so-called Key Maturity Areas
(KMA), i.e., certain areas of knowledge, and Capability Areas (CA), i.e., components or
domain dimensions that can be called skill areas. Such granularity (detailing) of the model
enables the organization to better understand its strengths and weaknesses in a given field,
and then to plan specific strategies to improve and better allocate resources.

KMA can be treated as key success factors of a given field, the management of which
has a significant impact on the organization, so they are the main elements in building the
capacity to manage a given area. In the CR3M model, the key maturity areas identified
on the basis of the analysis of the literature on the subject are: identity management,
communication management, stakeholder relationship management, social responsibility
management, issues management, crisis management and quality management. Ultimately,
these eight areas were merged into four: communication, social responsibility (CSR),
reputational risk and quality (Table 1). Capability areas, on the other hand, include
6 elements: leadership, values, competences, structures and systems, methods and tools, as
well as policies and procedures.

In each area of the model (KMA), twenty-four different practices were proposed on
the basis of a literature review—four in each CA, i.e., broken down into leadership, values,
competences, structures and systems, methods and tools, and policies and procedures (this
distinction was not visible to the panelists). These practices are de facto some desirable
determinants for the successful management of a company’s reputation. The structure
of the model is shown in Figure 1. In total, the model contains 96 practices, which are a
structured synthesis of key issues in the field of corporate reputation management that
should be verified during the Delphi study. The legitimacy of placing these practices, i.e.,
the decision whether to leave them, remove them, or modify them (and how) was the
subject of the first question of the Delphi study. Each of the practices is described for five
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levels of maturity, but the experts participating in the study—for greater clarity—received
a simplified version of the model, with no levels of maturity shown.

Table 1. The areas of corporate reputation management and their integration in the CR3M model.

Corporate Reputation Areas Key Maturity Area
(KMA) Final KMA

1. Identity management Identity Communication Management (CM)

2. Communication management Communication

3. Stakeholders relations management Stakeholders Corporate Social Responsibility Management (SM)

4. Corporate Social Responsibility/sustainable development CSR

5. Issues management Risk Reputational Risk Management (RM)

6. Crisis management Crisis

7. Quality management Quality Quality Management (QM)

Source: Own elaboration.
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Validation of the model to determine the final content of the model, i.e., the practices
that should be included in each area of KMA, is based on expert judgment. The model,
verified as a result of the Delphi study, will then be tested in several companies. Ultimately,
it is intended to enable the company’s management to self-assess the company’s reputation
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management practices and to determine the level of maturity in this field, i.e., the degree of
advancement of these practices (on a scale from 1 to 5). The degree of maturity for a given
KMA is usually adopted at the level of the lowest-rated practice, so it is determined by the
weakest link in a given area. The result of such an assessment is a company’s reputation
management maturity profile, which graphically illustrates its degree of development in a
given field.

4. Results
4.1. Conduct of the Survey

The Delphi study described above focused on developing a group consensus on the
components of the enterprise reputation management maturity model. It consisted of
a series of two rounds over a nine-month period. The Delphi study aimed to validate
the model, whereby validation should be understood as examining the suitability and
accuracy of the model as well as obtaining confirmation that it is fit for its intended use.
The proposed CR3M conceptual model was presented to a panel of experts through a
modified Delphi technique. The first part of the article emphasizes that the Delphi method
is particularly beneficial when it deals with complex problems [22] and when there is no
empirical evidence [16], and that an important area of its application is the development
of concepts/models/theoretical framework [8]. The presented Delphi study meets these
criteria because: First—the aim of the research is to develop a conceptual model of corporate
reputation management maturity; Second, corporate reputation management is considered
a complex domain; And third, there is little empirical evidence about management practices
in this area.

In particular, the purpose of the Delphi study was:

• Verification of the current list of reputation management practices as components of the
maturity model, i.e., establishing the final architecture of the model—by recommending
leaving/rejecting/changing a given practice. The goal was to narrow down the number
of practices included in the model (currently 96 practices—24 in 4 areas of KMA);

• Assessment of the importance of individual practices included in the model;
• Assessment (theoretical) of the suitability of the model for self-assessment of the

current level of maturity of the company’s reputation management and planning the
improvement path.

The description of the model posted on the research website (landing page) contained
all the information needed to understand the idea of the presented concept, but without
going into details about the individual levels of granulation (without showing that the
practices belong to CA, i.e., leadership, values, etc., and without showing maturity levels).
This resulted directly from the stated purpose of the study and was intended to prevent
unnecessary complication of the entire concept to be assessed. General information about
the Delphi study conducted is presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Summary of basic information about the Delphi study.

Basic Information about the Delphi Study

Kind of the Delphi method Modified e-Delphi

The term of the Delphi study August 2020–May 2021

Scope of the study

The research method was used to (1) verify the list of 96 reputation management
practices as components of the maturity model, (2) assess the validity of individual

practices included in the model, and (3) assess the suitability of the model as a
self-assessment tool for the company’s current reputation management maturity level.

Number of rounds 2

Panel size 15 experts in the first round, 10 experts in the second round

Response rate 1st round—79%
Second round—66%

Likert scale 1–5 (five-point scale—for validity, importance and model evaluation)

A priori measures of consensus adopted
(1) at least 51% of responses to categories 4–5

(2) Interquartile range < 1
(3) Standard deviation < 1.5

Institution conducting the survey IMAS International Ltd.

Source: Own elaboration.

The research procedure consisted of four stages: (1) study planning, (2) expert panel
selection, (3) data collection, and (4) data analysis and compilation. The first step was to
plan the study, which included, inter alia, designing a research tool, i.e., transforming the
maturity model into a questionnaire with questions. The design of a data collection tool is
critical both in the exploration and distillation stages, but with regard to Delphi research,
there are no clear-cut rules for its design, and the number of issues that can be raised in it
(this can range from a few to even several dozen). In the case of this study, the length of
the questionnaire reflected the complexity of the problem and the type of data collected.
The questionnaire was developed in an Excel file and contained two questions in separate
tabs, while in the second round, an additional third question. Each practice was briefly
defined in the answer sheet and assigned to a specific area (KMA), the values of the 5-point
Likert scale were also described, and a space was provided on the answer sheet to enter
your grade and any comment.

In line with the adopted aim of the study, the survey asked experts to verify the current
list of 96 reputation management practices as components of the maturity model, i.e., to
determine the final architecture of the model by recommending leaving/rejecting/changing
a given practice (question 1), assessing the importance of individual practices included in
the model (question 2) and the assessment of the model’s suitability for self-assessment of
the current degree of maturity of the company’s reputation management (question 3). A
5-point Likert scale was used to assess these issues in all three cases.

The first question of the survey concerned the assessment of the legitimacy of the
presence of individual corporate reputation management practices in the presented model.
In this question, a 5-point Likert scale was adopted with the following significance of
individual assessments: (1)—I strongly disagree with including a given practice in the
model-recommendation: DELETE; (2)—I rather disagree with the presence of this practice
in the model-recommendation: DELETE; (3)—I partially agree to include this practice in the
model-recommendation: MODIFY (in this case, an additional request for clarification and
a new definition of the practice); (4)—I rather support including this practice in the model-
recommendation: LEAVE (no change); (5)—I strongly support including this practice in
the model-recommendation: LEAVE (no change). In the second round, the panelists were
asked to take into account the responses of other experts and to consider changing the
previous assessment if it was significantly different from the assessments of other experts.
Experts also had the opportunity to write a comment or remark on a given practice. Some
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panelists took advantage of this opportunity, as 2/3 of practices received comments (60
out of 96 practices). All comments were shared (visible) anonymously in the questionnaire
until the second round.

In the second question, the panelists were asked to assess the importance of the
above-mentioned practices for good (effective) management of the company’s reputation.
Again, the 5-point Likert scale was used, where the rating of 1 meant very little impor-
tance of the practice, and 5—very high importance. In the second round—as in the 1st
question—the panelists were asked to take into account the answers of other experts and to
consider changing the previous assessment if it differed significantly from the assessment
of other experts.

In the third, additional question (included only in the questionnaire for the second
round), experts were asked to assess to what extent the presented maturity model is a tool
that allows self-assessment of the current state of reputation management practices in the
company and drawing conclusions on the directions of the necessary changes. In this case,
a rating of 1 (again a 5-point Likert scale) meant that the model was a completely useless
tool for self-assessment and improvement, while a rating of 5 meant that it was definitely
useful as a self-assessment and improvement tool.

For all three questions, a priori criteria were established as necessary to obtain a con-
sensus for the assessment of individual practices, which, according to the recommendation
of Giannarou and Zervas [12], included three measures: (1) at least 51% of answers to
categories 4 or 5; (2) interquartile range < 1; and (3) standard deviation < 1.5.

To facilitate communication and maximize time savings, the survey was carried out
using an online website (so-called landing page) and e-mail. At the planning stage of the
study, information was prepared and posted on the project website. The landing page
was specially designed for this study, providing all panelists with online access to the
following information: project description, expert panel, expert guide, model presentation
and glossary. The planning stage of the study was completed by the preparation (editing)
of invitations for experts, which were then sent by e-mail.

The second stage consisted of activities related to the organization of a panel of experts.
The selection of a panel of experts is a very important aspect of the Delphi method, in fact
decisive for the success of the study and the quality of its results. The narrow scope of
the field covered by the model (a limited number of expert theorists) and the depth and
specificity of the required specialist knowledge made the selection of a panel of experts
used a deliberate approach. In fact, there is no set of universal guidelines for qualifying
experts for a Delphi panel [47]. In this study the panel of experts was selected on the basis
of their knowledge or professional experience in corporate reputation management.

When determining the list of potential panelists, care was taken to ensure a balance
of views from a theoretical and practical perspective, therefore the recruitment of experts
was based on the academic and industrial environment. In the case of theoreticians, the
inclusion criteria for the panel were as follows: (1) a researcher with at least a doctoral
degree; (2) at least 5 scientific publications on corporate reputation or image management;
(3) self-assessment of knowledge and experience in the field of reputation management
at a level of at least 3 on a 5-point Likert scale; and (4) consent to participate in the study.
Experts—theorists were searched for on the basis of scientific publications in the field
of managing the company’s reputation (or image). This group includes people from all
the largest Polish academic centers, incl. SGH, UJ, UG, PŚ, University of Economics in
Katowice and Wrocław.

In the case of practitioners, the criteria for inclusion in the panel were: (1) recommen-
dation or referral from academics; (2) professional experience of at least 5 years; (3) work in
communication, PR, marketing departments or higher management level (board members);
and (4) self-assessment of knowledge and experience in the field of reputation management
at a level of at least 3 on a 5-point Likert scale. In the process of recruiting practitioners,
the recommendation and command procedure was applied, using the personal contacts of
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theoreticians who agreed to participate in the study. They were asked to indicate people
who could become experts due to their position and professional experience.

Invitations to participate in the study were sent to a total of 36 experts, contacted
by e-mail (August–September 2020). In the invitation, potential experts were informed
about the purpose and assumptions of the study, and were provided with a link to the
online landing page, where in the Expert Panel tab, a short metric with a consent form
for the use of their personal data for the purposes of administering the study was posted.
Nineteen people responded positively to the invitation, agreeing to participate in the study
and filling in the form. Ultimately, however, 15 experts took part in the first round of the
study (8 people reported in September and October, and after the recruitment of another
7 people in December 2020), and 10 experts in the second round, returning completed
questionnaires. The response rate was 79% for the first round and 66% for the second
round, therefore it was quite low and resulted in a significant sample reduction for later
statistical analysis. The expert panel size of only 10 in the second round is small, but due to
the acceptability of such a small sample size for experts who have similar knowledge of the
problem at hand, it was considered sufficient [29]. There are known studies where even a
10-person panel of experts [19] is able to provide strong findings. It is generally accepted
that the balance or representation of multiple viewpoints and expertise is more important
than the size of the panel [48]. The characteristics of the expert panel are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Characteristics of the expert panel.

Ekspert Panel

Initial list of experts (invitations sent)
Consent to participate in the study

Number of panelists in the first round
Number of panelists in the second round

36 individuals
19 individuals
15 individuals
10 individuals

Workplace/position Theorists (academics: minimum doctoral degree)—7/5 *
Practitioners (managers)—8/5

Sex Women—7/5
Men—8/5

Experience Over 15 years old—12/8
5–15 years—3/2

Self-assessment of competences in the field of knowledge on
corporate reputation management (1–5)

Rather high and definitely high—13 people/8 people
Average—2 people/2 people

Self-assessment of competencies in the practice of corporate
reputation management (1–5)

Rather high and definitely high—10 people/6 people
Average—5 people/4 people

* First round/second round. Source: Own elaboration.

After completing the form, all panel members received a questionnaire in an Excel
spreadsheet via e-mail. The entire study using the Delphi method consisted of two rounds,
and therefore required the assessment procedure to be repeated twice. In the first round,
it was a standard questionnaire, the same for all experts, while in the second round, the
questionnaire was individualized, as it contained assessments of practices from the previous
round and statistical data on the evaluations of other members. The first questionnaire (in
the first round) contained two questions, while in the second round there was an additional,
third question about the usefulness of the entire model.

The experts had 2 weeks to review the content of the worksheet and respond. In
the event of no reply at that time, a reminder e-mail was sent to them. In practice, this
response time has increased significantly, despite repeated reminders and requests. The
low response rate in the first round, amounting for only 42% two months after the start
of the survey, necessitated additional recruitment of experts—mainly practitioners. This
extended the duration of the first round by another three months (until March 2021), and
the entire study until May 2021. According to the author, the main reason for such a delay
was—signaled by the panelists—the high degree of difficulty of the survey, its length (the
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need to evaluate 96 practices twice—in the first and second question of the survey), and
therefore the long time needed to complete it.

After the end of the first round, the respondents’ answers were analyzed and recalcu-
lated for each expert. Their results—including mean, median, dispersion, inter-quartile
ranges, and anonymous comment summaries—were included in individualized sheets
prepared for the second round. The information provided to the panelists in these indi-
vidualized sheets included: (1) the note that the second round concerns the evaluation of
the same practices using the same questions and scales as in the first round; (2) previous
expert assessments of individual practices; (3) information on whether the assessment of a
given expert differed from the assessments of other experts (this information was based on:
average of experts’ assessments +/− standard deviation) along with the values of average
measures and cohesion measures for the group of experts; (4) possible expert comments
on individual practices included in the model; (5) a request to consider a revision of the
assessment if the previous expert’s assessment was significantly different from that of other
experts; and (6) additional question about the usefulness of the model.

These feedback from the previous questionnaire provided to the panelists formed the
basis for the next round of the survey (it lasted from March to May 2021). The answer sheets
were sent to the 15 experts who participated in the first round. In the second round, the
response rate was lower than in the first round, as only 10 experts sent the questionnaires
back. After the end of the second round, the statistics were recalculated.

Administrative services related to the Delphi study as well as data collection and
calculation of statistical measures were carried out by IMAS International Ltd. One of
the important features of the Delphi research is the principle that the assessments and
opinions of experts are completely anonymous, both in filling in the questionnaires and
in the subsequent dissemination of the results. To ensure the anonymity of experts, the
questionnaires sent to them were properly coded, and the author of the study did not have
access to them during the study.

4.2. Study Results—Model Modification

The result of the study is a maturity model on the content of which an expert consensus
has been reached, and which can be tested in practice to assess its usefulness as a self-
assessment and improvement tool in the area of reputation management. A priori agreed
consent criteria for individual practices allowed for the modification of the maturity model;
The first question of the survey referred directly to the question of the legitimacy of the
presence of individual practices in the maturity model (more precisely, leaving, changing
or removing a given practice). The main goal of data analysis in the second round was to
establish the degree of consensus among respondents with regard to the appropriateness
of leaving/rejecting/changing each of the 96 corporate reputation management practices
in four categories.

The experts’ answer to the first question of the questionnaire allowed us to reduce
the number of practices in the CR3M model from 96 to 70. All practices for which the
aforementioned consent criteria were not met, i.e., 51% of votes for categories 4 and 5, the
interquartile range <1 and the standard deviation <1.5, were rejected from the model. As
a result, a total of 26 practices that did not meet these three criteria in the second round
were removed from the model. There were six practices in the area of Communication
Management (CM), 10 practices in Corporate Social Responsibility Management (SM),
6 practices in Reputation Risk Management (RM) and 4 practices in the area of Quality
Management (QM). Therefore, the number of practices in the CR3M maturity model
decreased from 96 to 70, which significantly increased the applicability of the model and
which was also one of the objectives of the study. The list of consensus indicators for
question 1 is presented in Appendix A (Table A1). The target CR3M model would therefore
consist of 70 practices: 18 CM practices, 14 SM practices, 18 RM practices and 20 QM
practices—these are the practices that experts recommended to leave in the model (at least
51% of 4 or 5 grades) and were they fully agree on this decision (interquartile range <1
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and standard deviation <1.5). In conclusion, the panelists in the second round estimated
that 73% (70 out of 96) of all original practices should remain unchanged in the model.
Table A2 in Appendix B shows the 70 practices left in the model based on expert consensus
(question 1).

The questionnaire also included a second question about the significance (validity)
of particular practices included in the original maturity model of corporate reputation
management. The main purpose of data analysis was to establish the degree of consensus
among respondents with regard to the importance of each of the 96 corporate reputation
management practices.

In this case, the panelists’ assessments can be treated as a guideline for a possible
further reduction of the number of practices in the target model, using the same principle
as before. If, in this case, all practices for which in the second round did not meet the
above-mentioned consent criteria (i.e., 51% of votes for the important and very important
categories, the interquartile range <1 and the deviation standard <1.5), a total of 37 praxis
should be removed from the model. It would be 9 practices in the area of Communication
Management (CM); 11 practices in the area of Corporate Social Responsibility Management
(SM); 11 practices in the area of Reputation Risk Management (RM) and 6 practices in the
area of Quality Management (QM). Thus, 59 practices would remain in the CR3M maturity
model—only those considered by experts to be important or very important for effective
corporate reputation management (grades 4 or 5) and on the importance of which there
is full agreement among panelists (interquartile range <1 and standard deviation <1.5).
The list of statistical measures for the second question in the questionnaire is included in
Appendix C (Table A3). The target model would consist of 59 practices: 15 CM practices,
13 SM practices, 13 RM practices and 18 QM practices.

The third, additional question, which was only included in the questionnaire for the
second round of the study, concerned the assessment of the presented maturity model as a
tool enabling the self-assessment of the current state of reputation management practices
in the enterprise and the formulation of conclusions regarding the directions of necessary
changes. The rating was again expressed using a 5-point Likert scale, where a score of 1
was a completely useless tool for self-assessment and improvement, and a score of 5 was
a definitely useful tool for self-assessment and improvement (Table A4 in Appendix D
presents all three questions contained in the survey questionnaire). In this case, 88.9% of
experts found the maturity model a useful or definitely useful tool for self-assessment and
improvement (grades 4 or 5, median 4), with full agreement, as evidenced by consensus
indicators at the interquartile range = 1 and standard deviation = 0.9. The list of statistical
measures is presented in Table 4.

Table 4. List of consensus indicators for question 3 (additional) concerning the assessment of the
usefulness of the model as a tool for self-assessment and improvement.

% Answers 4 + 5 Median Interquartile
Range Average Standard

Deviation

88.9% 4 1 4.1 0.9
Source: Own elaboration.

Almost 90% of positive assessments of the presented model and the average score
of 4.1 (on a 5-point Likert scale) confirm the sense of its development and dissemination
among people responsible for managing the company’s reputation or image. It can be said
that the panel of experts has accepted the conceptual model that provides the basis for a
better understanding and application of corporate reputation management practices.

5. Discussion

The reliability and validity of the research were ensured in line with their understand-
ing in qualitative research. As suggested by some researchers, with regard to qualitative
methods, instead of reliability and validity, one should rather talk about credibility, con-
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firmability, reliability, consistency, transferability to other contexts, etc. [49]. The equivalent
of validity is credibility, i.e., the degree to which the research results can be regarded
as faithfully reflecting some aspect of reality, not distorted by incorrectly collected data,
selective and biased observation and correctly interpreted [50,51]. The credibility of the
results was achieved thanks to the triangulation of data sources, i.e., the participation
of many different experts in fields directly related to corporate reputation management
(such as PR, marketing, communication, etc.), representing both theoretical knowledge
(academics publishing in the area of reputation management or image management) and
practical (managers experienced in reputation management). The credibility of the results
was also increased by data triangulation, i.e., supplementing quantitative data (expert
assessments) with qualitative data (comments on individual practices), and ensuring the
appropriate context of the study, by preparing and providing panelists with a description
of the reputation management maturity model (CR3M).

In turn, the equivalent of reliability in qualitative research is dependability, ensured
by the quality of the research itself. It is a procedure for controlling the research process,
which applies both to its entire course and to its results [49]. Increasing the reliability was
achieved by the use of team work, involving the involvement of several researchers in
Delphi (the author of the study, the person supervising the study on the IMAS side and the
person conducting the statistical analysis of the results), and the quality control of the study,
consisting in a detailed description of the assumptions and supervision of the entire study.

Two rounds proved sufficient to reach consensus on the vast majority of the practices
included in the original model. The basis for the decision to end the Delphi study after two
rounds was to compare the consensus criteria and the stability of the panelists’ responses
(coefficient of variation) for both rounds. First, a comparison of the a priori consensus
criteria between the two rounds shows that the number of practices that are allowed to
remain in the model improves in subsequent rounds, although this is more evident in
the case of the second question; For the first question in the questionnaire, the number of
practices for which there is agreement in both rounds is practically the same (70 practices),
although some practices have changed. On the other hand, for the second question, the
number of practices for which there is consent is clearly greater in the second round
(respectively: 48 in the first round and 59 in the second).

Secondly, the approval of experts is also indicated by the low value of the CV variation
index: in the first round, in more than half of the cases (55% of assessments), this index
was at a low level, indicating low variability (<25%), and in the remaining cases it was
average level, proving average variability (25–45%), while in the second round, in the case
of almost 2/3 of all practices (exactly 72% of assessments), the CV ratio was low, and in
the remaining cases at the level of average variability. There was no practice in any of the
rounds for which the CV index showed high variability in ratings.

6. Conclusions

The Enterprise Reputation Management Maturity Model (CR3M) submitted to the
panel of experts for evaluation originally included 96 practices, which were defined on the
basis of an extensive literature review. These practices have been included in four areas
important for reputation management, the so-called key maturity areas (24 practices in
each), namely Communication Management (CS), Corporate Social Responsibility (CS),
Reputation Risk Management (SD) and Quality Management (QM). Ten experts, both
theoreticians and practitioners, participated in the study. In the study, a panel of experts
expressed an opinion on leaving/removing/changing each of the 96 practices. A consen-
sus was reached on leaving 70 practices in the model: 18 Communication Management
practices, 14 Corporate Social Responsibility Management practices, 18 Risk Management
practices and 20 Quality Management practices (the list of practices that remained in the
model is shown in Table A2 in Appendix B). The a priori accepted criteria of consensus
in the case of a recommendation to leave a given practice in the model were: at least 51%
of scores 4 or 5, the interquartile range <1 and standard deviation <1.5. In the case of
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26 practices, no expert consensus was obtained, and they were rejected from the model.
The highest number of rejected practices belongs to the area of CSR (10), while the lowest
number of practices in the field of quality management.

It is worth noting that out of the three consensus criteria, standard deviation (<1.5)
was met in all 96 cases, while the reason for removal from the model was failure to meet
one of the other two criteria, i.e., too small (<51%) number of experts agreeing to leave
practice in the model (scores of 4 or 5 on the Likert scale) or too large an interquartile range
(>1). Experts were also asked in the survey to list possible other practices in the field of
corporate reputation management, but none of the panelists proposed to supplement the
model with any new practices. At the same time, 89% of experts considered the theoretical
maturity model as a useful or definitely useful tool for self-assessment and improvement.
It should be noted that this model will be tested in several enterprises in the future to fully
assess its usefulness.

It is worth noting that the validated model, shown to panelists on the survey website,
was a simplified version, as it did not reveal the granularity of practices on the so-called
Capability areas (leadership, values, competences, structures, systems, policies), nor did
it highlight the five levels of maturity described for each practice in the model. It was
concluded that too much complication of the model structure presented to the panelists
will not increase the understanding of the model, but will only make it difficult for experts
to recommend individual practices and the price of their validity. Achieving a consensus
of experts on the content of the CR3M model will allow in the future to start the next stage
of research, namely to test the model (full, i.e., showing descriptions of individual levels of
practice maturity) in selected enterprises.

This will consist in indicating for each practice the level of maturity (from 1 to 5) that
corresponds to the actual state of a given practice in the surveyed company. In this way,
it will be possible to get an overall picture of the degree of development of reputation
management. Such self-assessment will allow managers to identify possible gaps and plan
improvement actions in all areas affecting the company’s reputation. Finally, after the
testing phase, thanks to the feedback obtained, further corrections will be made and the
final assessment of the model’s usability will be verified. It is a condition of the last phase
of developing the maturity model, namely its dissemination [24].

The CR3M model modified as a result of consensus is intended to: (1) help the
company’s management to better understand the complexity and multidimensionality
of reputation, (2) enable a self-assessment of the degree of maturity at which reputation
management is located in the company (the current state of practice in this field), and
(3) define recommendations for actions aimed at improving skills in this area, enabling
a gradual increase in its maturity (maintaining a good reputation more effectively and
avoiding a bad reputation).

Conclusions from the use of the e-Delphi method to validate the theoretical model can
be divided into two areas. The first is related to the procedure that uses ICT in the research,
while the second concerns the advantages of the Delphi method as a comprehensive
research tool.

The advantages of an ICT-based study are widely known, they can be reduced to the
possibility of shortening the time between consecutive rounds and, as a result, accelerating
the procedure [7], easier administration of the study, ensuring a good context of the study
in the form of access to information about the course and subject of the study, the possibility
of acquiring experts from various, even geographically distant centers and enterprises, and
the ease of ensuring the anonymity of experts and their convenience.

A study conducted 20 years ago by Linestone and Turoff showed that the use of
computer technology can shorten the process between rounds in the Delphi process [7].
However, in the case of the Delphi survey described above, this was not the case, mainly
due to the high degree of difficulty of the survey (the complexity of the model—96 practices
to be evaluated), and—consequently—the high drop-out rate among experts. Therefore, it
can be concluded that the use of Delphi questionnaire as a research tool should take into
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account the limitation of the questionnaire’s complexity and comprehensiveness. Although
the Delphi method has been used many times to evaluate a large number of conceptual
elements (often 50 or more items to be considered), the complexity of the questionnaire
definitely decreases the willingness to participate in the study, and then affects the fatigue
of panelists and clearly reduces the response rate in subsequent rounds.

However, the use of ICT allowed to confirm other benefits of this variation of the
Delphi method. Providing experts with access to a specially designed website (landing
page) provided the right context for the study; It allowed everyone to get acquainted with
the concept of the proposed maturity model and detailed instructions describing the course
of the study, ensured a common understanding of the terms thanks to the glossary, and
finally enabled quick obtaining of personal data with confirmation of consent to participate
in the study. Communicating with the panelists via e-mail allowed for the inclusion of
experts from various universities in the country, which confirms that it is an effective way
of collecting opinions from geographically dispersed experts [52]. The use of the Internet
and e-mail also made it easier to maintain the anonymity of the respondents—through
coding the questionnaires and the intermediation of a research company. Providing them
with anonymity of statements (comments) and assessments is an important attribute of
Delphi research, helping to avoid the influence of group dynamics, strong personalities or
group conformism that may appear during personal interactions between participants [52].
The use of e-mail also turned out to be the most convenient form for busy experts. In
summary, ICT technology is an invaluable aid in conducting Delphi research. Problems
related to the application of this method, which were an obstacle two or three decades
ago, can now be successfully solved using ICT, providing a friendlier environment, easier
administration and faster obtaining of results. Online research methods, such as e-Delphi,
have become extremely popular, as they are associated with convenience for participants,
time and cost savings, and many data management options [53].

The second group of conclusions concerns the advantages of the Delphi method as
a comprehensive research tool. It should be emphasized that the Delphi technique is a
qualitative tool that is used to obtain expert opinion, especially when knowledge about a
problem is limited. First of all, the Delphi method provides a flexible tool for collecting
and analyzing data, discovering and filling gaps in certain areas of knowledge, thanks to
the involvement of people who are well-versed in a given topic. In the described case, the
Delphi method made it possible to collect opinions from experts in the field of which the
maturity model relates, i.e., corporate reputation management. The Corporate Reputation
Management Maturity Model (CR3M) initially included 96 practices, the implementation of
which was considered (based on an analysis of the literature on the subject) as an indicator
of the development of this area. As a result of two rounds of Delphi study, experts agreed
to keep 70 practices in the model and found the model a useful tool for self-assessment
and improvement. The experts’ assessment therefore helped to select the most important
practices and decided on the final establishment of the maturity model architecture. The use
of the e-Delphi method allowed us to combine the opinions of experts in order to achieve
an informed group consensus on the complex problem [] of determining the content of the
maturity model.

The Delphi method has known limitations, such as the use of non-randomized sam-
ples, subjectivism and bias imposed by the composition of the expert panel, and the lack of
commonly accepted recommendations regarding the number of participants, rounds, the
way of defining the consensus, or poor definition of reporting criteria [43]. The most serious
limitation in the use of this method, confirmed in this study, concerns the design of the
research tool itself, which is the survey questionnaire; Its complexity directly determines
the possibility of maintaining the interest of experts in the study and the percentage of
their resignations in subsequent rounds. In the case of the presented study, a significant
limitation was also the small size of the sample: the panel of experts in the second round
consisted of only 10 people. Such a small size of the panel resulted, firstly, from the rela-
tively narrow field of knowledge covered by the model, and thus difficulties in attracting
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more expert-theorists, and secondly, from the high dropout rate in the second round of the
study (34% of experts did not join to the second round). Low response rates in subsequent
rounds are another important limitation that should be taken into account when deciding
on this method.

Overcoming this limitation requires from the participants a great personal commit-
ment [48], which—unless it results from their high internal motivation—should be main-
tained by skillful motivation by the researcher. The high percentage of experts’ resignation
in the described study could have resulted not only from the high difficulty of the ques-
tionnaire (evaluation of 96 practices), but also from too low intensity of communication.
Sending two automatic reminders two and four weeks after the questionnaire was sent,
and additionally—after another two weeks—a personalized e-mail from the author of the
study, should be considered insufficient. This is supported by the fact that in addition to
studies that show a significant reduction in response rates in subsequent rounds, there are
also studies that show an impressive 90% response rate over five rounds Delphi [54]. In
this case, apart from the involvement of the participants, an important role was played by
the use of frequent and varied communication. Multiple e-mail reminders, and even phone
calls and text messages seem to be acceptable and tolerable in the e-Delphi method as a
form of maintaining the interest of panelists [55], especially if the time intervals between
consecutive rounds are significant (months).

Another limitation was the use of a panel composed only of Polish experts. In the
future, this type of research should consider extending the panel of experts to include
people from different countries, and thus increase the representativeness of the panel. In
addition, the study used a modified version of Delphi, which means that a structured
questionnaire was used in the first round, instead of the open round as in the classic Delphi
version. This approach is sometimes criticized for imposing a conceptual framework rather
than developing it inductively [43]. The structured approach did seem appropriate in this
case, however, given the complexity of the CR3M Enterprise Reputation Management
Maturity Model. The questionnaire sent to the panelists, developed on the basis of the
CR3M model, where 96 practices had to be assessed, turned out to be so complicated and
thus time-consuming that it resulted in the resignation of a large number of experts after
the first round. Increasing the difficulty of the study—in the form of inductively developing
a model from scratch—would further reduce the chances of its completion. This limitation
was somewhat controlled by allowing panelists to comment on practices, suggest new
practices, or modify existing ones already in the model.

One of the fairly important elements of the Delphi procedure is providing participants
with information about the subject and course of the study [55]. Research authors very
rarely check whether the panelists have read the information provided to them, and it
can be assumed that they do not always review it. One study found that only 56% of the
panelists reviewed more than 75% of the information provided [52]. Turnbull et al. [54]
analyzed how they perceive the burden of participation, how they use the background
information provided, how they take into account and weigh feedback and voting from
previous rounds, and how much they understand the subject of the study. These issues
may directly affect the quality of the research results. In this context, another limitation of
the presented study may be the lack of verification of the experts’ preparation for the study,
as it has not been confirmed whether they have read the description and instructions for
the study, the characteristics of the CR3M model, the glossary of terms, etc., presented on
the website.

The practical conclusions of the study carried out can be summarized as follows:
firstly, too much complexity of the questionnaire has a negative impact on the readiness
of experts to cooperate and the subsequent high rate of resignation in subsequent rounds.
Secondly, keeping experts engaged requires very intensive communication using various
channels. Thirdly, it is worth encouraging and verifying the level of experts’ preparation
for the study (getting to know general information on the course and subject of the study).
Fourth, all the above-mentioned problems are easy to overcome in the case of high internal
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motivation of the research participants; Recruiting motivated panelists to participate in the
study is, in the author’s opinion, one of the most important success factors in conducting
research based on expert opinions. Despite these reservations, the e-Delphi procedure
seems to be a promising method for building models or validating complex theoretical
concepts, contributing to the development of management theory and practice. The role of
ICT is difficult to overestimate here. In this case, it was a tool that was used to develop a
model that in the future would lead to the transformation and improvement of business,
and thus ultimately also to improve the quality of life of the society [1].
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Appendix A

The table below presents a list of consensus indicators for question 1 in the question-
naire regarding the validity of the presence of individual practices in the model. Those
practices that did not meet any of the three consensus conditions are marked in gray.

Table A1. List of consensus indicators for question 1 in the questionnaire regarding the validity of the presence of individual
practices in the model.

ID
Practice

Rating 4 + 5 Median Interquartile Range Average Standard
Deviation

Coefficient of
Variation

1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round

CM-1 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 4.9 0.4 0.3 0.08 0.06
CM-2 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 4.9 0.4 0.3 0.09 0.06
CM-3 69.2% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 3.8 4.0 1.0 0.7 0.27 0.17
CM-4 76.9% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.1 4.2 1.1 0.8 0.27 0.19
CM-5 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.6 4.7 0.5 0.5 0.11 0.10
CM-6 92.3% 90.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.3 0.7 0.7 0.15 0.16
CM-7 69.2% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 0.0 3.9 3.8 1.1 1.0 0.28 0.27
CM-8 76.9% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 4.2 4.0 0.8 0.7 0.19 0.17
CM-9 53.8% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 1.0 1.0 3.5 3.4 1.1 0.7 0.32 0.21

CM-10 76.9% 80.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 4.2 1.0 0.8 0.24 0.19
CM-11 91.7% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.5 1.0 4.6 4.7 0.9 0.5 0.20 0.10
CM-12 76.9% 70.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 4.2 4.1 1.0 0.9 0.24 0.21
CM-13 61.5% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 3.7 3.8 1.5 1.3 0.40 0.35
CM-14 69.2% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 3.9 3.8 1.3 1.2 0.34 0.32
CM-15 92.3% 90.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.3 0.9 1.3 0.20 0.29
CM-16 84.6% 80.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.4 4.2 1.2 1.3 0.27 0.31
CM-17 84.6% 80.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.3 4.1 0.9 1.0 0.22 0.24
CM-18 76.9% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 3.9 0.9 0.7 0.22 0.19
CM-19 76.9% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.0 4.1 1.2 0.9 0.31 0.21
CM-20 69.2% 60.0% 4.0 4.5 2.0 2.0 4.1 4.0 1.0 1.2 0.25 0.29
CM-21 84.6% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.1 4.1 1.1 1.0 0.27 0.24
CM-22 84.6% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 3.9 1.1 1.2 0.28 0.31
CM-23 30.8% 30.0% 3.0 2.5 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.8 1.2 1.2 0.41 0.44
CM-24 61.5% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 3.6 3.5 1.3 1.3 0.37 0.36
SM-1 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 4.9 0.4 0.3 0.09 0.06
SM-2 92.3% 100.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.4 0.7 0.5 0.15 0.12
SM-3 92.3% 88.9% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 4.4 4.0 0.7 0.5 0.15 0.13
SM-4 84.6% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 4.2 4.1 0.7 0.6 0.17 0.14
SM-5 69.2% 70.0% 5.0 4.5 2.0 2.0 4.1 4.0 1.2 1.2 0.29 0.31
SM-6 75.0% 88.9% 5.0 5.0 1.0 0.0 4.5 4.7 0.9 0.7 0.20 0.15
SM-7 91.7% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 4.9 0.9 0.3 0.18 0.07
SM-8 92.3% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 4.8 0.6 0.4 0.13 0.09
SM-9 53.8% 40.0% 4.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.7 3.2 1.3 1.0 0.34 0.32
SM-10 76.9% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 4.0 3.9 0.9 0.6 0.23 0.15
SM-11 50.0% 50.0% 3.5 3.5 3.0 1.0 3.5 3.4 1.3 1.0 0.38 0.28
SM-12 76.9% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 4.2 0.8 0.6 0.19 0.15
SM-13 69.2% 70.0% 5.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 3.9 3.9 1.4 1.3 0.37 0.33
SM-14 53.8% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 3.0 1.0 3.4 3.5 1.4 1.3 0.43 0.36
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Table A1. Cont.

ID
Practice

Rating 4 + 5 Median Interquartile Range Average Standard
Deviation

Coefficient of
Variation

1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round

SM-15 69.2% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 3.8 3.7 1.2 1.2 0.31 0.31
SM-16 61.5% 60.0% 5.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 3.9 1.2 1.1 0.31 0.28
SM-17 76.9% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 0.0 1.0 3.8 3.4 1.1 1.0 0.28 0.28
SM-18 76.9% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 4.1 0.8 0.7 0.19 0.18
SM-19 69.2% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 3.8 1.2 1.1 0.29 0.30
SM-20 46.2% 40.0% 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.4 3.1 1.4 1.1 0.41 0.36
SM-21 92.3% 90.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.3 0.7 0.7 0.15 0.16
SM-22 61.5% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 3.5 3.4 1.4 1.3 0.39 0.37
SM-23 76.9% 70.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 4.2 3.9 1.0 1.0 0.24 0.25
SM-24 76.9% 70.0% 5.0 4.5 1.0 2.0 4.2 4.1 1.2 1.1 0.28 0.27
RM-1 84.6% 90.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.5 1.0 0.7 0.22 0.16
RM-2 76.9% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 0.0 1.0 3.8 3.8 1.1 0.9 0.29 0.24
RM-3 76.9% 80.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 4.2 1.0 0.8 0.24 0.19
RM-4 92.3% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 4.2 4.1 0.6 0.6 0.14 0.14
RM-5 53.8% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 3.0 1.0 3.5 3.4 1.3 1.0 0.36 0.28
RM-6 92.3% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 4.8 0.6 0.4 0.13 0.09
RM-7 76.9% 80.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 4.4 1.0 0.8 0.24 0.19
RM-8 84.6% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 4.2 4.1 0.7 0.6 0.17 0.14
RM-9 92.3% 100.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 4.3 4.2 0.6 0.4 0.15 0.10

RM-10 76.9% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 4.2 1.0 0.6 0.24 0.15
RM-11 50.0% 40.0% 3.5 3.0 2.0 1.0 3.7 3.4 1.2 0.5 0.31 0.15
RM-12 69.2% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 4.1 4.0 1.0 0.8 0.25 0.20
RM-13 61.5% 70.0% 4.0 4.5 3.0 2.0 3.6 3.9 1.6 1.4 0.43 0.37
RM-14 84.6% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 0.0 1.0 3.9 3.9 1.0 1.2 0.26 0.31
RM-15 100.0% 100.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.3 0.5 0.5 0.12 0.11
RM-16 76.9% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.0 4.1 1.1 0.7 0.27 0.18
RM-17 61.5% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 2.0 1.0 3.8 3.6 1.2 1.0 0.33 0.27
RM-18 84.6% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 4.1 0.7 0.7 0.17 0.18
RM-19 69.2% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 3.8 3.9 1.4 0.9 0.37 0.22
RM-20 92.3% 88.9% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.3 0.7 0.7 0.15 0.16
RM-21 61.5% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 3.6 3.7 0.8 0.7 0.21 0.18
RM-22 84.6% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 3.9 0.8 0.3 0.20 0.08
RM-23 69.2% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 3.8 3.8 1.1 0.6 0.29 0.17
RM-24 76.9% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 3.9 0.7 0.3 0.18 0.08
QM-1 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.6 4.6 0.5 0.5 0.11 0.11
QM-2 92.3% 100.0% 5.0 4.5 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.5 0.7 0.5 0.15 0.12
QM-3 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.7 0.5 0.5 0.11 0.10
QM-4 84.6% 90.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.4 4.5 1.0 0.7 0.22 0.16
QM-5 84.6% 90.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.5 1.0 0.7 0.22 0.16
QM-6 92.3% 90.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 1.0 4.6 4.6 0.9 0.7 0.19 0.15
QM-7 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 4.8 0.4 0.4 0.08 0.09
QM-8 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 4.9 0.3 0.3 0.06 0.06
QM-9 92.3% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 4.2 4.1 1.1 0.6 0.26 0.14
QM-10 69.2% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 3.7 3.8 1.2 0.8 0.32 0.21
QM-11 84.6% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 4.2 0.9 0.6 0.22 0.15
QM-12 69.2% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 4.0 3.9 0.8 0.7 0.20 0.19
QM-13 92.3% 100.0% 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.2 4.1 0.6 0.3 0.13 0.08
QM-14 92.3% 100.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.4 0.7 0.5 0.15 0.12
QM-15 69.2% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 3.9 4.0 1.3 0.8 0.32 0.20
QM-16 53.8% 40.0% 4.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 3.6 3.5 1.0 0.7 0.29 0.20
QM-17 69.2% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 3.8 3.6 1.1 0.8 0.28 0.23
QM-18 53.8% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 2.0 2.0 3.8 3.7 1.3 1.1 0.35 0.29
QM-19 92.3% 100.0% 5.0 4.5 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.5 0.7 0.5 0.15 0.12
QM-20 76.9% 80.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 4.1 1.0 1.0 0.24 0.24
QM-21 76.9% 70.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 4.2 4.0 1.2 1.1 0.29 0.26
QM-22 92.3% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.6 4.6 0.7 0.5 0.14 0.11
QM-23 92.3% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 1.0 4.6 4.7 0.9 0.5 0.19 0.10
QM-24 92.3% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 4.2 1.1 0.6 0.26 0.15

Note: The practices for which all three consensus criteria have not been met are marked in gray (for ease of use, indicators that do not meet
the consensus criteria are also marked in gray). Source: Own elaboration.
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Appendix B

Table A2 shows the practices left in the model based on expert consensus (question 1).

Table A2. Practices left in the model (expert panel consensus).

KMA: Communication Management

CM1. Clearly articulating the company’s mission, values, goals, and management statements about dealing with all stakeholders with integrity;
CM2. Developing a comprehensive communication policy in the company (including crisis communication) at the management board level and
integrating it with strategic goals;
CM3. Encouraging employees by their superiors to share information and knowledge with each other and clearly motivating them to do so by the
applicable evaluation and reward system;
CM4. Active support of internal and external (corporate) communication by the company’s management—requiring this from all persons in
managerial positions;
CM5. Facilitating the good flow of information in all directions by building a culture of openness and trust, integration around common goals and a
sense of security;
CM6. Strong emphasis on obtaining feedback from employees (opinions and suggestions) and, where possible, including them in decision-making
processes;
CM7. Openness in providing the external environment with up-to-date, reliable and valuable information about its activities, products, results, CSR,
etc.;
CM8. Providing information to employees of the company as widely as possible (internal transparency)—information is easily available, up-to-date
and adapted to the needs of the recipient;
CM10. Constant dialogue with external stakeholders based on the AA1000 standard (the ability to obtain feedback and quickly respond to their
expectations, concerns or suggestions);
CM11. Teaching employees that their behavior and statements in each contact with customers, suppliers and other stakeholders build the
company’s reputation (they are the company’s ambassadors);
CM15. Having a consistent, well-designed system of visual identification (expressing the company’s identity well and effectively distinguishing the
company from competitors);
CM16. Monitoring, by the person responsible for corporate communication, the compliance between the communication and the company’s
activities and reacting (alerting the management to reputational risk) in inconsistent situations;
CM17. Using a variety of forms and communication channels in a way that enables and encourages (employees and other stakeholders) to express
their opinions or submit comments;
CM18. Use of reputation benchmarking and reporting of reputation indicators to inform management;
CM19. Using a variety of tools to develop dialogue and cooperation with stakeholders (online surveys, meetings, panels, opinion polls, negotiations,
cooperation in joint projects);
CM21. Effective use of image advertising, conveying the nature, values and unique features of the company to stakeholders, and the use of various
PR activities (media relations, events, sponsorship, etc.);
CM22. Implementation of integrated communication (marketing and corporate)—supporting PR activities through marketing communication in
order to achieve consistency of the company’s image in marketing campaigns, customer service programs, image advertising, etc.;
CM24. Publication of social and environmental results in social reports (e.g., in an integrated annual report according to the GRI standard),
disclosing also mistakes made and inappropriate practices that need to be changed.

KMA: Corporate Social Responsibility Management

SM1. Formulating and formally accepting the goals and CSR strategy consistent with the company’s values (along with the priorities and measures
of actions towards key stakeholders) and integrating them with the business strategy;
SM2. Taking responsibility for the direct and indirect effects of one’s own activity and business partners (enhancing the positive impact and limiting
the negative one);
SM3. Active support of CSR initiatives/programs by the management board and managers of all levels (joining the implemented projects and
encouraging employees);
SM4. Including CSR initiatives in the operational goals set for middle and senior managers (defining goals, measures, accounting for results);
SM6. Taking care of employees—providing them with good working conditions, good social welfare and health protection;
SM7. Emphasis on fair and fair treatment of employees (satisfactory remuneration, equal opportunities, a transparent system of evaluation, reward
and promotion, etc.);
SM8. Consistent adherence to ethical, social and environmental values by the company when cooperating with business partners (developing
long-term cooperation by keeping contract terms, not abusing bargaining advantage, etc.);
SM10. Training employees (especially managers) in understanding the idea of social responsibility or sustainable development and adapting it to
the specificity and culture of the company;
SM12. Disseminating ethical principles in force in the company by implementing ethical elements into the training system of employees (especially
new hires);
SM14. Appointment of an ethics spokesman or ethics team to oversee the enforcement of the principles enshrined in the code of ethics;
SM15. High degree of structuring of CSR initiatives—mutual coherence within the overarching strategy or program, set goals and measures,
allocation of resources, accountability of responsible persons, etc.);
SM17. Use of multiple tools for sustainable supply chain management (e.g., supplier codes of conduct, regular audits, risk assessment,
environmental life cycle assessment—LCA);
SM18. Developing and formalizing the company’s values in an ethical code (or a code of good practice), based on the principles contained, for
example, in SA 8000, ISO 26000 or other international standards;
SM21. Implementation of environmentally friendly production processes, waste management and recycling, and application of the highest safety
standards in operational procedures.
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KMA: Reputation Risk Management

RM1. Formally setting goals and developing a reputation risk management strategy (issue management and crisis management);
RM2. Regularly communicating to employees about the sensitivity of the company’s reputation to various risks;
RM3. Integrating decisions related to managing problem situations with making business decisions (decisions are considered from the point of view
of generating a potential threat to the company’s reputation);
RM4. Active support by the management of the reputation risk management policy-audit results and reports on reputational risk are regularly
reported and discussed once a year on the management board;
RM6. Supporting by own example by the management of all levels of values and ethical principles in force in the company;
RM7. Counteracting fraud and corruption in all its forms (writing in the code and implementing rules that exclude corrupt behavior, sharing
experiences, providing information in reports, etc.);
RM8. Encourage employees to report cases of potentially risky situations and escalate them to a higher level;
RM9. Training employees on threats to the company’s reputation (making them aware of the most important risks in their area of operation);
RM10. Training of employees in the scope of procedures and standards limiting threats (including data protection, counteracting corruption and
fraud, work safety, etc.);
RM14. Include functional and line managers and at least one representative of the board in the risk identification and analysis team and the crisis
management team;
RM15. Good functioning of the internal control system, which continuously collects, analyzes and allows to report all relevant information on risk
management (including reputational risk);
RM16. Good functioning of the whistleblowing system, ensuring a high level of confidentiality, the possibility of obtaining consultation and
thorough consideration of each case;
RM18. Regular reporting to the management board on reputational risk (assessment of the sensitivity of the company’s reputation in the context of
operations, explanation of risk factors, identification of current risks and strategies adopted against them);
RM20. Development of procedures and tools related to data protection and intellectual property, securing the company against cyber-attacks
(including employee training, anti-virus programs and firewalls, etc.);
RM21. Regular (e.g., once every 2 years) monitoring, assessment and then improvement of the applicable procedures and work standards in terms
of adequacy to identified risks (adequate, inadequate or uncertain);
RM22. Implementation of formal procedures for reputation risk management and incorporation into routine business processes (integration with
the overall risk management system—ERM);
RM23. Regular (e.g., every 2 years) internal audit assessing the effectiveness of the overall risk management system (including management of key
reputational risks);
RM24. Regular gap analysis in which all inconsistencies and differences between the expectations of stakeholders and the company’s practices that
may involve a risk are identified.

KMA: Quality Management

QM1. Formulation of quality objectives and development of a quality policy, integrated with the company’s strategy;
QM2. Motivating employees to improve quality by communicating quality goals to them, taking into account their achievements in evaluation and
remuneration criteria, and coaching;
QM3. Active involvement of the management at all levels in promoting the philosophy of quality and continuous improvement of the quality
management system;
QM4. Clearly defining and communicating responsibilities and authorizations related to quality management;
QM5. Encouraging employees to propose new solutions and take up challenges aimed at better meeting customer needs and improving processes;
QM6. Friendly attitude of employees towards customers, professionalism and readiness to meet their expectations;
QM7. Conducting business in accordance with the principles of fair competition (avoiding price collusion, bid rigging, sharing the market, unfairly
obtaining information, etc.);
QM8. Ensuring fairness in all activities towards consumers (compliance with applicable safety and health standards, ethical advertising, full
information about the product);
QM9. Building a work environment that encourages employees to learn, share knowledge and develop personally (e.g., through career planning);
QM10. Training employees in issues related to teamwork and group problem solving;
QM11. Developing and supporting employee innovation in meeting quality requirements and company goals (e.g., setting priorities, regularly
assessing the effectiveness of processes, innovation, etc.);
QM12. Training employees in quality management methods and tools (including classic and new techniques, e.g., histogram, Ishikawa diagram,
Pareto diagram, etc.);
QM13. Placing the responsibility for quality management at higher levels of the hierarchy (the management representative for the quality
management system belongs to the company’s management);
QM14. Systematic and reliable measurement of satisfaction (and its determinants) in customer groups, being the basis for product design and
market service;
QM17. The use of a wide range of quality management methods and tools (both classic and so-called new) by the engineering staff and operational
staff;
QM19. Systematic monitoring of the progress of quality improvement in all areas (customer satisfaction, employee satisfaction, comprehensive
quality costs);
QM20. Regular customer segmentation and constant monitoring of current and potential customers in order to understand their needs and
requirements (creating customer databases);
QM22. Developing and improving procedures for ensuring the quality and safety of products and dealing with consumer complaints;
QM23. Effective application of procedures aimed at eliminating the causes of potential non-conformities and preventing their recurrence (system for
reporting problems or non-conformities as well as corrective and preventive procedures);
QM24. Efficient supplier management (assessment, selection and monitoring of supply chain partners, implementation of control procedures
ensuring compliance of supplies with the requirements).
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Appendix C

List of consensus indicators for question no. 2 in the questionnaire regarding the
validity of practices included in the model. Those practices for which all three consensus
criteria have not been met are marked in gray.

Table A3. List of consensus indicators for question no. 2.

ID
Practice

Rating 4 + 5 Median Interquartile Range Average Standard
Deviation

Coefficient of
Variation

1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round

CM-1 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 4.8 0.4 0.4 0.08 0.09
CM-2 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.6 4.4 0.5 0.5 0.11 0.12
CM-3 45.5% 55.6% 3.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 3.5 3.7 0.8 0.7 0.24 0.19
CM-4 75.0% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 1.5 1.0 4.0 3.9 1.0 0.7 0.24 0.19
CM-5 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.5 0.0 4.8 4.8 0.5 0.4 0.10 0.09
CM-6 75.0% 80.0% 4.5 4.0 1.5 1.0 4.3 4.2 0.9 0.8 0.20 0.19
CM-7 83.3% 70.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 4.3 3.9 1.0 1.2 0.23 0.31
CM-8 83.3% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 3.7 0.9 1.1 0.22 0.29
CM-9 58.3% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 2.0 1.0 3.7 3.4 1.3 1.0 0.36 0.28

CM-10 91.7% 90.0% 5.0 4.5 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.3 0.9 0.9 0.20 0.22
CM-11 90.9% 90.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 4.6 1.2 1.0 0.27 0.21
CM-12 58.3% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 3.8 3.6 0.8 0.8 0.20 0.23
CM-13 58.3% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.7 3.5 1.4 1.3 0.37 0.36
CM-14 50.0% 50.0% 3.5 3.5 3.0 2.0 3.6 3.7 1.4 1.1 0.38 0.29
CM-15 83.3% 90.0% 5.0 4.5 1.0 1.0 4.4 4.4 0.8 0.7 0.18 0.16
CM-16 91.7% 90.0% 5.0 4.5 1.0 1.0 4.6 4.2 0.7 1.2 0.15 0.29
CM-17 58.3% 40.0% 4.0 3.0 1.5 1.0 3.7 3.5 1.1 0.7 0.29 0.20
CM-18 58.3% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 2.0 1.0 3.4 3.3 1.2 0.8 0.34 0.25
CM-19 75.0% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 1.5 1.0 4.0 3.8 1.1 0.9 0.28 0.24
CM-20 75.0% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 3.9 3.9 0.9 0.7 0.23 0.19
CM-21 75.0% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 1.5 2.0 4.1 3.9 0.8 1.0 0.19 0.25
CM-22 83.3% 80.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.3 4.1 1.0 1.0 0.23 0.24
CM-23 16.7% 10.0% 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.9 2.6 1.1 1.0 0.37 0.37
CM-24 41.7% 30.0% 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.0 3.3 2.7 1.2 1.1 0.37 0.39
SM-1 91.7% 100.0% 5.0 4.5 1.0 1.0 4.5 4.5 0.7 0.5 0.15 0.12
SM-2 75.0% 90.0% 5.0 4.5 1.5 1.0 4.3 4.4 1.1 0.7 0.25 0.16
SM-3 75.0% 90.0% 5.0 4.0 1.5 1.0 4.3 4.3 0.9 0.7 0.20 0.16
SM-4 66.7% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 3.8 3.8 1.1 0.9 0.29 0.24
SM-5 66.7% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 3.9 1.0 1.0 0.26 0.25
SM-6 83.3% 90.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.3 4.5 1.0 0.7 0.23 0.16
SM-7 91.7% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 4.9 0.9 0.3 0.19 0.06
SM-8 91.7% 90.0% 5.0 4.5 1.0 1.0 4.4 4.4 0.9 0.7 0.20 0.16
SM-9 83.3% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 3.9 3.6 1.2 1.0 0.32 0.27
SM-10 66.7% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 3.8 3.8 1.1 0.6 0.29 0.17
SM-11 36.4% 20.0% 3.0 2.5 2.0 1.0 3.1 2.7 1.3 0.8 0.42 0.30
SM-12 75.0% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 1.5 2.0 3.9 4.0 1.3 0.8 0.33 0.20
SM-13 66.7% 60.0% 5.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 3.9 3.7 1.4 1.4 0.37 0.38
SM-14 50.0% 40.0% 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.0 3.4 3.0 1.2 1.4 0.36 0.47
SM-15 83.3% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 4.1 3.8 1.1 1.1 0.27 0.30
SM-16 66.7% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 3.9 3.7 1.2 1.2 0.30 0.31
SM-17 58.3% 30.0% 4.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 3.6 2.9 1.0 1.0 0.28 0.34
SM-18 75.0% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 3.9 3.7 0.9 0.7 0.23 0.18
SM-19 66.7% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 1.5 1.0 3.9 3.5 0.8 0.7 0.20 0.20
SM-20 41.7% 30.0% 3.0 2.5 3.0 2.0 3.3 2.9 1.4 1.1 0.43 0.38
SM-21 91.7% 90.0% 4.5 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.4 4.2 0.7 0.6 0.15 0.15
SM-22 41.7% 40.0% 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.3 3.0 1.1 0.9 0.35 0.31
SM-23 66.7% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 4.0 3.4 1.0 0.8 0.26 0.25
SM-24 58.3% 40.0% 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 3.8 3.5 1.2 1.0 0.31 0.28
RM-1 91.7% 80.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.4 4.2 0.9 0.8 0.20 0.19
RM-2 83.3% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.1 3.8 0.9 0.9 0.22 0.24
RM-3 72.7% 55.6% 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 4.1 3.8 1.0 0.8 0.26 0.22
RM-4 66.7% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 2.0 1.0 3.9 3.7 1.2 0.8 0.30 0.22
RM-5 41.7% 30.0% 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.1 2.9 1.3 0.9 0.43 0.30
RM-6 83.3% 90.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.4 4.6 1.0 0.7 0.23 0.15
RM-7 83.3% 70.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 4.4 4.1 0.8 0.9 0.18 0.21
RM-8 83.3% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 3.9 0.6 0.6 0.15 0.15
RM-9 75.0% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 1.5 1.0 4.0 3.7 1.0 0.5 0.24 0.13

RM-10 75.0% 80.0% 4.5 4.0 1.5 1.0 4.2 4.1 1.0 0.7 0.25 0.18
RM-11 54.5% 30.0% 4.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 3.5 3.1 1.2 0.7 0.35 0.24
RM-12 66.7% 60.0% 4.5 4.0 2.0 2.0 4.1 3.9 1.1 0.9 0.27 0.22
RM-13 58.3% 60.0% 4.5 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.7 3.6 1.5 1.5 0.41 0.42
RM-14 66.7% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 3.7 3.3 0.8 1.1 0.21 0.32
RM-15 83.3% 90.0% 4.5 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.3 4.2 0.8 0.6 0.18 0.15
RM-16 66.7% 60.0% 4.5 4.0 2.5 2.0 3.8 3.9 1.5 1.1 0.38 0.28
RM-17 58.3% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 2.5 2.0 3.6 3.3 1.4 1.1 0.38 0.32
RM-18 91.7% 80.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.2 4.1 0.8 0.7 0.20 0.18
RM-19 66.7% 40.0% 4.5 3.0 2.5 2.0 3.8 3.2 1.5 1.0 0.38 0.32
RM-20 83.3% 80.0% 5.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.4 4.2 0.8 0.8 0.18 0.19
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ID
Practice

Rating 4 + 5 Median Interquartile Range Average Standard
Deviation

Coefficient of
Variation

1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round

RM-21 50.0% 40.0% 3.5 3.0 1.0 1.0 3.6 3.4 0.9 0.5 0.25 0.15
RM-22 83.3% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 0.5 0.0 4.0 3.9 0.9 0.3 0.21 0.08
RM-23 58.3% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 1.0 1.0 3.7 3.5 0.9 0.5 0.24 0.15
RM-24 75.0% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 1.5 1.0 4.0 3.7 1.2 0.9 0.30 0.26
QM-1 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.7 4.6 0.5 0.5 0.11 0.11
QM-2 83.3% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.3 4.3 0.8 0.7 0.18 0.16
QM-3 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 4.7 4.6 0.5 0.5 0.11 0.11
QM-4 91.7% 100.0% 4.5 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.4 4.4 0.7 0.5 0.15 0.12
QM-5 83.3% 100.0% 5.0 4.5 1.0 1.0 4.3 4.5 1.0 0.5 0.23 0.12
QM-6 90.9% 90.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.6 4.6 0.9 1.0 0.20 0.21
QM-7 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 5.0 1.0 0.0 4.7 4.8 0.5 0.4 0.10 0.09
QM-8 91.7% 90.0% 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 4.7 0.9 0.7 0.19 0.14
QM-9 91.7% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 4.3 4.1 0.9 0.6 0.20 0.14
QM-10 58.3% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 3.7 3.8 1.3 0.9 0.36 0.24
QM-11 91.7% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 4.2 4.0 1.1 0.8 0.27 0.20
QM-12 58.3% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 1.5 1.0 3.8 3.6 0.8 0.7 0.22 0.19
QM-13 66.7% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 4.0 3.7 1.0 0.9 0.26 0.26
QM-14 100.0% 100.0% 5.0 4.5 1.0 1.0 4.7 4.5 0.5 0.5 0.11 0.12
QM-15 66.7% 70.0% 4.0 4.0 2.5 2.0 3.8 4.0 1.4 0.8 0.38 0.20
QM-16 41.7% 40.0% 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.4 3.2 1.2 1.0 0.34 0.32
QM-17 66.7% 60.0% 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 3.9 3.7 1.2 0.9 0.30 0.26
QM-18 58.3% 50.0% 4.0 3.5 2.0 1.0 3.8 3.6 1.4 1.0 0.36 0.27
QM-19 91.7% 90.0% 5.0 5.0 0.5 1.0 4.7 4.5 0.7 0.7 0.14 0.16
QM-20 75.0% 60.0% 5.0 4.0 1.5 2.0 4.2 3.9 1.3 1.1 0.30 0.28
QM-21 83.3% 80.0% 4.5 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.1 4.1 1.3 1.0 0.32 0.24
QM-22 83.3% 70.0% 5.0 4.5 1.0 2.0 4.3 4.1 1.2 1.1 0.28 0.27
QM-23 75.0% 80.0% 4.5 4.0 1.5 1.0 4.0 4.1 1.3 1.0 0.34 0.24
QM-24 91.7% 90.0% 4.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 4.2 4.0 1.1 0.8 0.27 0.20

Note: The practices for which all three consensus criteria have not been met are marked in gray (for ease of use, indicators that do not meet
the consensus criteria are also marked in gray). Source: Own elaboration.

Appendix D

Table A4. Questions included in the research questionnaire.

Question 1 (rounds I and II)

Rate the appropriateness of each corporate reputation management practice in this model
using a scale of 1–5, where:
I strongly disagree with including a given practice in the model-recommendation: DELETE;
I rather disagree with the presence of this practice in the model-recommendation: DELETE;
I partially agree to include this practice in the model-recommendation: MODIFY (in this case,
an additional request for clarification and a new definition of the practice);
I rather support including this practice in the model-recommendation: LEAVE (no change);
I strongly support including this practice in the model-recommendation: LEAVE (no change).

Question 2 (rounds I and II)

Assess the importance of the listed practices for good (effective) corporate reputation
management by assigning them grades from 1 to 5 points (Likert scale), where:
completely irrelevant practice;
practice of little importance;
quite important practice;
important practice;
very important practice.

Question 3 (round II)

Please assess to what extent the presented maturity model is a tool that allows you to
self-assess the current state of reputation management practices in the company and to
formulate conclusions regarding the directions of necessary changes? Please express your
grade using the 5-point Likert scale, where:
completely useless as a tool for self-assessment and improvement;
rather of little use as a tool for self-assessment and improvement;
partially useful as a tool for self-assessment and improvement;
useful as a tool for self-assessment and improvement;
definitely useful as a tool for self-assessment and improvement.
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