









	
 Home

	 Add Document
	 Sign In
	 Create An Account














[image: PDFKUL.COM]






































	
 Viewer

	
 Transcript













The current issue and full text archive of this journal is available at www.emeraldinsight.com/1463-5771.htm



Benchmarking the benchmarking models



Benchmarking models



G. Anand Mechanical Engineering Group, Birla Institute of Technology & Science, Pilani, India, and



257



Rambabu Kodali Mechanical Engineering Group, Engineering Technology Group, Birla Institute of Technology & Science, Pilani, India Abstract Purpose – A review of benchmarking literature revealed that there are different types of benchmarking and a plethora of benchmarking process models. In some cases, a model has been uniquely developed for performing a particular type of benchmarking. This poses the following problems: it can create confusion among the users as to whether they should use only the unique benchmarking model that has been developed for particular type or they can use any model for any type of benchmarking; a user may find it difficult when it becomes necessary to choose a best model from the available models, as each model varies in terms of the number of phases involved, number of steps involved, application, etc. Hence, this paper aims to question the fundamental classification scheme of benchmarking and thereby the unique benchmarking models that are developed for each type of benchmarking. Further it aims to propose a universal benchmarking model, which can be applied for all types of benchmarking. Design/methodology/approach – The fundamental benchmarking model developed by Camp has been used to benchmark the existing models, irrespective of the type of benchmarking, to identify the best practices in benchmarking. Findings – Benchmarking the benchmarking models revealed about 71 steps in which around 13 steps have been addressed by many researchers. The remaining unique steps were considered to be the best practices in benchmarking. Research limitations/implications – The proposed model is highly conceptual and it requires validation by implementing the same in an organization to understand its effectiveness. Originality/value – Though some of the methodologies used in this paper are already available in the literature, their context of application in the field of benchmarking is new. For example, utilizing the benchmarking process itself to improve the existing benchmarking process is an original concept. Keywords Benchmarking, Best practice Paper type Conceptual paper



Introduction Changes are rapidly occurring in the economy. The modern economy is no longer based on mass production and consumption of goods and services. Since global competition is rising, with more and more national economies becoming liberalized, it is imperative that companies must have: The authors would like to thank Mr P.R.K. Bharadwaj, a student of BE (Hons) Mechanical Engineering and Mr Swapnil S. Men, a student of ME Manufacturing Systems Engineering for their timely help in collecting various benchmarking models.
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quality beyond the competition; technology before the competition; and costs below the competition (Watson, 1993).



In other words, many companies must strive to be better, faster, and cheaper than their competitors, for which, benchmarking should be recognized as a catalyst for improvement and innovation. Benchmarking has been a popular topic for the last two decades and its significance as a practical method in developing critical areas of business is indisputable. It can be said as a management tool for attaining or exceeding the performance goals by learning from best practices and understanding the processes by which they are achieved. It is evident from a survey among Fortune 1000 companies, 65 percent of the organizations uses benchmarking as management tool to gain competitive advantage (Korpela and Tuominen, 1996). Similarly a survey in France taken up by Chambre de Commerce et d’Industrie estimates that 50 percent of the 1,000 companies use benchmarking regularly, and 80 percent of them regard it as an effective approach of change (Maire et al., 2005). Jarrar and Zairi (2001) have conducted a survey of about 227 organizations from 32 different countries and concluded that it has been applied in most of the sectors like manufacturing, health services, insurance, financial services, construction, banking, government, etc. For example, quite recently, Henderson-Smart et al. (2006) has used benchmarking for learning and teaching and have developed a method to perform benchmarking in the field of academics, while Graham (2005) has reviewed the applications of benchmarking in airports and concluded that benchmarking techniques have become well established in recent years within the airport sector, but the fundamental difficulties associated with inter-airport comparisons (particularly from different countries) and problems of comparability arising largely from the diversity of inputs and outputs, still remain and yet to be resolved effectively. In India too, a survey was conducted by NPC-IFC Group (1994), which showed that about 70 organizations were using benchmarking. Benchmarking – definition Definitions of benchmarking vary. Key themes include measurement, comparison, identification of best practices, implementation and improvement. One of the most commonly quoted definitions is “Benchmarking is the search for the best industry practices which will lead to exceptional performance through the implementation of these best practices” (Camp, 1989). There are plenty of definitions available in the literature and according to Nandi and Banwet (2000), Spendolini has found out 49 definitions for benchmarking. Maire et al. (2005) have proposed that the multiple definitions which were proposed express various stages in the evolution of benchmarking and based on the definitions they have concluded that benchmarking passed four important stages of evolution. During the evolution of benchmarking, some of noted definitions were given by Bemowski (1991), Vaziri (1992), International Benchmarking Clearing House Design Committee (Lema and Price, 1995), Epper (1999), American Productivity & Quality Centre (1993), Dervitsiotis (2000), Freytag and Hollensen (2001), Sarkis (2001), Maire (2002), etc. to name a few. A latest definition of benchmarking states that:



It is the process of identifying, understanding, and adapting outstanding practices from organizations anywhere in the world to help an organization improve its performance. It is an activity that looks outward to find best practice and high performance and then measures actual business operations against those goals (Kumar et al., 2006).



Benchmarking models



Analysing various definitions, benchmarking can be described as: [. . .] a continuous analysis of strategies, functions, processes, products or services, performances, etc. compared within or between best-in-class organisations by obtaining information through appropriate data collection method, with the intention of assessing an organisation’s current standards and thereby carry out self-improvement by implementing changes to scale or exceed those standards.



This is the crux of benchmarking. Benchmarking can be a major investment. It is portrayed as both resource and time intensive and hence should be done meticulously (Vaziri, 1993; DeToro, 1995). Hence, articles in the past were more focused on organisational pre-requisites and criteria for successful benchmarking, which include: . Focus around customers, employers and continuous improvement (Vaziri, 1993). . Strategic focus and flexibility, management support, openness to change, willingness to share information, etc. (Elmuti and Kathawala, 1997). . Need for good communication across the organisation, process understanding and commitment (Pryor and Katz, 1993; Fowler, 1997). Currently, the focus of benchmarking literature has shifted and addresses issues on improving the benchmarking process, i.e. it focuses on in-depth study of benchmarking to identify the missing links. Dattakumar and Jagadeesh (2003) supported this fact and according to them, “it can be said that the benchmarking technique has seen a steady growth and appears to be heading towards maturity level, considering the gamut of publications”. For example, Dervitsiotis (2000) has discussed about how benchmarking has serious limitations if it has to be applied in organization under a paradigm shift (transition of an established organization from the present to the future competitive environment). Similarly Ungan (2004) said that although many companies are involved in benchmarking, adoption of best practices is not as high as might be expected. Hence, he has studied about the factors that have an impact on the adoption decision of manufacturing best practices. Anderson and McAdam (2004) discussed that traditionally, benchmarking has occurred at the output stage of an organization, which is more downstream, based on the measurement of lag benchmarks of organizational performance. Increasingly, benchmarking should be occurring at the input, process stage, which is otherwise known as the upstream elements of the organization whereby lead benchmarks of performance are to be identified. Therefore, it is clearly evident that benchmarking must evolve from being backward looking static measures to more forward looking dynamic ratios for which a new concept called “Lead Benchmarking” has been proposed. Similarly, Collins et al. (2006) have identified that the data analysis aspect of the benchmarking process is an area in need of further refinement. They have raised the following questions: how can it be proven that the best practices realized are actually the best? How can the relevance of best practices be assessed by an organization? And finally, what is the best method for determining the best practices? As a solution to the above-mentioned problems, they have utilized and
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validated the decision-based analysis tool of multi-attribute utility theory for the benchmarking gap analysis process. But this paper tries to address the problems at the fundamental level of benchmarking, which includes: . Classification scheme for benchmarking. A cursory review of different benchmarking process models revealed that the most common steps are: “identify the benchmarking subject” and “identify benchmarking partners”. In this case, if an organization identifies a subject, it can generally fall under product, process, function, performance, strategy, etc. Similarly, if an organization needs to identify a partner to carry out benchmarking, it can be an internal organization (another plant or a function or a subsidiary) or an external organization, which can be a direct competitor or best-in-class industry leader or a non-competitive organization. If this is true, then why there should be separate classification scheme like product benchmarking, process benchmarking, etc.? If benchmarking warrants such classifications, are there any differences in the steps/processes to carry out benchmarking? Does it involve any special methodology which is unique to each classification scheme? . Wide array of benchmarking models. A plethora of models have been proposed by different authors, depicting how benchmarking process has to be carried out. Some of the models have been developed uniquely for a particular type of benchmarking. If the basic classification scheme itself is in question, then how is it possible to have unique models for each type of benchmarking? If these models are different and propose different steps to carry out benchmarking, are there any “best practices” in these benchmarking models? If available, should it not be included to have a better benchmarking model? Hence, this paper is an attempt to overcome the above-mentioned problems and tries to provide answers for these questions. The remaining part of the paper is arranged into logical sections as follows: . questioning the existing classification scheme of benchmarking; . describing the existing benchmarking models; . discussing the benchmarking methodology for benchmarking models; and . concluding with the results and discussion. Classification of benchmarking Watson (1993) has studied the classification scheme and has traced the evolution of benchmarking as a developing science, as shown in Figure 1. But a review of literature reveals that there are many kinds of classification scheme for benchmarking. Fong et al. (1998) has established a classification scheme of benchmarking as shown in Table I. In addition, there are different definitions that exist for each type of benchmarking – a clear evidence to state that there is still a lack of consensus about the classification of benchmarking. To support this fact, a brief overview of different classification schemes and types of benchmarking has been provided in Table II. Fong et al. (1998) emphasized that while selecting a particular benchmarking type, “organizations should adopt a contingency approach for the selection of benchmarking types. They should consider some major factors or conditions, such as the extent of



Benchmarking models Sophistication



Fifth Generation Global Benchmarking Fourth Generation Strategic Benchmarking
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Third Generation Process Benchmarking Second Generation Competitive Benchmarking First Generation Reverse Benchmarking Time



1940's



1980's



1990's



Figure 1. Evolution of benchmarking as a developing science



Source: Watson (1993)



Classification



Type



Meaning



Nature of referent other



Internal



Comparing within one organization about the performance of similar business units or processes Comparing with direct competitors, catch up or even surpass their overall performance Comparing with company in the same industry, including non-competitors Comparing with an organization which extends beyond industry boundaries Comparing with an organization where its geographical location extends beyond country boundaries Pertaining to discrete work processes and operating systems Application of the process benchmarking that compares particular business functions at two or more organizations Concerning outcome characteristics, quantifiable in terms of price, speed, reliability, etc. Involving assessment of strategic rather than operational matters Comparison for gaining superiority over others Comparison for developing a learning atmosphere and sharing of knowledge



Competitor Industry Generic Global Content of benchmarking



Process Functional Performance Strategic



Purpose for the relationship



Source: Fong et al. (1998)



Competitive Collaborative



Table I. Classification of benchmarking



Table II. Overview of different classification schemes and types of benchmarking 3



3



2 þ 4



3



Codling (1992)



Partovi (1994)



Malec (1994)



No. of classifications



More concerned about the products, services and processes and do not consider other benchmarking subjects like strategies, performance, practices, etc. Best practice benchmarking is same as that of functional benchmarking defined by Spendolini The definition of external benchmarking seems to be interrelated with internal benchmarking as evident from the following part of the definition: “comparison with partners from differing business units of the same organization” Strategic benchmarking integrates strategic competitive analysis with best-in-class-benchmarking



Remarks



(continued)



Two types Product benchmarking Process benchmarking Four ways based on benchmarking partners Benchmarking internal operations Benchmarking your competitor Benchmarking against best-in-class Strategic benchmarking Strategic benchmarking This scheme seems to be different. For Business benchmarking example, strategic benchmarking seems to Product benchmarking be similar to competitive benchmarking, while business benchmarking relates to functional benchmarking. Again this classification falls short with respect to application of benchmarking for process, performance, internal benchmarking, etc.



Internal benchmarking External benchmarking Best practice benchmarking



Internal benchmarking Competitive benchmarking Functional benchmarking



Name of each classification and types
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3



3 5



2 þ 4



Karlof and Ostblom (1993)



Shetty (1993)



Singh and Evans (1993)



Lema and Price (1995)



No. of classifications



Lema and Price (1995) and Jackson et al. (1994)



Author(s)



Strategic benchmarking Operational benchmarking Business-management benchmarking Internal benchmarking Functional benchmarking Competitive benchmarking Generic benchmarking Consultant study benchmarking Internal benchmarking External benchmarking Reverse engineering Competitive benchmarking Functional benchmarking Generic benchmarking



Internal benchmarking Functional benchmarking External benchmarking



Internal benchmarking Functional benchmarking Competitive benchmarking Generic benchmarking



Name of each classification and types



This sub-classification under external benchmarking seems to be redundant as one of the steps in benchmarking process is – “identifying the benchmarking partner”. In this case, the organization can choose an internal plant or a competitor or a best-in-class company, which may not be a direct competitor (continued)



Consultant study benchmarking is not inline with the common classification scheme, but can be considered as one method of doing benchmarking



According to them, number of authors seem to agree on four types of benchmarking, but on comparing the definition for each benchmarking classification they found that there is no consensus among the authors on the meaning of each type Opposes a separate classification called competitive benchmarking Definition for functional benchmarking combines the functional and generic benchmarking concepts External benchmarking overlaps with the definitions of competitive and functional benchmarking and contradicts with the definition of codling



Remarks



Benchmarking models
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Table II.



Table II. 6



2 þ 5þ5



Nandi (1995)



No. of classifications Internal benchmarking External competitive benchmarking External industry (compatible) benchmarking External internal (cross-industry) benchmarking Combined internal and external benchmarking Based on the organization chosen for benchmarking Internal benchmarking Competitive benchmarking Industry benchmarking Best-in-class benchmarking Relationship benchmarking Based on the goals of the benchmarking Performance/result benchmarking Product/customer satisfaction benchmarking Strategic benchmarking Process benchmarking diagnostic benchmarking



Name of each classification and types



In this scheme, the definitions of internal and competitive benchmarking are similar to the definitions given by other authors. Similarly, industry benchmarking is similar to functional benchmarking and the best-in-class benchmarking resembles the generic benchmarking. But the relationship benchmarking has not been addressed by any other authors This scheme can be considered as sub-classification for the above-mentioned types. Data for each type listed here can be obtained from internal plants or competitor or best-in-class industries or from joint-venture partners. The definitions of product benchmarking, process benchmarking and strategic benchmarking are similar to the definitions given by other authors. Similarly some unique classifications have been proposed – performance benchmarking and diagnostic benchmarking which were not addressed by any other authors (continued)



He has proposed these types based on the following factors – cooperation, relevance of information and degree of breakthrough. In this case, the names of the classification seem to be different, but the core definitions are not altered



Remarks
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Le Vie (1998)



Author(s)
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11



2



Maas and Flake (2001)



No. of classifications



Fong et al. (1998)



Author(s)



Hooded benchmarking Open benchmarking



Refer Table I



Name of each classification and types



They have classified benchmarking based on the nature of the referent other, the content of what was to be benchmarked and the purpose of the formation of the inter-organizational relationships associated with benchmarking Their classification scheme revealed two unique benchmarking types – “global benchmarking” and “collaborative benchmarking”, but they have missed a basic benchmarking type – namely the product benchmarking/reverse engineering Hooded benchmarking is defined as the benchmarking process in which a Clearing house takes care of sensible data and releases them anonymously, which helps in limiting the anxiousness of copying and misuse of data An open benchmarking is defined as the benchmarking process in which all partners agree in the benchmarking code of conduct, by which the handling of data and information is determined
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Benchmarking models
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interdependence, number of benchmarking partners, degree of mutual trust, and strategic activities, that guide the choice. For example, benchmarking is likely to be either extremely competitive or extremely collaborative when benchmarking partners are highly interdependent. Benchmarking is likely to be competitive when it is initiated by an individual “benchmarker”; it is likely to be collaborative when it is initiated by a respected third-party agent”. These statements are the evidences to show that the current classification scheme makes it tougher for the users to identify and select a correct benchmarking type. Summarizing the classification schemes, irrespective of attribute chosen for classification, we have the following types of benchmarking: internal benchmarking, competitive benchmarking, functional benchmarking, best-in-class/generic benchmarking, external benchmarking, strategic benchmarking, operational benchmarking, business-management benchmarking, consultant study benchmarking, reverse engineering/product benchmarking, process benchmarking, relationship benchmarking, performance benchmarking/result benchmarking, diagnostic benchmarking, hooded benchmarking, open benchmarking, etc. Though we have such classification for benchmarking, an explanation for each classification type seems to overlap with one another and thus seems to be inconsistent. They create confusion and raise the following questions in the minds of practitioner: . If we have such classifications, is there a separate benchmarking process available for each classification? . If such classifications exist, then why there should be a step – “identify the benchmarking subject” in a benchmarking process? Based on our domain knowledge and experience, we would like to state that, benchmarking should be classified as internal and external benchmarking. All other cases like strategic, product, process, functional, etc. can be listed under these two categories. This is because, when we like to benchmark, we need to decide on the benchmarking subject and the subject can be a product, process, function, strategy, performance or even a standard for an award like European Foundation for Quality Management excellence award, etc. Whatever may be the subject, a suitable benchmarking partner has to be found. The partner may be from internal sources or an external organization, which may be another plant or branch of an organization or it can be a direct competitor or an organization from completely different industry. Such a classification scheme for benchmarking may be simple and can reduce the confusion among the practitioners. Different models of benchmarking The process of benchmarking has passed from a “continuous and systematic process of evaluation of the products, services” to a “continuous process of identification, learning and implementation of best practices in order to obtain competitive advantages, whether internal, external or generic”. Elmuti and Kathawala (1997) have recommended that the benchmarking process should provide the basic framework for action, with flexibility for modification to meet individual needs. The model chosen by the organisation should be clear and basic, emphasising logical planning and organisation and establishing a protocol of behaviour and outcomes. The purpose of the benchmarking process models is to describe the steps that should be carried out while performing benchmarking. Although the core of different benchmarking approaches is similar, most of the authors have tailored their methodology or models based on their own experience and practices (Partovi, 1994).



According to Bhutta and Huq (1999), benchmarking can be carried out in many steps; some companies have used up to 33 steps while others have used only four. Thus, in addition to the Xerox pioneering ten-step benchmarking process (Camp, 1989), there is Filer et al. (1988) seven-step process, Spendolini’s (1992) five-step process, IBM five phase/14-step process (Eyrich, 1991), Alcoa’s six-step benchmarking, AT&T’s 12-step benchmarking process (Bemowski, 1991) and many academicians too have proposed their own models, which were even later modified and adapted for different benchmarking situations. For example, Boxwell (1994) has suggested an eight-step benchmarking process, which has been used by Nath and Mrinalini (1995) to benchmark R&D Organizations. Sole and Bist (1995) has modified the Spendolini’s five-step process by adding one more step and emphasized that benchmarking assumes continual improvement as the goal of all corporations using the process and hence ensured that their model is circular. This model was used to benchmark the technical-writing departments producing sets of manuals for a product that runs on a variety of operating systems. Similarly, Anderson and Moen (1999) have identified 60 different existing models developed and proposed by various academics, researchers, consultants and experts in the field, while he was designing a new model – the benchmarking wheel. In this paper, it would be impractical to cover all the available models, however, as far as possible the models that are presented in this paper are the ones, which form the representative samples of the most common, relevant and widely published models in literature. Deros et al. (2006) have reviewed some of the benchmarking frameworks and have classified the same into the following – academic/research-based models and consultant/expert-based models. The same categorization scheme has been extended further by including one more type called industry-based models. A brief definition for each categorization scheme is shown below: . Academic/research-based models. These are the models, which are developed mainly by academics and researchers mainly through their own research, knowledge and experience in benchmarking. In these models, the academic/researcher tend to look at it from theoretical and conceptual aspect, which may or may not have been implemented and validated through real life applications. . Consultant/expert-based models. These models are developed from personal opinion and judgment through experience in providing consultancy to organizations embarking on a benchmarking project. These models would be adequately tried and validated through implementation in the client’s organization and hence the approach taken by consultant/expert tend to be more practical oriented. . Organization-based models. These are the models, which were developed or proposed by organizations based on their own experience and knowledge. They tend to be highly dissimilar, as each organization is different in terms of its business scope, market, products, process, etc. The reviewed models have been classified based on the above taxonomy which is shown in Table III. In addition to the above-discussed variations, a cursory review of the benchmarking models revealed that they are highly dissimilar in terms of number of steps, number of phases and application. This has resulted in another problem for the practitioners – when it becomes necessary to choose a particular model for benchmarking. Since each model has been customized for a particular application or for particular classification
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Taxonomy



Benchmarking models



Consultant/expert-based models



Camp (1989) Codling (1992) Vaziri (1992) Boxwell (1994) Spendolini (1992) Watson (1993) Sole and Bist (1995) Balm (1992) Harrington and Harrington (1996) Macdonald and Tanner (1996) Matters and Evans (1997) Pulat (1994) Tutcher (1994) Leibfried and McNair (1992) Maas and Flake (2001) Keehley and MacBride (1997) Finnigan (1996) Anderson and Moen (1999) Andersen and Pettersen (1996) Fong et al. (1998) Yasin and Zimmerer (1995) Bateman’s (1989) model (Elmuti and Kathawala, 1997) Freytag and Hollensen (2001) Drew’s model (Carpinetti and de Melo, 2002) Longbottom (2000) Shetty’s model (Lema and Price, 1995) Xerox (Finnigan, 1996) NPC India (Nandi, 1995) AT&T (Bemowski, 1991) ALCOA (Bemowski, 1991) Society of Manufacturing Engineers (Fridley et al., 1997) Corning Company (Sweeney, 1994) Yellow Pages (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000) The Employment Service (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000) Avon Product’s Benchmarking (Leibfried and McNair, 1992)
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Academic/research-based models



Organization-based models



Table III. Taxonomy for benchmarking models



scheme of benchmarking, practitioners may also have a dilemma of whether the model chosen by them are appropriate and whether will it satisfy their requirements. To overcome this, an attempt has been made to propose a comprehensive benchmarking model, by carrying out benchmarking of reviewed models to identify the best practices. Since our classification scheme is simple –, i.e. internal benchmarking and external benchmarking, the proposed model can be applied universally to both the classification scheme. The next section deals about benchmarking the benchmarking models. Benchmarking the benchmarking models Similar study was carried out earlier by Zairi and Leonard (1994). But their benchmarking study was limited to only 14 benchmarking process models. Further their objective and intention of study was completely different. In this paper, more number of benchmarking process models has been considered for the benchmarking



study which is about 2.5 times greater than the earlier study. About 35 published models have been examined and benchmarked. In addition to this, the objective of this work is to improve upon the traditional, most widely used Xerox model by incorporating the best practices in benchmarking, which has evolved over time. The reasons for choosing the Xerox model for benchmarking are as follows: . In the earlier study, Zairi and Leonard (1994) highly rated Camp’s model (which they identify as the “Xerox” methodology). They stated that all of the processes they examined contain planning or preparation, analytical, integration and action phases and concluded that “most, if not all, of the methodological approaches (i.e. models) are preaching the same basic rules of benchmarking, but using different languages”, and that “most methodological approaches are based on the Xerox approach, which is considered to be an effective and generic way of conducting benchmarking projects”. . The literature review also revealed that the Xerox benchmarking process model has been highly cited and quoted in the literature. Hence, it is assumed that it is the most commonly used models by the practitioners. . Further, the Xerox model has been used for quite a long time without any modifications. Hence, it was felt that it should be improved and evolving best practices should be incorporated within this model. Considering these facts, the Xerox’s benchmarking model, shown in Figure 2 has been chosen for benchmarking and in the process the same will also get benchmarked with other models. Methodology Phase 1. Planning. . Step 1. Identify the benchmarking subject. In this case, the subject itself is benchmarking. To be precise, the aim of this benchmarking is to improve upon the most commonly used benchmarking model – Xerox model. . Step 2. Identify the benchmarking partners. All models, which have been reviewed, are considered to be the benchmarking partners. According to the theory of benchmarking, it is dangerous to consider many partners because it may complicate and reduces the effectiveness of benchmarking. This is true, when we try to perform real-time benchmarking in an organization. In this case, this theory can be relaxed as it is quite logical that more the benchmarking models we analyse, more the best practices we can obtain. Hence, around 35 models have been taken up for analysis. Watson (1993) has reported that he has surveyed about 69 models of benchmarking. Literature regarding the remaining models was not available to the authors while carrying out this analysis and hence we restricted only to 35 models. Due care has been taken to ensure that the selected models for analysis were chosen from published books and journal papers and the benchmarking models that are available in internet has been intentionally avoided, considering the fact these models were not verified and peer-reviewed. . Step 3. Determine data collection method and collect data. For our case, the data collection method is literature review, where the published models from the print
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1. Identify benchmarking subject



2. Identify benchmarking partners Planning



270 3. Determine data collection method and collect data



4. Determine current competitive gap Analysis 5. Project future performance



6. Communicate findings and gain acceptance Integration 7. Establish functional goals



8. Develop action plans



9. Implement plans and monitor progress Action



Figure 2. Xerox benchmarking model



10. Recalibrate the benchmark Source: Camp (1989)



and online journals sources were analysed. The method of data collection can be considered as external data collection method, because the research papers and internet information are owned by online publishers (e.g. Emerald, Taylor and Francis), online database providers (e.g. EBSCO, ABI/Inform), web site owners, companies, academicians, consultants, individuals, etc. Phase 2. Analysis. . Step 4. Determine current competitive gap. The gap was found by performing a comparative analysis of various benchmarking models as shown in Table IV. A matrix is formed by listing the various benchmarking models proposed by different author’s (e.g. Spendolini’s model) column-wise while the steps of Xerox model (which has to be benchmarked with other models) listed row-wise.
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18



Macdonald and Tanner (1996)



Categorization of benchmarking model No. of Steps



S. No.



20



19



Yellow Pages Model (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000) The Employment service model, (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000)



1



A



13



12



11



9



8



7



6



5



5



4



3



6



G



A



10



8



7



7



6



4



1



1



5



G



10



9



8



7



6



4



3



1



9



A



13



12



10



9



8



3



5



13



C



24



Fong et al. (1998) 15



23



22



Yasin and Zimmerer (1995) Bateman's Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997) Matters and Evans Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997)



21



7



7



6



5



4



4



3



1



7



F



6



5



4



1



1



4



6



7



6



5



4



2



4



8



5



4



4



3



1



G



5



11



9



9



8



6



4



G



11



8



7



6



3,4



3,4



3



8



O



15



14



13



12



11



10



4



1



5



G



16



C



5



4



3



3



2



1



F



5



A



Freytag and Hollensen (2001)



A



Pulat (1994)



A



27



Tutcher (1994) C



28



Drew's Model (Carpinetti and de Melo, 2002)



C



29



Longbottom (2000)



A



30



Avon's Product's Benchmarking (Leibfried and McNair,1992)



26



32



31



(Leibfried and McNair,1992) Shetty's Model (Lema and Price, 1995)



25



33



8



9



10



7



7



6



5



1



5



10



C



Mass and Flake, 2001



Model No



10



30 85.71



25 71.43



20



21



(continued)



19 54.29



18 51.43 19



20.00



10 28.57



7



32 91.43



18



15



7



33 94.29



13 37.14 7



14



29 82.86



30 85.71



No. of Authors who have addressed this step 6



6



3



1



5



C 21



C



Keehley and MacBride, 1997 11



35



Finnigan, 1996



34



% of occurrences



Benchmarking models



271



Table IV. A comparative analysis of different benchmarking models



Form a benchmarking team



23



10



6



Identify key customer needs



22



2



1



21



1



7



8



8



8



2



12



Obtain top management support



4



2



8



G



8



Identify customers/Determine who the clients are



2



Measure your own performance on the key factors



19



3



11



12



12



20



2



Determine key factors to measure



18



7



17



12



2



P



8



Implement plans and monitor progress 9



15



5



Define the existing process



Identify the data resources and select appropriate data collection method



14



16



4



12



Practice fully integrated into process



13



Narrow down to 1 or 2 partners, based on some criteria



2



11



4



P



Leadership position attained



5



12



9



4



No. of phases/stages/main steps



G



G



Type of benchmarking model



12



2



3



3



4



6



2



1



1



3



5



G



2



1



4



1



4



2



1



1



6



3



3



3



6



P



1



1



1



5



1



5



P



8



1



2



13



1



5



15



2



5



3



8



5



P



8



11



2



3



18



7



5



20



2



4



20



7



3



A



2



3



P



8



O



1



4



11



C



1



3



10



6



4



P



12



O



2



3



G



10



O



Xerox Model (Finnigan, 1996)



C



2



Camp R.C. (1989)



O



3



Codling (1992)



C



4



NPC, India (Nandi, 1995)



A



5



(Vaziri H.K., 1992)



C



6



Boxwell (1994)



C



7



AT&T (Bemowski, 1991)



C



8



Alcoa (Bemowski, 1991)



O



9



Spendolini (1992)



O



10



Watson (1993)



C



11



Sole & Bist (1995)



C



12



Andersen and Moen (1999)



O



13



Balm (1992)



C



14



SME (Fridley et. al, 1995)



C



15



Harrington and Harrington (1996)



12



16



Andersen and Pettersen (1996)



O



17



Corning Company (Sweeney, 1994)



10



18



Macdonald and Tanner (1996)



1



20



19 Yellow Pages Model (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000) The Employment service model, (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000)



Categorization of benchmarking model No. of Steps



Authors



Model No



23



24



10



2



1



11



15



14



6



G



15



2



1



1



9



3



3



5



G



10



A



3



2



8



2



9



A



6



4



5



7



5



13



C



Fong et al. (1998)



A



22



Yasin and Zimmerer (1995) Bateman's Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997) Matters and Evans Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997)



21



1



1



5



1



7



3



5



7



F



3



3



3



4



6



1



8



3



4



8



2



5



G



5



4



10



3



4



G



11



1



5



2



3



8



3



7



5



5



G



16



5



F



5



2



3



5



4



4



5



10



1



5



4



9



2



11



11



2



21



4



5



21



C



25



Freytag and Hollensen (2001)



C



26



Pulat (1994)



C



27



Tutcher (1994)



A



28 Drew's Model (Carpinetti and de Melo, 2002)



C



29



Longbottom (2000)



O



30



Avon's Product's Benchmarking (Leibfried and McNair,1992)



A



31



(Leibfried and McNair,1992)



A



32 Shetty's Model (Lema and Price, 1995)



C



33



Mass and Flake, 2001



C



34



Keehley and MacBride, 1997



A



35



Finnigan, 1996



Table IV. No. of Authors who have addressed this step



5.71



8.57



22.86



14.29



11.43



4



(continued)



17 48.57



22.86



25.71



8



9



14 40.00



23 65.71



25 71.43



8



5



21 60.00



2



3



% of occurrences



272



S. No.



BIJ 15,3



S. No .



8



8



Establish a non-disclosure agreement that tells about the information that will be shared along with approval for benchmarking between the participating corporations



31



32



8



8



Make an initial proposal, which includes the subject, reason for selecting the organization, what you expect from them, when to visit them, agenda for the visit, format of information that will be exchanged etc.



30



29



Develop the benchmarking plan -prepare mission or purpose statement Develop the benchmarking plan does research (collection of prior information about the companies selected for benchmarking)



5



3



2



2



Determine scope and type of benchmarking needed



6



G



12



28



6



P



8



4



6



4



P



12



27



Communicate findings and gain acceptance Advance the clients from the literacy stage to the champion stage Test the environment (commitment of clients for buy-in and resources)



5



8



Establish priorities and select bench marking subject



26



25



24



4



G



G



No. of phases/stages/main steps



12



1



6



5



G



2



4



1



4



3



6



P 5



P



8



4



5



15 P



8



O



6



5



20



C



17



A



2



P



8



O



3



4



11



C



7



P



12



O



G



10



O



Xerox Model (Finnigan, 1996)



C



Camp R.C. (1989)



A



3



Codling (1992)



C



4



NPC, India (Nandi, 1995)



C



5



(Vaziri H.K., 1992)



C



6



Boxwell (1994)



O



7



AT&T (Bemowski, 1991)



O



8



Alcoa (Bemowski, 1991)



C



9



Spendolini (1992)



C



10



Watson (1993)



O



11



Sole & Bist (1995)



C



12



Andersen and Moen (1999)



C



13



Balm (1992)



12



14



SME (Fridley et. al, 1995)



O



15



Harrington and Harrington (1996)



10



16



Andersen and Pettersen (1996)



Type of benchmarking model



17



Corning Company (Sweeney, 1994)



Categorization of benchmarking model No. of Steps



Authors



18



Macdonald and Tanner (1996)



2



A



8



6



G



A



4



3



5



G



10



9



A



8



2



5



13



C



24



Fong et al. (1998)



15



23



22



Yasin and Zimmerer (1995) Bateman's Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997) Matters and Evans Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997)



21



2



7



F



2



4



6 4



8 G



5



A



5



4



G



11



A



2



3



8



O



Freytag and Hollensen (2001)



C



Pulat (1994)



C



27



Tutcher (1994)



A



28 Drew's Model (Carpinetti and de Melo, 2002)



26



30



29



Longbottom (2000) Avon's Product's Benchmarking (Leibfried and McNair,1992)



25



31



32



2



5



G



16



C



F



5



A



(Leibfried and McNair,1992) Shetty's Model (Lema and Price, 1995)



20



19



Yellow Pages Model (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000) The Employment service model, (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000)



1



33



10



5



10



C



Mass and Flake, 2001



Model No



1



2.86



2.86



14.29



20.00



11.43



14.29



8.57



14.29



1



1



5



7



4



5



3



5



8



12



(continued)



17.14



No. of Authors who have addressed this step



6



5



5



C 21



C



Keehley and MacBride, 1997



11



35



Finnigan, 1996



34



% of occurrences



Benchmarking models



273



Table IV.



1



3



3



Establish the requirements for the selection of benchmarking partners or for the characterization of the degree of relevance that any particular company may have as a potential benchmarking partner



Organizing and graphically presenting the data for identification of performance gaps



Normalizing the performance to a common measurement base



37



38



39



4



4



1



5



G



36



2



1



6



The process is to benchmarked is documented and characterized in order to determine its inherent capability / Document the selected process / Understand and document the process to be benchmarked



2



1



G



12



Identifying the strategic intent of the business or process to be benchmarked



5



P



8



35



4



P



12



Present your benchmark findings to your management and get their commitment on implementing recommendations



5



8



34



33



4



No. of phases/stages/main steps Validate the topic with respect to customers, company’s mission, value and milestones, business needs, financial indicators, nonfinancial indicators, additional information that influence plans and actions



G



G



Type of benchmarking model



12



4



6



6



P



1



5



P



8



7



5



15 P



8



17



5



20



14



12



5



3



A



P



8



O



4



11



C



P



12



O



G



10



O



Xerox Model (Finnigan, 1996)



C



2



Camp R.C. (1989)



O



3



Codling (1992)



C



4



NPC, India (Nandi, 1995)



A



5



(Vaziri H.K., 1992)



C



6



Boxwell (1994)



C



7



AT&T (Bemowski, 1991)



C



8



Alcoa (Bemowski, 1991) O



9



Spendolini (1992)



O



10



Watson (1993)



C



11



Sole & Bist (1995)



C



12



Andersen and Moen (1999)



O



13



Balm (1992)



C



14



SME (Fridley et. al, 1995)



C



15



Harrington and Harrington (1996)



12



16



Andersen and Pettersen (1996)



O



17



Corning Company (Sweeney, 1994)



10



18



Macdonald and Tanner (1996)



1



20



19



Yellow Pages Model (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000) The Employment service model, (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000)



Categorization of benchmarking model No. of Steps



Authors



Model No



6



G



15



4



5



G



10



9



A



1



5



13



C



Fong et al. (1998) A



Yasin and Zimmerer (1995)



A



22



24



23



Bateman's Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997) Matters and Evans Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997)



21



3



1



7



F 4



6



4



8



G



5



A



1



4



G



11



A



3



8



O



Freytag and Hollensen (2001)



C



Pulat (1994) C



27



Tutcher (1994)



A



28



Drew's Model (Carpinetti and de Melo, 2002)



26



30



29



Longbottom (2000) Avon's Product's Benchmarking (Leibfried and McNair,1992)



25



5



G



16



F



5



3



5



10



11



14



4



9



5



21



C



31



(Leibfried and McNair,1992)



C



32



Shetty's Model (Lema and Price, 1995)



C



33



Mass and Flake, 2001 A



34



Keehley and MacBride, 1997 C



35



Finnigan, 1996



Table IV. No. of Authors who have addressed this step



5.71



14.29



11.43



11.43



14.29



14.29



5.71



(continued)



2



5



4



4



5



5



2



% of occurrences



274



S. No.



BIJ 15,3



4



No. of phases/stages/main steps



4



4



4



Write and review those questions with in your own benchmarking team, so that you are clear about the information you want



Before mailing, answer the same, which will help in finding the gap after benchmarking study



47



48



4



4



Prepare for reciprocal agreement, in case the benchmarking partner wishes to benchmark a different area in within the organization that wants to benchmark



Establish contact with the selected partner(s) and gain acceptance for participation in the benchmarking study Register the benchmark in the database after your reached an agreement with the partner organization



6



P



46



45



44



4



Recognizing individual and team contributions/Structure rewards system to recognize continuous improvement



43



3



4



3



5



G



42



6



3



2



12



Evaluating the nature of process enablers to determine their adaptability to the company culture (checking for adaptability)



G



8



41



P



12



Close the benchmarking study with a final report



7



4



P



8



Determining their root causes for the gap



5



G



G



Type of benchmarking model



12



2



3



4



5



P



8 5



15 P



8



5



19



5



20



C



8



21



16



A



5



P



8



O



10



9



4



11



C



7



7



P



12



O



G



10



O



Xerox Model (Finnigan, 1996)



O



2



Camp R.C. (1989)



C



3



Codling (1992)



A



4



NPC, India (Nandi, 1995)



C



5



(Vaziri H.K., 1992)



C



6



Boxwell (1994)



C



7



AT&T (Bemowski, 1991) O



8



Alcoa (Bemowski, 1991)



O



9



Spendolini (1992)



C



10



Watson (1993)



C



11



Sole & Bist (1995)



O



12



Andersen and Moen (1999)



C



13



Balm (1992)



C



14



SME (Fridley et. al, 1995)



12



15



Harrington and Harrington (1996)



O



16



Andersen and Pettersen (1996)



10



17



Corning Company (Sweeney, 1994)



Categorization of benchmarking model No. of Steps



Authors



18



Macdonald and Tanner (1996)



1



20



19



Yellow Pages Model (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000) The Employment service model, (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000)



40



S. No.



Model No



6



G



15



10



7



5



G



10



9



A



10



5



13



C



Fong et al. (1998) A



Yasin and Zimmerer (1995)



A



22



24



23



Bateman's Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997) Matters and Evans Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997)



21



6



7



F 4



6 4



8 G



5



7



4



G



11 3



8 5



G



16 F



5



5



10



C



Freytag and Hollensen (2001)



A



26



Pulat (1994)



C



27



Tutcher (1994)



O



28



Drew's Model (Carpinetti and de Melo, 2002) A



29



Longbottom (2000)



A



30



Avon's Product's Benchmarking (Leibfried and McNair,1992)



C



31



(Leibfried and McNair,1992)



C



32



Shetty's Model (Lema and Price, 1995)



A



33



Mass and Flake, 2001



25



8



9



16



5



C 21



C



Keehley and MacBride, 1997 11



35



Finnigan, 1996



34



5.71



2



(continued)



2.86



2.86



1



1



14.29



5



11.43



5.71



2



4



8.57



17.14



6



3



20.00



No. of Authors who have addressed this step 7



% of occurrences



Benchmarking models



275



Table IV.



9



13



23



8



9



13



Review benchmarking integration and learn the results



Select potential internal benchmarking sites



Identify internal data sources and method of collection



Collect internal data / Interview key internal staff & gather information



Collect external published information/



Assess the information needs



Quality control the information and data/Check if data make sense



Recycle the benchmarking process, i.e. perform new benchmarking studies for new areas/ processes



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



5



4



6



P



3



4



51



5



G



Revise and improve current enterprise performance (short term operational improvements)



6



Create an agenda and review it with your partner



2



5



P 5



P



13



10,12



5



20



50



G



8



4



P



15



49



4



P



8



Mail a formal written questionnaire to the partner to understand each other's requirement



5



G



12



4



8



G



12



No. of phases/stages/main steps



8



Type of benchmarking model



12



A



4



P



8



O



2



4



4



11



C



P



12



O



4,5



4



G



10



O



Xerox Model (Finnigan, 1996)



C



2



Camp R.C. (1989)



O



3



Codling (1992)



C



4



NPC, India (Nandi, 1995)



A



5



(Vaziri H.K., 1992)



C



6



Boxwell (1994)



C



7



AT&T (Bemowski, 1991)



C



8



Alcoa (Bemowski, 1991) O



9



Spendolini (1992)



O



10



Watson (1993)



C



11



Sole & Bist (1995)



C



12



Andersen and Moen (1999)



O



13



Balm (1992)



C



14



SME (Fridley et. al, 1995)



C



15



Harrington and Harrington (1996)



12



16



Andersen and Pettersen (1996)



O



17



Corning Company (Sweeney, 1994)



10



18



Macdonald and Tanner (1996)



1



20



19



Yellow Pages Model (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000) The Employment service model, (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000)



Categorization of benchmarking model No. of Steps



Authors



Model No



6



G



15



5



5



G



10



9



A



5



13



C



Fong et al. (1998) A



Yasin and Zimmerer (1995)



A



22



24



23



Bateman's Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997) Matters and Evans Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997)



21



3



7



F 4



6



4



8



G



5



4



G



11



3



3



8



16



7



8



5



G



16



F



5



4



5



10



11



11



5



21



C



25



Freytag and Hollensen (2001)



C



26



Pulat (1994)



C



27



Tutcher (1994)



A



28



Drew's Model (Carpinetti and de Melo, 2002)



C



29



Longbottom (2000) O



30



Avon's Product's Benchmarking (Leibfried and McNair,1992) A



31



(Leibfried and McNair,1992) A



32



Shetty's Model (Lema and Price, 1995)



C



33



Mass and Flake, 2001



C



34



Keehley and MacBride, 1997



A



35



Finnigan, 1996



Table IV. No. of Authors who have addressed this step



8.57



5.71



2.86



2.86



5.71



11.43



2.86



2.86



8.57



2.86



11.43



(continued)



3



2



1



1



2



4



1



1



3



1



4



% of occurrences



276



S. No.



BIJ 15,3



4



No. of phases/stages/main steps



Select the best performance measurement for critical success factors



68



8



Validate drivers



5



G



67



6



G



Analysis of strengths and weaknesses internally



G



66



11



P



A 10



65



4



A 15



The lead team is responsible for maintaining commitment to the process throughout the organization. The preparation team is responsible for carrying out detailed analysis, and the visit team must carry out the benchmarking visit



P



O 10



Prioritize implementation of different practices



5



O 12



64



P



C 11



7



5



8



O



63



5



P



A



2



6



P



20



Keep in touch/Make results available to benchmarking partners



4



8



Include both benchmarking supporters and sceptics in team



5



G



15



62



6



8



5



2



12



61



G



8



1



P



12



9



A



6



5



13



C



Fong et al. (1998)



The returns were analysed (preliminary questionnaire for selecting partners)



4



P



8



21



24



23



22



Yasin and Zimmerer (1995)



60



5



G



G



Type of benchmarking model



12



C



Xerox Model (Finnigan, 1996)



O



Camp R.C. (1989)



C



3



Codling (1992)



A



4



NPC, India (Nandi, 1995)



C



5



(Vaziri H.K., 1992)



C



6



Boxwell (1994)



C



7



AT&T (Bemowski, 1991) O



8



Alcoa (Bemowski, 1991)



O



9



Spendolini (1992)



C



10



Watson (1993)



C



11



Sole & Bist (1995)



O



12



Andersen and Moen (1999)



C



13



Balm (1992)



C



14



SME (Fridley et. al, 1995)



12



15



Harrington and Harrington (1996)



O



16



Andersen and Pettersen (1996)



10



17



Corning Company (Sweeney, 1994)



Categorization of benchmarking model No. of Steps



Authors
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Macdonald and Tanner (1996)



2



20



19



Yellow Pages Model (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000) The Employment service model, (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000)



1



Bateman's Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997) Matters and Evans Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997)



A benchmarking team was formed and educated / Have a workshop for the benchmarking team



S. No.



Model No



7



F 4



6 4



8 G



5



2



4



G



11 3



8



6



5



G



16



F



5



2



5



10



C



Freytag and Hollensen (2001)



A



26



Pulat (1994)



C



27



Tutcher (1994)



O



28



Drew's Model (Carpinetti and de Melo, 2002) A



29



Longbottom (2000)



A



30



Avon's Product's Benchmarking (Leibfried and McNair,1992)



C



31



(Leibfried and McNair,1992)



C



32



Shetty's Model (Lema and Price, 1995)



A



33



Mass and Flake, 2001



25



3



10



5



C 21



C



Keehley and MacBride, 1997 11



35



Finnigan, 1996



34



2.86 (continued)



1



2.86



1



2.86



1



2.86



5.71



2



1



2.86



1



5.71



2.86



1



2



5.71



No. of Authors who have addressed this step 2



% of occurrences
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5



G



4 6



P



C



5



P



8



A



5



C



15 P



8



O



5



C



20



A



P



8



O



4



C



11



NPC, India (Nandi, 1995)



Codling (1992)



Camp R.C. (1989)



Xerox Model (Finnigan, 1996)



P



O



12



G



O



10



6



G



A



15



5



G



A



10 9



A



5



C



13



Yasin and Zimmerer (1995)



24



2



7



F



4 4 G



5



A



4



G



A



11



3



8



O



5



G



C



16



F



5



A



5



C



10



C



11 5



C



21



30



8



31



(Leibfried and McNair,1992)



Avon's Product's Benchmarking (Leibfried and McNair,1992)



29



C



32



Shetty's Model (Lema and Price, 1995)



Longbottom (2000)



28



6



33



Mass and Flake, 2001



Drew's Model (Carpinetti and de Melo, 2002)



27



C



34



Keehley and MacBride, 1997



Tutcher (1994)



26



A



35



Finnigan, 1996



Pulat (1994)



25



Notes: O, organization based models; C, consultant/expert based models; A, academic/research based models; P, process benchmarking; F, functional benchmarking; G, generic benchmarking; O, others



6



C



(Vaziri H.K., 1992)



23



7



2



C



Boxwell (1994)



Bateman's Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997) Matters and Evans Model (Elmuti and Kathuwala, 1997)



22



Provide training to the employees on new practices



G



O



AT&T (Bemowski, 1991)



21



71



P



O



12



Alcoa (Bemowski, 1991)



20



4



4



P



8



C



Spendolini (1992)



19



Specify the data in terms of units and intervals to make the comparison and the analysis phase easier



Narrow down the number of subject areas (from the brainstorming stage) to a few areas in which benchmarking might have a considerable impact



5



4



No. of phases/stages/main steps



G



G



Type of benchmarking model



C



12



9



8



10



Watson (1993)



8



O



11



Sole & Bist (1995)



7



C



12



Andersen and Moen (1999)



6



12



13



Balm (1992)



5



C



14



SME (Fridley et. al, 1995)



4



12



15



Harrington and Harrington (1996)



3



O



16



Andersen and Pettersen (1996)



2



10



18



17



Corning Company (Sweeney, 1994)



1



Categorization of benchmarking model No. of Steps



Authors



Model No



70



69



S. No.



Macdonald and Tanner (1996) Yellow Pages Model (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000) The Employment service model, (Simpson and Kondouli, 2000) Fong et al. (1998)
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1



1



1



No. of Authors who have addressed this step



2.86



2.86



2.86
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% of occurrences



The steps of each model are critically analysed. If it resembles a similar step in Xerox model, then a number (representing the sequence in the existing model) is marked against the corresponding row of Xerox model and corresponding column that contains the author’s name. For example, in Table IV, Step 8 – “Establish functional goals”. This is the seventh step in Xerox model. Other models identified have also got a similar step, but the sequence of performing this step is different –, i.e. in case of AT&T’s model it is the tenth step. Hence, the number “10” has been marked against that corresponding row under the column of AT&T. Similarly, other steps have been benchmarked. If a new/unique step (i.e. a step that is not listed in the Xerox’s model), is found, then it is added to a new row below the Xerox model. These steps were also compared with the rest of the models. In addition to the comparison of different steps, the parameters like number of stages and number of steps involved were also compared. In this analysis, a total of about 71 steps were identified. The ABC analysis, which is used for classifying the materials based on value and cost has been adapted for identifying the best practices of benchmarking. Instead of value and cost, the percentage of occurrence of each step has been considered as the decision parameter. If the percentage of occurrence of a step is greater than 40 percent (i.e. At least 14 out of 35 authors have emphasized on that particular step), then it is considered as a “common step” for benchmarking. Out of the 71 steps, around 13 steps were considered as “common steps”. Details regarding the common steps in benchmarking process are shown in Table V. The remaining steps (excluding “common” steps) were subjected to further analysis because all practices cannot be incorporated, as it may dilute the benchmarking process. Hence, the following criterion was adopted to filter out the best practices: if the percentage of occurrence of a step is equal to or greater than 14 percent but less than 45 percent (i.e. at least five authors have supported the use of such a step) then they are considered as “best practices” in benchmarking. In this case, around 18 best practices were identified. They have to be integrated within the existing benchmarking process. Details of the “best practices” are shown in Table VI. S. No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13



Benchmarking models



279



Steps Identify benchmarking subject Identify benchmarking partners Perform benchmarking study Determine current competitive gap Establish functional goals Develop action plans Implement of action plans to bridge the gap Recalibrate the benchmark Understand the current situation by collecting and analysing the existing information on the subject to be benchmarked Monitor results of the implemented actions Identify the critical success factors or indicators of the subject to be benchmarked Measure the existing state of the subject to be benchmarked with respect to the critical success factors/indicators Form a benchmarking team and identify a leader of the team to carry benchmarking study



Table V. Common steps in the benchmarking process
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280 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 Table VI. Best practices in the benchmarking process



18



Steps Determine the data collection method Project future performance Communicate benchmark findings to both management and employees Identify the information sources for collecting pre-benchmarking information by searching different technical and business journals, internal database, external databases, and public libraries Narrow the list to few benchmarking partners by comparing the candidates Prepare a proposal for benchmarking and submit it to management to get their commitment, with clear explanation on the benefits, costs involved, resources required, etc. Identifying the customers for the benchmarking information Gain acceptance from management and employees through commitment and participation, respectively Evaluate the importance of each subject area based on priorities Determine the purpose and scope of the benchmarking project Collect lower level detail on that partner prior to contacting them (e.g. location, when did they get started, no. of employees, product line, key managers, market share, revenue and profit, customer satisfaction, etc.) Establish a protocol for performing the benchmarking study and also develop a non-disclosure agreement that tells about the information that will be shared along with approval for benchmarking between the participating corporations Present your benchmark findings to your management and get their commitment on implementing recommendations Identify the strategic intent of the business or process which is to be benchmarked Sort the collected information and data Identification of possible causes and the practices that are responsible for the gap Establish contact with the selected partner(s) and gain acceptance for participation in the benchmarking study Establish benchmarking report which provides the information on the best practices, how it was implemented in the benchmarked company and how it was adapted in the existing organization and a comparative analysis of the reported benefits



If the percentage of occurrence of a step is less than 14 percent, then they are called as “unique practices”, which are subjected again to further scrutiny. The unique practices in benchmarking are shown in Table VII. About 40 unique practices were identified and it was found that some of the practices are not relevant, as it do not fit in the context of a general benchmarking model. Hence, based on our domain knowledge and logical analysis, only relevant steps from this group are taken up for inclusion in the proposed model. In few cases, some of the unique steps were not incorporated and it was discarded. For example, the 17th and 18th steps in Table VII were discarded, as it is applicable only if the data collection method is a survey, in which case a questionnaire needs to be prepared. Similarly, the 24th and 26th steps in Table VII were combined with 3rd step in Table V and 16th step in Table VII, respectively. At the end of this analysis, 54 best practices in benchmarking were identified. Once the best practices were identified, then it is necessary to provide a structured approach to incorporating these best practices in the basic Xerox model. Again, based on the domain knowledge and logical analysis, the best practices of benchmarking were grouped together under different phases. In this case, the identified best practices are



S. No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40



Steps Check whether the target is reached Practice fully integrated into process Identify key customer expectations Advance the clients from the literacy stage to the champion stage Test the environment (commitment of clients for buy-in and resources) Prepare mission statement Make an initial proposal, which includes the subject, reason for selecting the organization, what you expect from them, when to visit them, agenda for the visit, format of information that will be exchanged, etc. Validate the topic with respect to customers, company’s mission, value and milestones, business needs, financial indicators, non-financial indicators, additional information that influence plans and actions The process is to benchmarked is documented and characterized in order to determine its inherent capability Establish the requirements for the selection of benchmarking partners or for the characterization of the degree of relevance that any particular company may have as a potential benchmarking partner Normalizing the performance to a common measurement base/normalise the data Evaluating the nature of process enablers to determine their adaptability to the company culture (checking for adaptability) Structure rewards system to recognize continuous improvement Register the benchmark in the database after your reached an agreement with the partner organization Prepare for reciprocal agreement, in case the benchmarking partner wishes to benchmark a different area in within the organization that wants to benchmark Write and review those questions with in your own benchmarking team, so that you are clear about the information you want Before mailing, answer the same, which will help in finding the gap after benchmarking study Mail a formal written questionnaire to the partner to understand each other’s requirement Create an agenda and review it with your partner Review benchmarking integration and learn the results Select potential internal benchmarking sites Collect internal original research information Conduct interviews and surveys Collect external published information/ Assess the information needs Quality control the information and data/check if data make sense Recycle the benchmarking process, i.e. perform new benchmarking studies for new areas/processes Have a workshop for the benchmarking team The returns were analysed (preliminary questionnaire for selecting partners) Include both benchmarking supporters and sceptics in team Make results available to benchmarking partners Prioritize implementation of different practices The lead team is responsible for maintaining commitment to the process throughout the organization. The preparation team is responsible for carrying out detailed analysis, and the visit team must carry out the benchmarking visit Analysis of strengths and weaknesses internally Validate drivers Select the best performance measurement for critical success factors Narrow down the number of subject areas (from the brainstorming stage) to a few areas in which benchmarking might have a considerable impact Specify the data in terms of units and intervals to make the comparison and the analysis phase easier Provide training to the employees on new practices
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Table VII. Unique practices in the benchmarking process
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grouped under 12 phases. The proposed 12 phase, 54 step benchmarking process is shown in Figure 3. Different activities of benchmarking were sequenced and clustered into each phase as shown in Table VIII. Step 5. Project future performance. Since we are trying to incorporate the best practices, the number of steps for the proposed model have increased, which inturn have increased the number of phases. Some researchers may argue that the proposed benchmarking process might be complex with increased steps and phases. It may be true, but considering the fact that a universal benchmarking process model is developed, it may not be a critical problem, as the aim of this paper is to ensure that the proposed model should be comprehensive and should be applied uniformly for different benchmarking types.



Phase 3. Integration. . Step 6. Communicate findings and gain acceptance. As part of this step, the proposed model has been submitted for publication to communicate among the readers of this journal and to gain acceptance of the reviewers and experts. Steps 7 and 8 are meant to be applied in an industrial setting and hence it may not be applicable in this case. One of the limitations of this paper is that the proposed model is highly conceptual and it has not been validated by implementing it in an organization. Hence, Step 9 was not carried out at present, but implementation of the proposed framework and its effectiveness can be assessed through a case study approach and it will be taken up in the near future. Team formation Subject identification



Continuous improvement



Implementation



Customer validation



Management validation



Action plans



Gap analysis



Figure 3. Proposed 12-phase, 54-step benchmarking process



Self analysis



Benchmarking



Partner selection Pre-benchmarking activities



Phase Team formation



Step No. 1 2 3



Subject identification



4 5



Customer validation



Management validation



6 7 8 9 10



11 12 13



Self analysis



14 15 16 17 18 19



Partner selection



20



21 22



Description Identify a leader of the team to carry benchmarking study Form a benchmarking team with clear-cut definition of responsibility for each team member Identify the capability of team and provide necessary training if required Identify the strategic intent/area of the business which is to be benchmarked Narrow down the number of subject areas (from the brainstorming stage) to a few areas in which benchmarking might have a considerable impact Evaluate the importance of each subject area based on priorities Identify benchmarking subject Identifying the customers for the benchmarking information Identify key customer expectations Validate the topic with respect to customers, company’s mission, value and milestones, business needs, financial indicators, non-financial indicators, additional information that influence plans and actions Prepare the mission of benchmarking and outline the purpose and scope of the benchmarking project Identify different resources required for benchmarking study. It includes resources like financial, travelling, man hours, etc. Prepare a proposal for benchmarking and submit it to management to get their commitment, with clear explanation on the benchmarking project, its objectives, tentative time plan of benchmarking activities with target dates, the benefits, costs involved, resources required, etc. Understand the current situation by studying and analysing the existing information on the subject to be benchmarked Identify the critical success factors (CSFs) based on the subject of benchmarking, strategic intent, core competencies and capability maps Select the best performance measurement for CSFs Specify the data in terms of units and intervals to make the comparison and the analysis phase easier Measure the existing state of the subject to be benchmarked with respect to the CSFs/indicators The subject to benchmarked is documented and characterized in order to determine and understand its inherent capability Identify the external published information sources for collecting pre-benchmarking information by searching different technical and business journals, internal database, external databases, and public libraries Identify the potential benchmarking partners based on the above data Establish the requirements for the selection of benchmarking partners or for the characterization of the degree of relevance that any particular company may have as a potential benchmarking partner (continued)
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Table VIII. Detailed steps of the proposed benchmarking process
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Phase



Step No. 23



Pre-benchmarking activities



24



284 25 26



27 28 Pre-benchmarking activities



29



30 31



Benchmarking



32 33



Gap analysis



34 35 36 37



Action plans



38



39 40 41 42 Table VIII.



Description Narrow the list to few benchmarking partners by comparing the candidates Collect lower level detail on benchmarking partner prior to contacting them (e.g. location, when did they get started, no. of employees, product line, key managers, market share, revenue and profit, customer satisfaction, etc.) Establish contact with the selected partner(s) and gain acceptance for participation in the benchmarking study Make an initial proposal, which includes the subject, reason for selecting the organization, what you expect from them, when to visit them, agenda for the visit, format of information that will be exchanged, etc. Determine the data collection method – which can be a questionnaire or site visits or interview or a combination of all methods Validate it after discussing with various experts including partners Establish a protocol for performing the benchmarking study and also develop a non-disclosure agreement that tells about the information that will be shared and define the ethics of benchmarking Prepare for reciprocal agreement, in case the benchmarking partner wishes to benchmark a different area in within the organization that wants to benchmark Assess the information needs – write and review the questions, information required and other details to be collected with the benchmarking team members, so that there is a clear consensus and understanding about the information to be collected Perform benchmarking study which might include collecting information through questionnaire/survey, interview, site visit, etc. Collect data on methods, procedures, performance measure and practices that are considered superior Sort the collected information and data Determine current competitive gap Identification of possible root causes and the superior practices that are responsible for the gap Evaluating the nature of practices/methods/procedures (enablers) to determine their adaptability to the benchmarking company’s culture by performing the feasibility study Prepare the report and communicate the findings of benchmarking throughout the organization and project the benefits in terms of dollars and get the management commitment Make results available to benchmarking partners Establish functional goals Project future performance Develop the action plan with necessary recommendations and time frame for implementation (continued)



Phase



Step No. 43



Implementation



Continuous improvement



44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53



54



Description Gain acceptance from management and employees through commitment and participation, respectively, for implementing the action plans Prioritize implementation of different practices Deploy the action to the concerned product process owners with the target date for implementation and completion Implement of action plans to bridge the gap Provide training to the employees on new practices Monitor results of the implemented actions Check whether the target is reached Recalibrate the benchmark and improve continuously Ensure that best practices are fully integrated into process Structure rewards system to recognize continuous improvement to the benchmarking team and the implementation team Update the benchmarking report which provides the information on the best practices, how it was implemented in the benchmarked company and how it was adapted in the existing organization and a comparative analysis of the reported benefits, etc. which will help in learning purposes Recycle the benchmarking process, i.e. perform new benchmarking studies for new areas/processes



Phase 4. Action. . Step 10. Recalibrate the benchmark. Further studies can be carried out to improve the proposed model and new practices, which may evolve in the future, can also be incorporated. Results and discussion The benchmarking analysis of various benchmarking models revealed that each models differs in terms of number of factors – number of steps involved, number of phases, type of benchmarking it is applied, etc. For example, among the surveyed models, the number of steps varies from five to 21 steps and similarly the number of phases varies from two to seven. Figure 4 shows the graph showing number of steps and number of phases in different benchmarking models. Similarly, analysing the number of benchmarking models proposed under each types of benchmarking also reveals that number of models which can be used commonly across different benchmarking types (general) is the highest, followed by process benchmarking and functional benchmarking models. A separate group – “Others” include those benchmarking models, which cannot be clearly classified based on its applicability for the particular type of benchmarking. This analysis proves that attempts were made earlier to develop a generic benchmarking model, which can be applied irrespective of the type of benchmarking. Figure 5 shows the number of models under each benchmarking type. Similarly an analysis regarding the number of benchmarking models under each taxonomy reveals that percentage of models under consultant/expert-based is higher (about 48 percent), while the percentage of models under academic/research-based and
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Table VIII.
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No. of steps No. of phases



24



15 12 9 6 3
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33



31



29



27
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23



21
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17
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13



11



9



7



5



0 3



Figure 4. Graph showing number of steps and number of phases in different benchmarking models
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1
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Number of steps/phases



21



Benchmarking model number



Generic 29%



Others Functional Others 45%



Process Generic



Figure 5. Number of models under each benchmarking type



Process 20%



Functional 6%



organization-based are equal (26 percent each). This is a clear evidence that benchmarking as a tool has more practical or industrial utility than academic/research utility. Figure 6 shows the percentage of benchmarking models under each categorisation. It was evident from the earlier discussion that an universal 12-phase, 54-step benchmarking model has been proposed, which seems to have incorporated the best practices spanning different areas and types of benchmarking. This model attempts to provide a solution to some of the pitfalls identified by DeToro (1995). For example, the pitfall – “focusing on metrics rather than process” has been overcome by the step in the “Benchmarking” phase – “Collect data on methods, procedures, performance measure and practices that are considered superior”. Similarly another pitfall – “teams not understand their own work” has been addressed by the step “The subject to benchmarked is documented and characterized in order to determine and understand its inherent capability” under “Self analysis” phase, as it helps them to understand the



Academic/ Research based 26%



Benchmarking models



Consultant/ Expert based 48%



287 Organization based 26%



status quo and thereby can perform better benchmarking. Though it is not possible to claim that due care has been taken to address all pitfalls, we assume that majority of the pitfalls can be eliminated through the proposed universal benchmarking model. Conclusions In this paper, benchmarking definitions, types and models were reviewed and taxonomy for the reviewed models was developed. Few questions were also raised regarding the classification scheme and role of different benchmarking models available in the literature for which the following solutions were provided: . a simple classification scheme is proposed by reducing the classifications to internal and external benchmarking; and . a universal benchmarking model is proposed which was developed by benchmarking the commonly used model – Xerox model with other models available in the literature. The best practices identified from this process have been categorized into different phases and the proposed model consists of 12 phases which includes about 54 steps (both common as well as best practices in benchmarking) identified during the process. An analysis of the taxonomy of benchmarking models revealed that benchmarking as a tool has more practical or industrial utility than academic/research utility. Finally, a discussion on how the proposed model can eliminate some of the pitfalls of benchmarking is also presented. As said earlier, one of the limitations of the model is that it is highly conceptual and has not been validated by implementing it in industries to assess its effectiveness. Further research will be taken up in this regard to address this issue. Thus, in this paper, benchmarking itself was used as a methodology to improve the existing process of benchmarking. References American Productivity & Quality Centre (1993), The Benchmarking Management Guide, Productivity Press, Portland, OR. Andersen, B. and Pettersen, P.G. (1996), The Benchmarking Handbook: Step-by-step Instructions, Chapman & Hall, New York, NY.



Figure 6. Percentage of benchmarking models under each categorization
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