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ABSTRACT

To successfully implement corporate social responsibility within an organization, and to
enhance proactive behaviors that support change, it is essential to ensure the members’
readiness for change. However, the question that often arises is how an organization’s
level of change readiness can be measured. This paper describes the development of a
change readiness evaluation framework based on a maturity model perspective that
combines the Analytic Hierarchy Process with the Fuzzy Comprehensive Evaluation
Method; the Delphi method is also used to reach consensus among the participants. This
framework takes the relative importance of change readiness factors into consideration
and provides detailed evaluation results for each category of factors. The uncertainty and
subjectivity that is inherent in the human factor is also considered, and the maturity

Delphi method. model approach helps to situate the organization’s change readiness maturity level on a

spectrum. The presented case study aims to assess a bank’s readiness for change
regarding the implementation of corporate social responsibility. The obtained results
attest to an average change readiness maturity level and have several practical
implications, such as the necessity of creating a targeted improvement roadmap in
response to the evaluation results. Specifically, it revealed the necessity of enhancing the
company’s structural factors as well as undertaking further improvement efforts
regarding change communication and change recipients’ individual’s attributes.

Contribution/Originality: This paper documents the development of a change readiness evaluation framework
based on a review of the previous literature on the subject. The uncertainty of the human factor is considered through
the application of a combined AHP-FCEM approach. This allows for the definition of the organization’s change

readiness maturity level and the creation of a targeted improvement roadmap based on the FCEM results.

1. INTRODUCTION

In the light of recent global developments, such as climate change, repetitive financial crises, the emergence of
new technologies, the energy transition, evolving consumer demands, regulations, the growing interest manifested
by investors, as well as pressure from stakeholders and non-governmental organizations, companies have been more
and more inclined to adopt a Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) approach.

According to the ISO 26000 standard, social responsibility refers to an organization's responsibility for the
impacts of its decisions and activities on society and the environment, through transparent and ethical behavior. It
translates the organization’s contribution to sustainable development. In social responsibility approaches,

stakeholders” expectations of communication, transparency and accountability are also taken into account.

© 2022 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6495-0206
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6220-4311
mailto:britelzineb@gmail.com
mailto:cherkawi@emi.ac.ma
https://www.doi.org/10.18488/11.v11i1.2916

International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2022, 11(1): 1-20

The role of change management in companies’ strategic integration of CSR has been previously demonstrated in
the literature. For instance, the importance of generating the required momentum to achieve organizational readiness
for change, and the role it plays in enabling the integration of strategic CSR within organizations (Breitbarth & Rieth,
2012). It has also been established that the degree to which a company has invested in internal change processes
intended for the integration of CSR principles in the company’s operations and strategies is a determinant for ensuring
the manager’s cognitive alignment with stakeholders with regard to their cognitive representations of CSR, as well
as a better social performance of the company overall (Zollo et al., 2009).

The necessity of managing and adapting to an evolving environment and constant change has raised companies’
awareness of the importance of ensuring their readiness for change. Organizations that display high levels of change
readiness are often rewarded by employees’ cooperativeness, sense of initiative and persistence (Weiner, 2009).
Change readiness can also influence individual and organizational outcomes, such as change capabilities, performance,
change supportive behaviors and positive attitudes (Rafferty, Jimmieson, & Armenakis, 2013). The concept of change
readiness is often considered a crucial factor in the implementation of effective and successful change (Halpern,
Mwesiumo, Suau-Sanchez, Budd, & Brathen, 2021; Weiner, Clary, Klaman, Turner, & Alishahi-Tabriz, 2020).

Since it is vital to assess a company’s readiness for change prior to undertaking that change, the question that
arises is how to measure the organization’s readiness for change. This will allow the organization to be situated in its
“as is” state of change readiness and help identify areas for improvement to attain the desired state “to be”, whether
for a specific change project or overall organizational readiness.

In this regard, this paper aims to provide a change readiness evaluation framework and apply it to a corporate
social responsibility implementation case study within a bank. The research questions that will be addressed in the
light of the proposed case study are the following:

e How can we measure an organization’s readiness for change?

e  How can we help identify improvement areas for better change readiness?

The contribution of this paper to the literature lies in the following aspects:

e  Proposing an evaluation framework based on the conducted literature review on change readiness and experts’
opinions, and the practical application of this framework in a case study.

e Addressing some of the limitations found in the literature, such as the need to refine measurement methods
(Holt & Vardaman, 2013) and providing an alternative to studies that feature the inherent bias of relying on
retrospective employee reports (Cunningham et al., 2002; Rafferty et al., 2013) by employing an anticipatory
approach.

e Taking into account the uncertainty and subjectivity of the respondents, especially since change management
is centered on the human factor (Dievernich, 2015).

e Discussing the suitability of the application of the proposed evaluation framework (Analytic Hierarchy Process,
Fuzzy comprehensive evaluation, Delphi method, maturity model perspective).

e Discussing the managerial implications that stem from the use of the proposed approach, such as the ability to
identify the change readiness level of an organization through a maturity-based approach, and the definition of
a targeted improvement roadmap. The proposed methodology also has the potential to be applied in similar
studies.

The structure of the paper is as follows: Section two provides a review of the literature on the concepts of
corporate social responsibility and readiness for change. The proposed methodology for the construction of the
evaluation framework is described in section three. Its application to the case study of a change readiness evaluation
for the implementation of corporate social responsibility within a bank is presented in section four. The obtained
results are presented in section five, and then analyzed and discussed in section six, before the conclusions are

provided in section seven.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This section presents a review of the concepts of corporate social responsibility and readiness for change, as well
as a brief overview of prior change readiness evaluation tools and methodologies. Different change readiness factors
extracted from the literature review are explored and serve as a basis for the construction of the proposed model for

change readiness evaluation.

2.1. Corporate Social Responsibility

The concept of Social Responsibility was introduced by Bowen (1953). Originally, it referred to the moral
imperative of businessmen to consider society’s goals and values in their decision-making process and company
conduct. Over time, according to Patrick Murphy’s analysis (Murphy, 1978), this concept has evolved from pre-1953
“philanthropic activities”, to the recognition of businesses’ responsibility and involvement in community affairs during
an “awareness era” (1953-1967). Following this, companies started to focus on specific issues such as pollution, racial
discrimination, and others, in the so-called “issue era” (1968-1973). Finally, in the “responsiveness era” and beyond,
organizational and managerial actions are taken by companies to address CSR issues. Since the 1990s, there is a
growing interest in the literature in the combination of CSR with business strategy, as it is considered an integral
factor in a company’s strategy and success (Carroll, 2008; Kotler & Lee, 2005; Kramer & Porter, 2011).

Engaging in a CSR approach encourages shared value creation (Jonikas, 2012). Companies are no longer expected
to be evaluated solely on their economic performance, but also on their commitment to the environment and the
welfare of society, thus increasing their contributions to social equity, better organizational governance, and healthier
ecosystems. In return, companies benefit from better relationships with stakeholders (suppliers, competitors,
customers, governments, the media, etc.) (Kang, Chiang, Huangthanapan, & Downing, 2015; Yin & Jamali, 2016), a
better reputation in the eyes of customers, investors, sponsors, etc., increased retention of talents and the ability to
maintain employee morale, commitment, productivity, and a competitive advantage (Saeidi, Sofian, Saeidi, Saeidi, &
Saaeidi, 2015) through the promotion of innovation (Reverte, Gomez-Melero, & Cegarra-Navarro, 2016) by
developing socially or environmentally friendly products or services and preventing and controlling environmental,
social and governance-related risks .

CSR approaches can prove to be challenging due to a variety of factors, such as the multidimensional nature of
the subject, the contested nature of the concept (Gond & Igalens, 2008) and the lack of credibility and skepticism
towards similar approaches that are considered to be a fagade intended to improve the company’s image or to silence
critics. Another challenge lies in ensuring the sustainability of the approach, as significant time is needed to change
behaviors.

To meet these challenges, efforts should be made in two directions: clearly defining the CSR priorities to be
addressed and instilling and embedding CSR in daily behavior, as well as defining a structured CSR approach to

create a credible CSR commitment.

2.2. The Concept of Change Readiness

Readiness for change is often considered a multilevel construct, relevant at different levels of analysis (the
individual, group, and organizational levels) (Holt, Helfrich, Hall, & Weiner, 2010; Rafferty et al., 2013; Vakola, 2013;
Weiner, 2009). This has led to a variety of definitions across the literature. Considering the individual perspective,
Armenakis, Harris and Mossholder define change readiness as an individual’'s “beliefs, attitudes, and intentions
regarding the extent to which changes are needed and the organization’s capacity to successfully undertake those
changes” (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993). In this definition, change readiness is thus presented as a
proactive approach rather than a reactive monitoring of resistance signals. Other definitions define change readiness
as the extent to which the people involved are “individually and collectively primed, motivated, and technically capable

of executing the change” (Holt et al., 2010). In the proposed framework, both individual and organizational factors of
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change readiness were considered, since considering the individual factors alone may be insufficient as this would
disregard the influence of the social sphere (Dievernich, 2015). Readiness for change can be categorized into two
types: the first defined by the psychological approach (Armenakis et al., 1993) and the second defined by a structural
approach that focuses on capabilities and resources (Weiner, Amick, & Lee, 2008). Both the psychological aspect

inherent in the human factor, as well as the capabilities approach were considered in the developed framework.

2.8. Change Readiness Evaluation Tools

Several literature reviews have addressed the concept of change readiness and reviewed the existing measures of
organizational change readiness (Gagnon et al., 2014; Weiner et al., 2008; Weiner et al., 2020). All these reviews have
noted that several of the readiness assessment tools offer only limited reliability and validity. The existing measures
also appear to have different goals, such as readiness description, adoption and implementation prediction, studies of
change-related attitudes, and the prediction of other outcomes like employee turnover and job satisfaction. The aim
of the present study covers the three first categories, it will help answer the questions: How ready is the company for
change? Which factors should be addressed to improve change-related attitudes and capabilities?

According to a recent review by Weiner et al. (2020), change readiness assessment tools have been used in
different fields, such as business, healthcare and non-for-profit domains. However, few readiness tools allow both the
individual and organizational levels of readiness to be measured (only 7%). The proposed readiness model comprises
both key dimensions, as suggested by Holt & Vardaman that presented the key dimensions of individual difference
factors and Structural ones, at two levels of analysis: the individual and the organizational (Holt & Vardaman, 2013).
Another perspective on change readiness has been proposed by Combe, who considered three main drivers of change
readiness: Capacity, Commitment and Culture (Combe, 2014).

According to the review by Weiner et al. (2020), the most widespread readiness tools are the “Texas Christian
University Organizational Readiness for Change” (TCU-ORC) (Lehman, Greener, & Simpson, 2002) the “Individual
Readiness for Organizational Change” (IROC) (Holt, Armenakis, Feild, & Harris, 2007), and the “Organizational
Readiness to Change Assessment” (ORCA) (Helfrich, Li, Sharp, & Sales, 2009) with two of these tools being quite
lengthy (ORCA: 19 scales and 77 items, TCU-ORC: 18 scales and 118 items). It is also interesting to note that some
instruments that offer promising psychometric properties are the Organizational Readiness for Implementing Change
(Shea, Jacobs, Esserman, Bruce, & Weiner, 2014) the Perceived Organizational Readiness for Change (Cinite,
Duxbury, & Higgins, 2009), the Organizational Change Recipients Beliefs Scale (Armenakis, Bernerth, Pitts, &
Walker, 2007), and the Organizational Change Questionnaire—Climate of Change, Processes, and Readiness (OCQ—
C, P, R) by Bouckenooghe (Bouckenooghe, Devos, & Van den Broeck, 2009). Aside from these scale-based tools, there
are also some quite different evaluation approaches, such as Stevens’s process-based approach (Stevens, 2013). Other
change readiness studies have focused on the change message and the factors within it that lead to readiness
(Armenakis and Stanley (2002); Bernerth (2004)). Therefore, a full category has been dedicated to this in the proposed
model. The originality of the proposed evaluation framework, in contrast with the existing tools, lies in the
consideration of the uncertainty and imprecision inherent in the human factor, combined with a maturity evaluation

that is practical for decision-making in a managerial context.
2.4. Change Readiness Factors

To build a change readiness evaluation framework, it is essential to first identify the relevant change readiness

factors. The table below summarizes the relevant literature on which the proposed framework is based.
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Table 1. The proposed framework justifications.

Category description

Sub factors description

Justification

Change context:

The organizational
context of the planned
change

Organizational politics: The perceived level of

political games within the organization
(Weiner, 2009)
Past  experience: Positive or negative

experience with change (Weiner, 2009)
Policies and procedures: Existing company
policies and procedures (Weiner, 2009)
Environment and organizational climate: The
organizational culture of the company (Weiner,
2009)

Cohesion: The perception of togetherness,
cooperation and sharing (Bouckenooghe et al.,
2009)

Discrepancy: A sense of urgency or the need for
change, the realization that there are legitimate
reasons for the change (Holt et al., 2007)

We maintained Weiner’s
placements of
organizational politics,
policies and procedures,
organizational culture and
past experience within
contextual factors
(Weiner, 2009). Cohesion
is added to the context
factors as proposed by
(Bouckenooghe et al,
2009) and discrepancy is
placed within the internal
change context category
as proposed by Holt et al.
(2007).

Change content: e Organizational valence: The realization of the | The two factors are
The content of the change’s benefits to the organization. supported by Holt et al.
planned change e Appropriateness of the change: The planned (2007)

change is well suited to the organization.
Structural ~ factors:  The | o Knowledge, skills, ability alignment (Holt & Holt and  Vardaman

availability of necessary
structure, resources and
workers’ knowledge,
skills, and the alignment
of their abilities with the
change

Vardaman, 2013) are also present in the people
category (Combe, 2014)

Organizational resources and structure
(Weiner et al., 2008), extended to include other
elements, such as processes, technology/
support resources, physical resources and
organizational systems (Combe, 2014).

(2013) place knowledge,
skills and ability alignment
within  the  structural
factors (Holt & Vardaman,
2013). We include the
organizational resources
and structure inspired by
the capacity assessment.

Change process readiness:
The process of
implementation of the
change (Bouckenooghe et
al., 2009)

Management support: The support and
understanding  provided by  immediate
supervisors to employees (Bouckenooghe et al.,
2009; Holt et al., 2007)

Attitudes of top management: The position of
top management towards the change
(Bouckenooghe et al., 2009)

Participation: The involvement of employees in
the change and keeping them informed of
decisions that affect them (Bouckenooghe et al.,
20009).

Bouckenooghe et al. (2009)
place quality of change

communication in the
process category
(Bouckenooghe et al,

2009); however, we placed
this factor in a dedicated
change communication
readiness category.

Change communication

readiness

Communication on:

Discrepancy: Communication on the necessity
of change

Efficacy: Communication on the confidence in
employees’ abilities to implement the change
Appropriateness of the change: Communication
on the change’s accuracy in responding to the
discrepancy identified.

Principal support: Communication on the
support of leaders.

Valence: Communication on the benefits of
change.

Quality of change communication: The way the
change is communicated and its effectiveness
(clarity, frequency and openness)
(Bouckenooghe et al., 2009)

Armenakis et al. (1993)

support the first five
message components
(Armenakis &  Stanley,

2002; Bernerth, 2004).
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Category description

Sub factors description

Justification

Change agent attributes:
The change agents are the
individuals that lead the

Perceived credibility: The credibility of a
message source with no regard to the content.
Trustworthiness: The ability to be relied on as
honest or truthful (Oxford Dictionary).
Sincerity: The absence of pretense, deceit or
hypocrisy (Oxford Dictionary).

Expertise: Both content expertise regarding
the change and change process expertise
(Backer, 1995).

The factors are supported
by Turner (1982).
Armenakis and
Fredenberger (1997) insist
on employees’ confidence
in change agents’ expertise
(Armenakis &
Fredenberger, 1997).

Values: Principles or standards of behavior
(Oxford Dictionary).

Self-efficacy: An individual’s confidence in their
own ability to perform the change.

Yield - Personal valence: The benefits or
rewards that may result from the change.

Baker supports  values
(Backer, 1995). Self-
efficacy and yield are
considered important
individual change
readiness attributes by
Holt et al. (2007).

change within the
organization

Change recipient’s
individual factors

Change recipient’s

organizational factors

Vision for change: The construction of a vision
of what the change is, why, and how to achieve
it (Kotter, 2007; Smith, 2005)

Organizational commitment: The dedication
and belief'in the organization’s goals and values
(identification, involvement and loyalty) (Holt
& Vardaman, 2013; Weiner, 2009)

Trust in leadership: The perceived trust of
employees in their supervisors and top
management (Bouckenooghe et al., 2009; Holt
& Vardaman, 2013)

Collective efficacy: A group’s confidence in its
own ability to perform the change (Backer,
1995; Holt & Vardaman, 2013; Weiner, 2009).
Social relationships: Work relationships
between  employees: peers, supervisors,
subordinates (feelings, attitudes, perceptions,
etc.).

Bouckenooghe et al. (2009)
place trust in leadership
within the context factors
(Bouckenooghe et al,
2009). We placed it within
the collective attributes as
suggested by Holt and
Vardaman (2013) where it
is called collective trust.
Also, Madsen et al.’s study

shows a  relationship
between change readiness
and social relationships

(Madsen, Miller, & John,
2005).

3. METHODOLOGY
The proposed methodology for a change readiness maturity evaluation model is described in the flowchart

displayed in Figure 1.

3.1 Conception of a Change Readiness Model

After reviewing existing change readiness frameworks and factors, we developed the change readiness model in
Figure 2 through a focus group with three change management experts with more than ten years of experience in
managing change initiatives. The model is a hierarchical description of the change readiness evaluation criteria. Table

1 contains the definitions of the factors, the supporting studies and the model structure justifications.

3.2. The Analytic Hierarchy Process

The Analytic Hierarchy Process is a methodology that was developed by Saaty (1990). It is used to determine
the relative importance of criteria and helps to decide between different alternatives. It is based on the construction
of a hierarchy, the Evaluation Index System (EIS), to simplify the complexity of a problem. The hierarchy developed
in this study is displayed in Figure 2. The method also requires the construction of judgement matrices based on the
knowledge and opinions of experts, using pair wise comparisons according to Saaty’s scale provided in Table 2 and

relying on consistency tests.
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The choice of the AHP method for criteria weighting achieves a balance between chance of bias and complexity
of the method. Despite the reduced potential for bias of more complex methods, they remain more resource-intensive
and require increased participation efforts from the decisionmakers (Hujainah, Bakar, Abdulgabber, & Zamli, 2018;

Németh et al., 2019).

Literature Review Experts Focus group Selection of relevant criteria

The Analytic Hierarchy Process

X i
[ 4 :
1
. 1

1 . - :
i Establish the Construct Initial Consistency F.md.l :
: evaluation N judgement matrixes criteria test CR <10 Cr]-lellwld :
! index system using pairwise > weights weights |
: comparisons 1
I using the Delphi Method * A :
: 2 No Yes I
p ~ 1
g gl
R T
1 Fuzzy comprehensive evaluation method : Change
1 .
i . A . . ; ] Readiness
I First-grade fuzzy comprehensive Second-grade fuzzy comprehensive | )
. . - . iy Maturity

evaluation evaluation " _
' through the Delphi Method I level
e |

Figure 1. Flowchart for the change readiness evaluation methodology.

Change readiness evaluation
o ~ 8 tructural Change process Change <UELRE TR A
ST factors readin communication ::Et;ibutas. - -
H ] ; Change recipient’'s
Or;_a-_rl'tzlliﬂrlzl Organizational Knowledge Atfitudes of top Discrepancy in Perceivad
politics valetice management the message cradibility
WValues Vision for change
Bast Appropriateness Slills Participation Efficacy in the Trust-
experience of the change message worthins:
Self-efficacy Organizational commitment
Orgnizztions! Ability Management Appropriateness Sincerity
climztz znd ali in the me: e )
cultuss g ment support n the message
Yield' Personal Trustin leadership
Polizizs and Organiztional Communication Expertise valence
proceduras resources’ on principal
struchre support
Collective efficacy
Cohesion Communication
on valence
Discrepancy Cruality of Social relationships
N change
communication

Figure 2. Change readiness model.

Table 2. L. Saaty’s scale for pairwise comparisons.

Intensity of importance | Definition

Equal importance
Moderate importance
Strong importance
Very strong importance
9 Extreme importance
2,4, 6,8 Intermediate values

~J|Ov|Co | =
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The pairwise comparison matrices are expressed in Equation 1:
With: ajj the relative importance of element i to j; a;>0; a;j=1/4aj; ; a;=1.
all - aln

A:<aij)nxn: : " :

anl - ann

To determine criteria weights, we solve Equation 2:
AW= Apax W (2)
In which Ana is the principal eigenvalue of A, and W the associated normalized eigenvector, comprising the
criteria weights.
To test the consistency of the matrixes, we calculate two ratios: the consistency index (CI), using Equation 3,
and the consistency ratio (CR), using Equation 4, in which n is the matrix order and (RI) the random index listed in
Table 3.

Cl= (Amax —n)/(n—1) (3)
CR=CI / RI (4)

Table 3. Random index table.

n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
RI 0 0 0.58 0.9 1.12 1.24 1.82 1.41 1.45 1.49

If the CR is less than 0.10, the matrix is reasonably consistent, otherwise the preferences must be reviewed.

Relying on this procedure, we calculate all the criteria weights.

3.8. The Fuzzy Comprehensive Evaluation Method

The fuzzy comprehensive evaluation method is a calculation method based on fuzzy mathematics. It helps
transform a qualitative evaluation into a quantitative one using the membership degree theory of fuzzy mathematics.
This method is particularly useful for complex problems that are difficult to express through precise mathematical
techniques. It is used to assess fuzziness and uncertainty and provides support for decision-making (Zhu &
Dewancker, 2021). This study uses the fuzzy comprehensive evaluation method to evaluate a bank’s readiness for the
implementation of a corporate social responsibility approach. The use of the fuzzy comprehensive evaluation method
(FCEM) is subsequent to the assignment of weights to the criteria using AHP.

Based on the EIS, with Uy denoting the indexes of its second level, we consider U={Uj; k=1,...,n} a factor set,
with n: the number of second level criteria in the EIS. And Uk={Uj; k=1,...,m} with m: the number of sub-indexes
of Uy (each index of the second level Uy contains many sub-indexes of the third level).

We define the evaluation set as in Table 4, with the validation of experts V={V,, V,, V3, V4, V;}. This will be
useful when conducting the evaluation by asking the participants to rate a specific factor or subfactor according to
the proposed scale: Very Bad (VB), Bad (B), Medium (M), Good (G) and Excellent (E).

These components will form the model’s five maturity levels.

We define the fuzzy vector Ri=(ri;,Ie,. . .,In) with i=1,...;m, based on the experts’ evaluation of each index Uj.

The fuzzy comprehensive evaluation matrix, in Equation 5, is composed of a set of the vectors Ri. It represents the

fuzzy relationship between the set of the sub-indexes of Uy and the evaluation set V.

R1
ril1 - rin R2
R=| . o= : (5)
rml - rmn Rm
in which rjj is the membership score of the index Uy regarding the element V; of the evaluation set.
8
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Table 4. Evaluation set.

Item Qualitative Numerical Corresponding maturity Definition of the maturity level
value value level

Vi Very Bad (VB) 20 No readiness for change The organization is not ready for change.

Vv, Bad (B) 40 Low readiness for change The. organization displays insufficient
readiness for change.

Vs Medium (M) 60 Average readiness for change ;l;l}:;l;ergamzatlon has basic readiness for

V. Good (G) %0 Good readiness for change The organization displays good readiness
for change.

Vs Excellent (E) 100 Excellent readiness for change The. organization  displays ~excellent
readiness for change.

Supposing we have p experts, each expert evaluates all the elements, and we obtain the fuzzy evaluation

membership matrix from Equation 6:
i1 i = PR=(10/p,.. . Jia/P)=(Vit,-..,Vin) (6)

We conduct a first-grade fuzzy comprehensive evaluation (i=1 to n) using Equation 7:

Bi=W*R; (7)
in which R; is the fuzzy evaluation membership matrix; W; the corresponding weights vector.

Followed by a second-grade fuzzy comprehensive evaluation, using Equation 8:

B=W*[B,,...,B.] (8)
in which W is the weight vector of the secondary level; Bi the result of the first-grade fuzzy comprehensive evaluation.
Hence, the final evaluation is calculated as in Equation 9:

S=B*V (9)

3.4. The Delphi Method

To construct the pairwise comparison matrices and to conduct the first-grade fuzzy comprehensive evaluation,
it is important to achieve a consensus between the participants; therefore, a two-round Delphi methodology was used.
The Delphi methodology is well known for structuring the communication process within a group of experts to obtain
a consensus concerning a complex problem. It relies on feedback reports given back to experts to provide them with
the opportunity to improve their opinions based on the received feedback (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963).

Therefore, two rounds of questioning were conducted:

e In the first round, separate consultation interviews were organized with the participants. After this first round,
the collected data was synthetized and analyzed (identification of extreme values, major differences, etc.). The
obtained results were then returned to the experts with the opportunity to either justify and maintain their
values or refine their propositions. This first round led to initial improved pairwise comparison matrices and
an improved first fuzzy comprehensive evaluation.

e In the second round of the Delphi methodology, we emailed the improved matrices and evaluation table from
the first round to the experts, asking them to insert their opinions or improvements for each element we
obtained the final matrices and first-grade fuzzy comprehensive evaluation thanks to the compromises that
some experts made following the feedback they received in the previous round.

For the purpose of providing concise results, only the final matrices resulting from the Delphi methodology are

presented in the results section.

3.5. The Change Readiness Maturity Model
Maturity models represent progress and evolution in a specific domain across levels through measurable
transitions, they are usually used for benchmarking or developing improvement roadmaps. The choice to rely on a

maturity model perspective was made because it provides results in a form that is easily interpretable in a managerial
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context and helps quantify change readiness by providing the organization with a change readiness maturity level. It
also enlightens the company on the areas to address to achieve a higher maturity level. The components of a maturity
model are maturity levels, model domains, attributes, scoring methods and improvement roadmaps. The chosen
maturity levels, representing the transitional states of the model, are presented in Table 4. As we transition from low
levels of readiness to higher ones, it entails improved change capabilities and change supportive behaviors. The model
domains (knowledge areas) and attributes are based on the conducted literature review in Table 1, and are presented
in Figure 2. As for the chosen appraisal and scoring method for the assessment, we propose a combination of AHP
for criteria weighting, and FCEM for scoring. Once the scoring is complete, improvement areas are identified and are
the subject of an improvement roadmap. This model’s scope is the assessment of change readiness regarding a specific
change in an organizational context. It is intended to help executives and managers with decision-making while
undertaking a change. We have simplified the maturity model to allow self-assessment without external support. The
respondents should be composed of different representatives of all the parties affected by the change (employees,

management, business partners, etc.).

4. CASE STUDY: CHANGE READINESS EVALUATION FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY WITHIN A BANK
Banks can play a central role in achieving a sustainable, positive and inclusive economy. Their engagement can
be expressed through investment, financing and management decisions based on environmental, social and
governance considerations, such as socially responsible investments, adoption of international CSR-related
commitments, and consideration of extra-financial criteria in the financing of projects, as well as through the
management of their internal affairs: social policies, relations with the different stakeholders (internal and external).
Our study thus aims to assess the change readiness of a Moroccan bank towards the adoption of a corporate social
responsibility approach. Since its adoption of a new strategic plan, the bank has expressed its ambition to strengthen
its social responsibility, with the aim of consolidating and anchoring the Bank’s CSR policy by capitalizing on the
progress made and aligning with the best practices in the banking sector.
The bank’s objectives in adopting a corporate social responsibility approach are the following:
e  The implementation of a structured approach that allows the bank to identify the relevant CSR issues for the
bank and its stakeholders.
e Elaboration of a credible CSR policy that is coherent with the bank’s stakeholders’ expectations and
implementing it throughout the organization.

®  Defining appropriate communication and reporting modes.

4.1. Study Design

In order to evaluate a bank’s readiness for change for the implementation of corporate social responsibility, a
focus group was conducted by gathering the company’s Change Management and Project teams. It was composed of
the team members listed in Table 5, who are considered experts in their respective fields within the company and all
have at least 8 years of experience managing large transversal projects within the bank.

The session started by defining Corporate Social Responsibility and the project’s scope and goals. Then, after
explaining the planned methodology with the proposed evaluation framework, empty pairwise comparison matrices
were given to the participants, as well as empty fuzzy comprehensive evaluation tables. The pairwise comparison
matrices were then constructed (based on the individual ones, using the Delphi method) and the evaluation was
completed (also using the Delphi method). The results presented in the following section as well as the matrices

available in the appendix reflect the consensus of the participants.
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Table 5. Focus group composition.

Function Number of participants

Change management team 3
CSR Project manager

CSR Project manager assistant
Communication team member

Finance department managers

Human resource managers

Construction and reliability managers
Quality, Security and Environmental manager

— (O[O [CO [ 0D |

5. RESULTS

This section contains the results of the application of our AHP- FCEM change readiness maturity model. Using
the AHP (Appendix A), we obtain the criteria weights in Table 6.

The first-grade fuzzy comprehensive evaluation results are presented in Table 7. These allow a first
interpretation of the group’s change readiness maturity, according to the defined levels in Table 4.

The second-grade fuzzy comprehensive evaluation is based on the results of the first-grade evaluation and is as
follows, with W the weight vector of the first level of the group of criteria.
B=W. [B,, By, Bs, B4, Bs, Be, B, Bs|
= EO.QOQBQGQ 0.35439096 0.30271588 0.10927804 0.030787323

The final evaluation is obtained using equation 9:

S=B*V=71.7337

This result shows that the organization’s readiness for the implementation of CSR is above average, but still needs

some improvements to be good (as illustrated in Figure 3).

Excellent
Readiness
for change
Good
readiness
for change
Average .
readiness ! Improving the negative results
for change p and maintaining the good ones
~ following the Plan - Do -Check -
Low Act cycle
readiness "
for change
No
readiness
for change

Figure 3. Change readiness level for the implementation of CSR within a Moroccan bank.
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Table 6. Criteria weights and evaluation values.

Evaluation results

. AHP AHP Criteria AHP
First level . . Second level . . E % G% | M% | B% | VB%
Weight | Ranking weights (AHP) | Ranking
A11: Organizational politics 0.037 33 10 40 40 10
A12: Past experience 0.057 32 20 40 30 10
A13: Policies and procedures 0.095 27 20 40 30 10 0
Al: Change context 0.522 1 A14: Organizational climate and
0.425 5 10 40 30 10 10
culture
A15: Cohesion 0.129 23 20 40 30 10 0
A16: Discrepancy 0.256 14 20 50 20 10 0
A21: Organizational valence 0.167 17 30 30 20 10 10
A2: Change content 0.223 2 - -
A22: Appropriateness of the change 0.833 1 40 30 20 10 0
A31: Knowledge 0.060 30 10 30 50 10 0
A32: Skills 0.102 24 10 30 50 10 (0]
A5 el s 0.088 5 As33: Ability alignment 0.439 4 10 30 50 10 0
A84. izational S
34: Organizational resources and 0.599 . 20 920 50 10 o
structure
A41: Management support 0.156 19 30 30 30 10 (0]
A4 Change rocess - -
: & P 0.153 3 A42: Attitudes of top management 0.224 15 30 30 | s0 | 10 0
readiness
A43: Participation 0.620 2 20 40 30 10
A51: Communication on
. 0.153 20 10 30 50 10 (0]
discrepancy
A52: Communication on efficacy 0.100 26 0 10 40 30 20
A53: Communication on
N . - 0.270 13 10 30 50 10 (0]
A5: Change communication 0111 4 appropriateness of change
readiness ' A54: Communication on principal
0.344 9 (0] 30 30 20 20
support
A55: Communication on valence 0.075 28 0 30 30 20 20
A56: Quality of chz
Quality of change 0.057 31 10 30 | 40 | 20 0
communication
A61: Perceived credibility 0.271 12 10 50 30 10
A6: Change agent attributes 0.051 6 A62: Trustworthiness 0.162 18 20 30 40 10 0
A63: Sincerity 0.144 29 10 40 30 10 10

© 2022 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.
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A64: Expertise 0.423 6 20 40 40 0] (0]
A71: Values 0.490 3 30 30 40 0 0
A7:  Ch ipient’s o
2w ange recipien 0.022 8 A72: Self-efficacy 0.198 16 0 20 50 20 10
individual factors
A73: Yield - personal valence 0.312 11 0 30 40 30 0
A81: Vision for change 0.855 8 10 50 20 20 0
A82: Organizational commitment 0.325 10 10 50 20 20 0]
Change  recipient’s . -
_ ohang P 0.031 7 A83: Trust in leadership 0.101 25 40 30 30 0
organizational factors
A84: Collective efficacy 0.152 21 0 40 30 20 10
A85: Social relationships 0.068 29 10 40 30 10 10
Table 7. First-grade FCEM results.
Result Bi=Wi*Ri
Obtained Level | Maturity Interpretation
E G M B VB e
Change context B1 | 0.154 | 04252 | 0.278 0.100 0.043 Good Good readiness for change
Change content B2 | 0.3833 | 0.300 0.200 0.100 0.017 Excellent Excellent readiness for change
Structural factors B3 | 0.1399 | 0.2601 | 0.5000 0.1000 | 0.0000 Medium Average readiness for change
Change process readiness B4 | 0.238 | 0.8620 0.300 0.100 0.000 Good Good readiness for change
Change communication readiness B5 | 0.048 0.280 0.4000 0.168 0.104 Medium Average readiness for change
Change agent attributes B6 | 0.159 | 0.4109 0.359 0.058 0.014 Good Good readiness for change
Change recipient’s individual factors B7 | 0.147 0.280 0.4198 0.133 0.020 Medium Average readiness for change
Change recipient’s organizational factors | B8 | 0.075 | 0.4684 0.232 0.204 0.022 Good Good readiness for change

© 2022 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.
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6. DISCUSSION

Before analyzing the obtained results, the suitability of the proposed method should also be discussed. In this
regard, it was noted that using the Analytic Hierarchy Process to weigh the factors and sub-factors is practical because
it allows the participants to express their opinions through pairwise comparisons; by using the linguistic variables
provided in L. Saaty’s scale, it becomes possible to take their subjectivity and uncertainty into consideration. This
same advantage is also present when using the fuzzy comprehensive evaluation method since it relies on fuzzy logic
to elicit and capture the experts’ judgements and evaluations, thereby providing a mean to obtain detailed evaluation
results per factor and per group of factors, making it easier to identify improvement areas by focusing improvement
efforts on factors with low or medium evaluation results.

However, it is not an easy task to reach a consensus among the participants; the Delphi method is reliable in this
regard but could be time-consuming as it depends on the participants’ reactivity and responsiveness. Indeed, it
requires the elaboration and synthesis of intermediate feedback reports to give back to experts, gathering their
feedback and repeating the operation until the consensus is reached.

Concerning the use of a maturity model perspective, this offered the practical advantage of providing the decision-
makers with clear results as it situates the organization’s change readiness maturity level on a spectrum.

Overall, the proposed methodology has allowed us to answer the defined research questions by measuring the
bank’s change readiness maturity level and identifying specific improvement areas based on the evaluation results,
that will ensure and enhance proactive and supportive behaviors for change.

The following section will provide the analysis and discussion of the obtained results.

The obtained weights for the first level of the EIS show the importance given to the context (0.822) and content
of the change (0.223), followed by change process readiness (0.153), and change communication readiness (0.111).
After that we have structural factors (0.088), change agent attributes (0.051), the change recipient’s organizational
factors (0.081), and finally the change recipient’s individual factors (0.022).

In the context category, the most significant factors proved to be the organizational climate and culture (0.425)
and discrepancy (0.256). Organizational culture is considered important in the CSR literature (Kahreh, Mirmehdi, &
Eram, 2013). It promotes employee development (Chaudhary & Akhouri, 2018) and raises awareness of CSR
initiatives, leading to increased involvement (Brunton, Eweje, & Taskin, 2017). Explaining and conveying the need
for the change is crucial and ensures the discrepancy for CSR implementation.

In the content category, we have the change’s appropriateness (0.833) and organizational valence (0.167).
Ensuring the coherence between changes and their relevance to the company’s context and strategy is recommended.
Therefore, CSR programs should be implemented within the wider business strategy (Du, Bhattacharya, & Sen, 2015;
Martinez-Conesa, Soto-Acosta, & Palacios-Manzano, 2017) in a holistic approach (Reverte et al., 2016). Concerning
organizational valence, it is beneficial to emphasize the different benefits that the company will gain from CSR, as
previously described.

Within the process category, participation (Chaudhary & Akhouri, 2018) and employee involvement are a critical
success factor (Fuzi, Habidin, Hibadullah, Zamri, & Desa, 2015) often referred to as CSR proximity. This entails
making employees both co-producers and enactors of the CSR program (Du et al., 2015). Participation is followed by
attitudes of top management (0.224) and management support (0.156). Indeed, top management commitment is
critical to the success of CSR (Kahreh et al., 2018). Du et al. (2015) emphasizes the role of managers in raising CSR
awareness and facilitating employee commitment and engagement; the latter point is also supported by Brunton et
al. (2017).

Effective communication has its importance (Mory, Wirtz, & Goéttel, 2016) whether it is regarding the authentic
and positive intentions of the company to contribute to the welfare of society (Chaudhary & Akhouri, 2018), or the
expected benefits for the purpose of raising employee engagement (Du et al., 2015), or especially aimed at internal

stakeholders (Brunton et al., 2017). The weights attributed by the focus group placed communication on principal
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support (0.344) and communication on the appropriateness of the change (0.270) at the top. The obtained results are
in line with the CSR literature.

Concerning structural factors, the top-weighted sub-factors are ability alignment (0.439) and organizational
resources and structure (0.399).

For change agent attributes (0.051), referring to the project team, the most relevant factors are judged to be
expertise (0.423) and perceived credibility (0.271).

Regarding the change recipient’s organizational (0.081) and individual factors (0.022), vision (0.855) and
organizational commitment (0.825) were attributed higher weights in the first category. The commitment factor is
extensively evidenced in the literature (Brunton et al., 2017; Chaudhary & Akhouri, 2018; Kahreh et al., 2013; Mory
et al.,, 2016). For the second category, values (0.490) and yield - personal valence (0.312) were attributed higher
weights. We also find efficacy to be an important factor in both the individual (0.198) and organizational categories
(0.152). Indeed, self-efficacy has often been linked to the success of CSR programs (Chaudhary & Akhouri, 2018).

The evaluation obtained from the AHP FCEM maturity model shows that the content of the project is perceived
to be excellent, while the change context, process readiness, agents of change, and recipient’s organizational attributes
are deemed to be good, and the structural factors, change communication and recipient’s individual attributes are
perceived to be average and therefore require improvement. Globally the company’s readiness is above average but
still requires improvement to be good overall.

The obtained results were presented to the participants during a final work session, to share and discuss the
results and work on the creation of an improvement roadmap. This session led to the formulation of the following
recommendations: the establishment of a training plan to improve knowledge and skills, the clear definition and
communication of roles and responsibilities for better ability alignment, the provision of management support for
increased self-efficacy, financial and human resources forecasting to better plan organizational resources and
structure, the development of a communication plan based on effective change messages (discrepancy, efficacy,
appropriateness of the change, management support and valence) with feedback channels, and the development and
diffusion of guides and charters that communicate the company’s values.

To sum up, to achieve successful implementation of CSR, companies must understand their sphere of influence
and their stakeholders’ needs by utilizing formal communication channels and identifying and prioritizing core CSR-
related issues. The company’s vision, mission statement, values and purpose should be congruent with their CSR
strategy and their proclaimed commitments. A good CSR program results from a customized approach that is
coproduced and implemented by all stakeholders. This entails the participation of all and ensures a strong
commitment. It gives the approach more legitimacy and guarantees its sustainability, as significant time is needed to
change behaviors. Transparency and communication (about the company’s performance, CSR commitments and other
CSR-related information) are key elements of a credible CSR program and in the fight against skepticism. The
implementation of CSR within the company will sustainably transform individual and organizational behaviors and

thus contribute to the welfare of society and the environment.

7. CONCLUSION

This study presents a change readiness evaluation framework based on a review of the previous literature on
change readiness. It relies on a combination of the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) and the Fuzzy Comprehensive
Evaluation Method (FCEM) along with a maturity model perspective. The Delphi method was also used to reach a
consensus among the participants. The proposed evaluation framework has several implications for practice; it allows
the organization’s change readiness maturity level to be defined and provides insights into areas that need further
improvement to achieve a higher level of change readiness. In the case study on the implementation of a corporate
social responsibility approach within a bank, it appears that the bank’s change readiness maturity level is average and

that further improvement efforts should be made in the area of structural factors, by ensuring the ability alignment

15
© 2022 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.



International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2022, 11(1): 1-20

of employees and the availability of organizational resources and structure, as well as in the area of communication,
by defining a communication plan based on effective change messages with feedback channels. Other improvement
areas include improving change recipients’ individual attributes by ensuring management support and training plans
for increased self-efficacy, as well as the use of guides and charters to communicate the company’s values. Another
potential use of this evaluation framework is the study of group differences in terms of change readiness. We
recommend that future research focuses on conducting longitudinal studies and exploring other change readiness

factors (cognitive, affective, etc.) to enrich the framework and study its generalizability.
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Appendix A. Judgement matrices.

Level 1. Matrix

A1l A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8
Al 1 2 5 3 4 6 8 7
A2 1/2 1 4 2 3 5 7 6
A3 1/5 Ya 1 1/8 1/2 2 7 5
A4 1/3 Yo 3 1 2 4 6 5
As 1/4 1/3 2 1/2 1 3 6 5
A6 1/6 1/5 1/2 1/4 1/3 1 4 2
A7 1/8 1/7 1/17 1/6 1/6 1/4 1 1/2
A8 1/7 1/6 1/5 1/5 1/5 1/2 2 1
With: Amax = 8.473 CI=0.067 CR=0.047
Level 2. Matrices.
Change context Change content
A11 | A12 | A13 | A14 | A15 | Al6 A21 A22
Al1 1 1/2 | 1/8 | 1/8 | 1/3 | 1/7 A21 1 1/5
Al12 2 1 1/2 | 1/6 | 1/8 | 1/5 A22 5
A13 3 2 1 1/4 | 1/2 | 1/3 Amax = 2 CI=0 CR=0
A14 8 6 4 1 4 3
Als5 3 3 2 1/4 1 1/3
Ale 7 5 3 1/3 3 1
Amax = 6.194 CI= 0.038 CR= 0.031
Structural factors Change process readiness
A3s1 A32 A33 A34 A41 A42 A43
As1 1 1/2 1/7 1/6 A41 1 1/2 1/8
As2 2 1 1/5 1/4 A42 2 1 1/4
A33 7 5 1 1 A48 3 4 1
As4 6 4 1 1 Amax = 8.109 CI= 0.054 CR= 0.094
Amax = 4.017 CI= 0.005 CR= 0.006.
Change communication readiness Change agent attributes
A51 | A52 | A53 | A54 | A55 | A56 A61 A62 A63 A64
A51 1 2 1/8 | 1/8 4 3 A61 1 2 2 1/2
As2 | 1/2 1 1/4 | 1/4 3 2 A62 1/2 1 1 1/2
A53 3 4 1 1/2 5 3 A63 1/2 1 1 1/3
As4 3 4 2 1 4 4 A64 2 2 3 1
As5 | 1/4 | 1/8 | 1/5 | 1/4 1 3 Amax = 4.045 CI= 0.015 CR= 0.016
As6 | 1/8 | 1/2 | 1/8 | 1/4 | 1/3 1

Amax = 6.542 CI=0.108 CR= 0.087
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Change recipient individual factors
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A71 A72 A73
AT1 1 2 2
A72 1/2 1 1/2
A738 1/2 2 1

Amax = 3.053 CI= 0.026 CR= 0.046

Change recipient or

anizational factors

A81 | As82 | A83 | A84 | A85
As1 1 2 3 2 4
A82 | 1/2 1 4 3 5
A83 | 1/8 | 1/4 1 1/2 2
A84 | 1/2 | 1/3 2 1 2
A85 | 1/4 | 1/5 | 1/2 | 1/2 1

Amax = 5.169 CI= 0.042 CR= 0.087
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responsible or answerable for any loss, damage or liability etc. caused in relation to/arising out of the use of the content.
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