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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Increasing competition. demands for accountability. and
higher volumes of avaikable information are changing the
methods of how instituiions of higher education operate in
the mid-1990s. For higher education to enact substantial
and sustaingble changes in efficiency and productivity, a
new way of thinking. or paradigm. that builds efficiency and
a desire for continual learning must be integrated into insti-
tutional structures.  Tools are also being developed that
measure. or benchmark, the progress and success of these
efforts (Keeton & Mavo-Wells 199+4). Among, the improve-
ment strategies and techniques such as Total Qualdity
Management CTQMD. Continuous Quality Improvement
(CQD. and Business Process Reengineering (BPR). beneh-
marking has emerged as a uscful. casily understood, and
cffective ool for staving competitive.

What Is Benchmarking?

Although the use of comparative data has been used for
vears in some industries, including higher education. bench-
marking. as defined today, was developed in the carly 19805
at the Xerox Corporition in response o increased competi-
tion and a rapidhy declining nuarket share (Camp 19891, The
strategy of benchmarking is important both conceptually and
practically. 1t is being used for improving administrative
processes as well us instructional modebs at colleges and
universities, by examining processes and models at other
schoots and adapting their techniques and approaches
(Chaltee & sherr 1992: Clark 1993), More concisely, bench-
nurrking is an ongoing. systematic process for meusuring
and compuaring the work processes of one organization o
those of another. by bringing an external focus to internal
activities. functions, or operations (Kempner 1993). The
goul of benchmarking is 1o provide key personnel, in charge
of processes, with an external standard for measuring, the
quality and cost of intermal activities. and o help identify
where opportunities Tor improvement nay resicle.
Benchmarking is analogous to the hunin learning process,
and it has been described as a method of teaching an insti-
tution how to improve (Leibried & MeNair 1992). As with
other quality concepts, benchmarking should be integrated
into the fusdamental operations throughout the organization
and be an ongoing process that analvzes the data collected
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longitudinally. Benchnuuking attempts o answer the fol-
fowing questions:

e How well are we doing compured 1o others?

* How good do we want to be?

¢ Who is doing it the best?

e How do they do it?

e How cun we adapt what they do to our institution?

e [low can we be better than the best? (Kempner 1993)

Previously, questions ke these may not have seemed
important to institutions of higher education. However. in
the competitive and rapidly changing markets of the 1990s
(characterized by declining enrollments and funding in high-
er education), organizations are learning never to be satis-
fied wath the status-quo, and o continually question their
internal operations and refative position in the eves of
prospective customers. To answer these questions, several
multi-step benchmarking methods have been developed by
leading benchmarking practitioners (Ciunp 1993 Spendolini
1992 Wason 199.2). Benchmarking procedures can be con-
densed into four steps: planning the study. conducting the
rescarch, analvzing the data. and adapting the findings to
the home institution that is conducting the study. The first
step involves selecting and defining the administrative or
teaching processtesy to be studied. identitving how the
process will be meisured. and deciding which other institu-
tions to maisure against. Second, benchmarking process
datais collected using primary and or secondary rescearch
about the colleges. universitios, or other organizations being
studicd. The third step consists of analyzing the data gath-
ered o caleulate the rescarch findings and o develop rec-
ommendations. At this point. the differences or gaps in
performuance between the institutions being benchmarked
help toidentify the process enablers that equip the Seaders
in their high performance. Adiaption of these enablers for
improvement is the fourth step in the firstiteration of
benchmarking ovele, and the primary goal of the project.

A review of the benchmarking literature shows that there
Jre prinarily four kinds of benchmarking: internal, competi-
tive, tunctional industry. and generic or best-in-class,
fnternad benchmiking can be conducted at kurge, decentral-
ized institations where there are several departments or
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units that conduct similar processes. The more common
competitive benchmarking analyzes processes with peer
institutions that are competing in similar markets,
Functional or industry benchmarking is similar to competi-
tive benchmarking, except that the group of competitors is
Larger and more broadly defined (Rush 199-4). Generic 6r
hest-in-class uses the broadest application of data collection
from different industries 1o find the best operations practices
availuble. The selection of the benchmarking type depends
on the processtes) being analvzed. the availzbility of data.
and the available expertise at the institution.

Is Benchmarking Applicable to Higher Education?

Due to its reliance on hard dat and research methodology
henchmarking is especially suited fo s institutions of higher
cducation in which these types of studies are very familiar to
faculty and administrators. Practitioners at colleges and
universities have found that benchmarking helps overcome
resistancee 1o change. provides a structure for external evalu-
ation. and creates new networks of communication between
schools where valuable information and experiences can be
shared (AACSB 199 0. Benchmuarking is @ positive process.,
and provides objective measurements for baselining (setting
the initial values), goal-setting, and improvement tracking,
which can lead to dramatic innovations (Shafer & Coate
1992). In addition, quality strategies and reengineering
efforts are both enhanced by benchmarking because it can
identify areas that could benelit most from TQM and or
BPR. and make it possible to improve operations with often
dramatic innovations.

Despite the majority of positive recommendations for
using benchmarking and successful examples of its current
use, there are eritics of s applicability to higher education.
The stated objections irclude the beief that benchmarking is
merely a strategy for marginally improving existing process-
es. is applicable only o administrative processes (or only to
reaching practices), is a cuphemism for copying, is lacking
innovation, or et it can expose institutional weaknesses
(Brigham 1995 Dale 1995, These coneerns are Largely
unfounded because benchmarking can radically change
processes GEwarranted). apply to both administration and
teaching. adapt—not “adopt’—hbest practices. and it the
Benchimarking Code of Conduct is followed. confidentiality
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concerns can be reduced. The Code of Conduct calls for
benchmurking practitioners 1o abide by stted principles of
tegality, exchange. and confidentiality (APQC 1993,
Benchmarking can make it possible tor the industry to
improve processes in a leaptrog” fashion by identifving and
bringing home best practices. and therefore ottering a way
of responding to demands for cost continment and
enhanced service quality in a cost-effective and quality-
oriented manner (APQC 1993: Shafer & Coate 1992).

Where Is Benchmarking Being Used in Higher
Education?

Graduate business schools, professional associations such as
NACUBO and ACHE. independent da sharing consortia,
private consulting companies. and individual institutions are
all conducting benchmurking projects. The broad-based
NACUBO benchmarking program sis begun in late 1991,
and it seeks to provide participants with an objective basis
for improved operational performance by offering a ~point-
<r” o the best practices of other organizations. “Today. near-
Iy 282 mstitutions have participated in the study, and the
current project analvzes 20 core functions at colleges and
universities. such as accounting. admissions, development,
pavroll, purchasing. student housing, and others (NACTUBO
1993). The Association for Continuing Higher Education
CACHEY and graduate business schools have also conducted
specialized benchmarking studies that focus on the process-
os and practices concerning their particular institutional
departments (AACSE 1994 Alstete 19900, A review of the
Jiterature finds independent benchmiarking projects are cur-
renty in use, or have recentdy been conducted, by g wide
range of institutions. such as the University of Chicago.
Oregon State University, Pennsyivania State Unis ersity,
Babson College, and many others. These independent prog-
cets cover undergraduate and graduate waching processes,
as well as academic and usiness administrative practices.,

How Can an Institution Get Started?

Before heginning i benchmarking study. an institution
should decide it benchmarking is the correct quality
mprovement ol for the sitttion, After processes are
selected for analysis, the appropriaie personnel. who have a
working know ledge of the arca undergoing the benchmark-




b £ o A 1 R e A 1 A Vi AR A R

ing analvsis, should then be chosen o conduct the study. A
college and university can take part in an externally spon-
sored benchmarking project with peedefined objectives. or
conduct a project on its own, or with the help of consult-
ants. Tt is recommended that, as a start, an institution new
to benchmarking, begin with @ more “grassroots”  level
departimental or administrative project that measures best
practices internally, or with local competitors. An institution
that is more advanced in gquality improvement etforts can
seek out world-class competitors better and implement the
findings more readily than a benchmarking novice
(Marchese 19935b), information on prospective benchmark-
ing partners can be obtained from libraries, professional
associations, personal contacts, and data sharing consortia.
Once the benchmarking dati is collected and analyzed, it
can be distributed in @ benchmarking report internally with-
in the institution and externally o benchmarking partners
for implementation of improved processes. The overall goal
is the adaption of the process enabless at the home institu-
tion to achieve eftective quality improvement. Bench-
narking is more than just gathering data. It involves
adapting @ new approach of continually questioning how
processes are petformed. secking out best practices. and
implementing new models of operation.

Boenchmuarbing o thioher Edncation
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FOREWORD

In many ditfferent wavs, American higher education has
been practicing benchmarking almost from the start.
Harvard and the early colonial colleges were an adaptation
of the English undergraduate colleges. They were an adap-
tation in the respect that they were not 4 carbon copy ot the
English model since the colonial colleges adjusted their cur-
riculum. organization, and financing to meet the unigue
needs of early American life. When Johns Hopkins
Universiiy was established, modeled on the German univer-
sity, it quickly made several fundamental changes. including
adding an English model undergraduate program.  Later on,
as new colleges were being established in the carly [800s in
the Midwest. they benchmarked themselves against more
established American colleges. A common refrain was that
“this college will be the Harvard of...”

The essence ¢ modeling oneself against certain standards
or processes in oraer to produce a desired resudt is what
benchmarking is all about. There are a number of condi-
tons in operation today that make the process of bench-
marking not ondy acceptable but almost mandatory for
higher education. First, because of the sophistication of
consumers (students, parents, employers) and sponsors
(state legislators and private sponsors) of higher education,
institutions are being held to a higher standard of perform-
ance. Second. not only is the knowledge base of nuany
arcas in higher education changing rapidly, awareness con-
cerning these changes is so widespread that the stakeholders
of higher education are increasingly dissatisfied with the
status quo. Third, the legitimacy of new ideas based on s
origin — our institution is so unique that iF an ideit was not
developed by one of us, it could not possibly be useful — is
giving wav to the legitinuey based on results, 1F we can get
our results more effectively by doing it a ditferent way, we
should chrnge. A fourth condition. possibly a result ol the
other three, is a realization that through benchmarking, not
only can time. energy. and money be saved, an institution
can also nutintin  continuous competitive edge and
cnhance dweir national reputation.

Generally speaking, benchmarking is the process of iden-
tilving someone or some organizzdion that is doing some-
thing better than vou are doing, studyving how they are
doing it, and adapting those procedures that would be maost
uselul to reach vour desired outcome. Benchmuarking can

Beric hmarking i Higher Fducation
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be used o evaluate and improve specific practices Gsuch as
developing active learning in the classroon, creating more
effective slide presentations, or designing a4 more under-
sundable wition and fee invoice form): better processes
(establishing better wiys (o advise students on their academ-
ic programs or more effective ways to handle student appli-
cations); or svstems, {e.g.. increasing more effective use of
courses over seventl academic programs): or creating a nun-
agement enrollment system that works with students from
the first contact through graduation. While benchmarking
can he used successtully for any of these purposes, the
greatest impuct on the institution is the benchmarking of
SVSICHIS.

In this report by Jeffrey W Alstete, associate dean in the
Hagan School of Business at lona College, the coneept and
process of benchmarking is examined with four forms of
benchmarking being highlighted — internal. competitive,
functional, and generic. D Alstete details the specific steps
that an institution needs o ke in order o implement the
benchmarking process and gives examples of benchmarking
projects that institutions cauld {ollow:.

Benchmarking in the future may not be optional.
Increasingly, institutions are being asked 1o give specific
evidence concerning the value of their outcomes as com-
pared with other institutions. . When benchmarking is care-
fullv used to help institutions improve their processes and
systems in order to better achieve thetr educational mission,
institutions are equipped to defend against external goals
and standards that could be dystfunctional and even destrue-
tive to an institution,  This report will help institutions begin
developing a benchnurking process that will help them to
hecome more proactive in seting standards for their future,

Jonathan D. Fife

series Editor,

Professor of Higher Education Administration and
Dircctor, ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
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OTHER PART OF THE “NEW PARADIGM™

aurence Vevsev. in writing about the history of grea
changes that occurred in higher education during the later
part of the oh century, stated that the American university
1900 was all but unrecognizable in comparison with the
college of 1800 (Vevsey 19051, Philosophically. intellecuual-
v.and functionadiyv. higher cducation had changed duce o
the changing necds of socictv, The next great period of
change began atter the Second World War, when the Gl
Bill of Rights made a coliege education more accessible wo
an increasingly cgaditarian society, and fucked a remendous
wrowth in demand for higher education (Breedin 19943 As
we examine institutions of higher education today, many
people believe that we are at @ comparable turning point or
period of ransition (Apps 1988: Bover 1990, Future histori-

g
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ans miay record this tansitional period as comparable to the
changes that occurred in the lae 1800s or from the 19508 10
the 19705 The changes that are shaping the future ol higher
cduction are due to nany factors, including competition

B
F
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E—hetween colleges and universiues and with other providers,
= new information technology, changes in student
= nrollments, financial and cconomic conditions, and chang-
ing socictal demunds, In the past, most institutions of high-
or education. which have adapted o the changing times,
have learned new methods of operations in-order to survive,
Colleges and universities are places in which learning is
the main activity Tor students. faculty, and the administra-
tion. Personnel in higher education can be viewed as devel-
opers. brokers, and users of information, who strive to
obtain and transmit the best data possible, Over the kst two
decades, credible authors have claimed that society is mos -
ing from an industriat age to an informational age. Vast
amounts of information. and our access o it will change
nearhy evervihing, especially the way learning takes place
CBetl 1973 Naisbitt 1982: Tofflee 1980, Higher education is
aomajor source of new information through the rescarch
conducted and througl the primary method o distribution
—its instructional progrians. However, processing tremen-
dous volumes of information has its problems, as well as
rewards. The book ttled #he Coming of Post-Industirial
society accuratel predicted many of the current probleins
23 vears fner. Bell €1973) stated:

"
F

The post-industrial society is et inforniation society, ds

In the past,
most
institutions of
bigher
education,
which bave
adapted to the
changing times,
bave learned
new metbods
of operations
in order to
survive.
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fnddustrial socioty is a goods-producing sociely.
Henceeer: the centrality of informeation crecates sone
new. and different problems for society (o imcnege,
These are:

1. The sheer amaotint of information that ane has to absorh
hecanse of the expansion of the different carevidas—ceco-
noantc, political. and sociat—aof men'’s attention caned
incolvement ...

2 The jnformation becomes maore techiical - .

CThere s a grecier need for mediction. or jowralistic
transtation o that expleain the new theories to intermedi-
ette eanned sy atniddionces ..

L 1he sheer finits of the amonnt of informeation one can

absorhy ||

3. Inevitably o complex society, like the farge, complex arga-
nizeations within it. hecones a planning socicty (pp. 107-
17,

The goal of this report is 1o address these problems, tore-
casted so accurately by Bell as they relate o the datac and
svstems compatrisons techniques, referred to as benchmark-
ing. that are used by institutions of higher education to pro-
vide information for quality improvement. 1t is ditficult
today o read an academic magazine. newspaper, or educa-
ton journal without coming upon an example of one of the
many qualiny improvement methods such as Total Qualiny
Management CFQMY or Continuous Quatlity Improvement
(COD, Business Process Reengineering C(BPRY. benchmark-
ing, and others. These tools and the information they pro-
vide seem inereasingly technical, and often use lainguage tha

is unfamiliur to some weaders, 1 is therelore appreciaied.
andd often required. that o mediation”™ or “translation™ (Bel
1973 be written to help those in a specifice field, sach as
higher education, to understand more thoroughlhy and possi-
blv o utilize this new, complicated. wechnical information.
Among other things, this information is needed for plan-
ning.  For numagers in business and indusoy, as well as tor
college administritors and faculty, plinning, is probably the
most important function. Unfortunately. much of the litera-
wire on planning is normative and consists primarily of how
planning “should be done,” rather than describing how plan-
ning “is done” (Sork & Callarella 9oh. These writings are

) 16
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often accompanicd by elaborate reasons as to why the plan-
ning method should be used. but are usually lacking good
examples of how it is being used eftectively in organiza-
tions. This report will describe the benchmarking process,
discuss examples of its use in higher education, and show
how it can be used in successtul planning for process
improvement by the reader.

New Demands on Higher Education

Business corporations and the post-secondary educational
community are both experiencing new demands emanating
from the changing needs of society. Greater competition,
reduced public funding. and possible financial disaster are
now situations that many institutions of higher education are
trying to avert as the enrollment boom from the 1960s to the
1980s subsides in the 1990s (Clatfelter, Ehrenberg, Getz &
Sicgfricd 19910, Administritors and faculty must now
address budget gaps caused by the changing demands. con-
stricting resources, national and regional recessions. and the
husic questions about the value of higher education to
prospuective students. In addition, while the carnings bonus
attached to obtaining a college educition has continued to
show improvements over time, it is difficult to forecast with
confidence what the returns on invesiments in higher educa-
tion will he in the near future. These factors have had a
combined impact on the financial health of many colleges
and universities. When faced with reduced revenues, mosi
colleges and universities have responded by tightening bud-
gets. deferring non-recurring expenses, and postponing the
hiring of new fculty and staft (Zemsky & Massy 1995),
some institutions and campuses were unable to stay finan-
cially competitive. such as Upsala College in New Jersey and
lona College's campus in Yonkers. New Yok, and have
recently closed (Aronow 1993 Martin 1999),

Higher education providers are now fearning that they,
too, must be responsive Lo their environment 1o survive,
because both the number and extensiveness of envitommen-
tal forces have increased greatly in recent years (Birnbauim
1983). Both the administration and faculty feel unable to
ke control as resources are constrained. Often, the result
is more conmmitment and effort 1o keep organizational
processes, services, and goals the same, or o support the
status quo. Benchmarking Tas heen introduced as one

Boenchmerkine in Higher Education
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method or tool to help ereate a new way of thinking, or
“paradigm.” for higher education 1o make a substantial and
sustainable change in efficiency (Keeton & Mavo-Wells
199-1). As changes in cfficiencey are built into the basic struc-
tures and tunctioning of colleges and universities, bench-
nurking can be used to seck out best practices and monitor
the progress and success of the changes. For example, an
associte dean at Arizona Stite University (ASU) stated, “We
~av that we want to look like a leading MBA program. [This|
requires that we know what feading MBA programs look
like™ tWolverton 1994, p.36). To achieve this goal, ASET s
business school benchmarks information on entry standards,
curriculum content, faculty credentials and salaries. place-
ment, and starting sabiries for MBA program graduates.
Clark (1993 added. “University students are older, wiser,
and more determined than ever o reecive a meaningtul
cducation, and at the same tme, improve the qualine of life”
(p. 2. Clark proposed using benchmarking to help satisfy
these student demands by restructuring higher education,
without sacrificing the special characteristics that nukes cach
college and university unique. For these reasons, and others
discussed later in this report. benchnuarking is fust becoming
an important quality improvement tool. Benchmarking was
recently discuseed at several academic conferences. includ-
ing the Natiorat Conference on Continuous Quality
Improvement Reutter 1993), the American Assembly of
Collegiate Schools of Business (Bateman 1990, and the
Association tor Institutional Rescarch CAIR 19940, Becduse
toduy’s students are more demanding, and end 1o shop”
competitively, benchmarking enables colleges and universi-
ties to improve by comparing performance (both administria-
tively and academicatiyy with comparable or peer
institutions, “hest-in-class.” and even world-cluss organiza-
tions outside of higher education,  In educational wsting. for
example. this might mean comparing student performance,
not against focal norms, but against a higher set of interna-
tional standards Marchese 1991, Benchmarking provides
valuable information and hard data, which is needed by
colleges and universities to measure productivity,  George
Kelier (19830 stated that competition has not been absent
from American higher education in the past century .. But
competition among colleges has begun o intensity and will
increase significantly in the period ahicad, requiring new
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cﬁunpus modes ol operation and nesv surveillance proce-
dures” (pp. 16-17). Keller accurately predicied that the
competition is not only for students. but for other resources
as well,

Robert Birnbauni ¢1992), in researching the constraints on
productivity in higher education. conducted extensive inter-
views with 70 trustees. administrators, and faculty leaders at
seven diverse institutions of varving size and classibication.,
He found that one of the priman rational constraints on
productivity improvement is the lack of availability for daa
rebied o productivity (Birnbaum 1992). Large financial
resources were thought to be required tor obtaining ade-
quate data, and the history and traditions of the instinntions
did not support data-related decision-making. Some of the
new management improvement echniques, such as bench-
marking. are designed o address these problems by making
the data available at a reasonable price. and by providing
the technigues tor carrving out improvements in tradition-
bound organizations. such as colleges and universities,

Contemporary Management Strategies

In the 1980s, public concern for quality in education, pri-
marily for the elementiry and secondany schools, was
brought to national atention in the repont. A Nation ail Risk:
The Impercative for Educetional Reform (Natonal
Commission for Excellence in Education 1983). This report
stated many concerns for education, including the belief that
the increased rate of competition and changing conditions of
the workplace require the need tor afearning society, Later
in that decade. and more strongly in the 1990s, the post-
sccondary level also became the focus of quality improve-
ment. TOM. BPR. €CQI. downsizing. outsourcing. and other
contemporary auanagement strategies have recently become
commonplace on college and university campuses (Nicklin
1995). A variety of publications on the quality movement in
higher educion have all examined these programs inhigh-
er education: recent books CAAHE 199 1 Sevmour 1991
Seymour 1992); journal articles (Hobbs 199 1 Stein 1993).
newspaper articles (Nicklin 1995) conferences (Reutter
19937, s well as recent ASHE-ERIC Reports (Chaffee & Sherr
1992: Gardiner 199+ Wolverton 199 1, The complete litera-
ture on the call for improvement of management processes
in higher education is too extensive 1o list here, and it con-

Beachmarbing in theher Fducation 5

1y




H

|

H

l‘]!WT‘?F‘FrffI?F‘H!M

tinues o grow. Some of the erture selites concerns
about the appropriateness of quality sirategies in higher
cducation, but the vast majority are positive. A search of the
business periodical index for the past five vears (1990-1995)
found rhat the terms “TQM” and “benchmuarking™ are quite
populir among business researchers (see Figure 1), The
same search of the ERIC national education literature data-
base also found that these quality principles are becoming
more widely used and referred to by education rescarchers
and authors as well Gsee Figure 20, This data does not nec-

FIGURE 1—Business Periodical Index Search Results
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essarily mean that bendhmarking is being used more than
TQM by colleges and universities. but its popularity trend is
quite evident. The comparison between benchmarking and
TQM shows that the use of competitive data to meisure
effectiveness, set goals, and improve processes (henchmark-
ing? i~ somewhat in sequence with the more widelh publi-
cized TQM. Interestingly. TQM seems o have peaked in
1993 for both business and education periodicals, while
benchmarking may have peaked in 1994 literare. In addi-
tion, other topics such as assessment (Reimann 1995,
Watwood 1993). productivity (Blumensivk 1995: Heverly &
Connesky 1992) and performance indicators (Gaither.
Nedwek & Neal 199400, all point toward a demand for greater
cfficiency and public accountabitity in the 19905, Alsete
C(199-1) and Gaither (1993 add that information wechnology is
also helping the creation and use off these nunagement tech-
niques for monitoring performance and quality,

Additiona evidence that the use of other quality improve-
ment strategices may be increasing is that a recent review of
10 Boston-ared colleges, which started using TQM. tound
that five are no longer ..~ ing it(Entin 199-0). For the
reniining institutions, tie use of TQM resulted in many
quality improyements.

Generallv, quality efforts resultin a greater customer
focus. awareness of process. and new questions about out-
comes and dati, all of which can be taken as favorable
developments for an organization. Entin (199 6) stated that
greater student-centeredness can happen on both the admin-
istrative and academic sides of colleges and universities.
Despite higher education historian Frederick Rudolphy's
(1977 helief that college faculty are “suspicious of efficiency
and expert at obstruction”™ (p. -4 administrtors are not the
only personned that seek 1o improve te quality of higher
cducation. Many, il not most, of the professorate also sup-
port the reform movement. and have stated that they have
no quarrel with the need for changes (Bowen & schuster
19SO). The faculty not only fultills the main functions of
reseirch. weaching, and service at colleges and universitios,
hut they are often the first to receive student comments on
the incidental and osverall efficiencies of the institution,
Chapier three of this report will show how benchmarking is
used by hoth faculty and administration in higher education.

There are both vocal erities and strong proponents of

Bewchmarkoge iy Hieher Pducation =

W)
-




- !!W?W

these efforts. Crities such as George Keller have stated that
these projects have not been successtul because ~colleges
and universities are simbiguous about who the customers
are: students, professors. xpavers, parents, or graduates
prospuective employers™ (Nicklin 1993, p. A33). In addition,
sonke argue that colleges are using terms such as “reengi-
neering” or restracturing” merely as a public relations ploy
to cover harsh cost-cutting and emplovee Livofts. Perhaps
the most common complaint is that many people emploved
in higher education sincerchy believe that colleges and uni-
versities are different from business corporations. Some
institutions have responded by moderating the use of busi-
ness terms and replacing them with more culturally sensitive
terms, such as “committees” instead of “tewms.” or “indica-
tors™ instead of "measures” (Gaither et al. 1991,

However, the proponents of quality and related etforts for
higher education are manv, and often. they stridently stated
that it can work here. too. Sherr and Lozier CEI991) wrote:

if vou think that these fdeas micile sense for industry,
hut theat bigher education is different. be assured thet
miciny corporate leaders baie responded in like fushion:
“But we e different.” Higher education is different.
e our conservativeness does wake it difficult. But
consider the valtes that TQM espouses ... Importance
of people .. Need o Use Knowledge .. Contintons
Improvement ... We in higher education hotd dearly
such values - Ap. o)

These sentiments are echoed by others. including Heverly
and Cornesky (19923 who stated that ~TQM offers a philoso-
phy that drives evervone in the organization to use data, and
it provides methods and tools for achieving this purpose” (p.
113, One of the wols reterred to here is benchmarking.
which we shall see is only one pant of an overall quality
improvement eflort at a successful organization.

In reviewing the efforts of higher education and its use of
TQM and restructuring strategios, Rhoades (1993 stated that
these efforts often build on existing organizational structures
and on past patterns of production and resource allocation.
He added:

The proeminent danger is that the futire of ot institi -
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tions witl be compronrised if we simply seek continiity
with pust structures: fuil to restructure. rethink, and
change substantially our production processes, and do
not realloceate our work efforts to reposition onrselves in
relation 1o other bigher education instititions. gdin
public support. and incredase our productivity.
resonrces, and quality (p. 29).

One institution that has been a pioneer in applyving total
quality management. Business Process Reenginecring, and
benchmarking is Oregon State University (Shafer & Coate
1992). OSU began implementing total quality management
in 1989, and shortly thereafter achieved some process
improvement. elimination of waste in time and materials, and
cost reductions. However, in 1991, a quicker response wis
demanded by the Oregon State Legislature for improved
administrative costs and support services. Benchmarking was
used as a key instrument, along with TQM and Reengineer-
ing. to ensure that improvement initiatives focus on arcas
with potential for enhancement. Further. it is described in
Chapter Three how OSU used benchmarking as a continuous
process 1o measure its services against the competition.

Benchmarking Benefits

Benchmuarking may find more of a home in higher education
than the other recently adapted management improvement
technigues. due 1o its reliance on rescarch methodology and
hard data. Broadly, benchmarking is defined as ma continu-
ous. systematic process for evaluating the products, services.
and work processes of organizations that are recognized as
representing best practices for the purpose of organizational
improvement” (Spendolini 1992, p. 9. The process in this
definition involves conducting research on competing and
noncompeting organizations which are leaders in certain
areas. Many of the research techniques used here AFC VOTY
familiar to the academic conmunity—primary and
secondary rescarch, mail-out sun eys, interviews, and oth-
ers—are used for data collection and analyses, In addition.
benchmarking does not rely on purely subjective opinions
but on data coliection and analysis, which are ditficult to
dispute. Many practitioners have learned that, before com-
paring the data benween the institwtions being benchimarked.

Boenchmenring in FHigher Fdiccation O




ERILEL

1
1

the practice of compiling the benchmarking information,
and making it availuble within their own institutions, helps
create an environment that encourages colicges and univer-
sities to reexamine their operations (Blumenstyk 1995:
Detrick & Pica 1999,

Another reason benchmarking has great appeal is that it
is viewed as a positive process that helps institutional cul-
tures develop learning and improving as goals. Robert
Camp (1992} stated the Japanese word deantatste, which
means “striving to be the best of the best . . . captures the
essence of henchmarking that is a positive, proactive
process designed o change operations in a structural fash-
ion to achieve superior performance” (p. 3). Additionally.
Camp added that institutional leaders in the United States
have no such word. because they always assumed that they
were the best. Perhaps they still are in higher education,
particularly in graduate studies. but global competition has a
way of upsetting longstanding monopolies.  Nerox tearned
this lesson more than 15 years ago. as Robert Camp indicat-
e in his 1989 book. Benchmarking: The Search for hidustry
Best Practices That Lead o Superior Performance. This book
reports on benchmarking efforts in the United States at
Nerox. which institutionalized the practice in its organiza-
tion. and fully describes the 10-step benchmarking process
used. Benchmarking led o fundamental changes in how
Nerox manages suppliers and develops products, and it
continually forces the company to look at itself externaliy,

Benchmarking offers the opportunity for practitioners to
think out of the box.™ as Michael Spendolini (1992)
describes it and to discover new ideas. Leaders and man-
agers tend 1o work in their own “boxes™ most of the time,
where they have been suceesstul and are comfortable. On
occasion. they may look outside this box and see what the
dircet competition is doing, especially i there is financial or
cnrollment ditticulties Benchmarking, however, takes a
much more systematic approach at examining competitors
and looking at processes externally. The four types of
benchmarking described Tater Gnternal. competitive. fune-
tional. and generic) ofter the opportunity 1o break out of the
internal box we operate in, and discover what process lead-
ers in other industries and world leaders are doing to
achicve greatness in e particulr avea. Figure 3 illustrates
the advantages of looking out of the hox.”
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FIGURE 3 — Thinking “Out of the Box”
(Spendolini 1992, p. 23)

Functional best prctices — world class

Functional best practices — any company USA

Industry best practices
tincludes noncompetitors)

Competitors’ hest practices

Internal best practices
by functon

iFxcerpted by permission of the publisher, from the Benchmarkimg Book
Py Mchaet | spendotmi 1992 ANMACOM, a division of the Amencan

Mangement Associdlion?

Colleges and universities are known for staving cloistered
inside the “ivory tower™ and separated from the outside
world. This is due partly to our history of training clergy.
and partly o the natural barriers 1o change that develop in
conservative institutions, that were built o preserve and
transmit knowledge (Rudolph 1977, In today's competitive
environment, leaders in higher education must think strategi-
cally and globally to survive. In addition o gathering data
for process improvement. benchmarking o usctul by college
and university leaders for strategic planning and forecasting.
hecause it develops knowledge of the competition, views
state of the art practices, examines trends in product service
development, and observes patterns of customer behavior.
Benchmarking is a4 source for new ideas. process compur-
tsons. and goal-setting. 1t enables the benchmarking practi-
tioner to see the organizational functions from an external
point-of-view . and not be fimited to the traditional method
of developing ideas and objecives internally.

Bendharkbome i FHigher Educeation
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Benchmurking was developed out of the dire need 1o
improve radicatly: it became obvious at one organization—
Nerox—that the traditional “tried and true”™ method of devel-
oping and producing a product was not working well
because the competition had radically improved.

Initiatives at Xerox

83y the carly 19505, Nerox was facing severe financial and
competitive pressure. I less than a decade. Xerox™s market
share had fadlen from more than 80 percent 1o about 33
percent. and the company's costs and quality were creating
huge problems (Prvor 1989), [n 1979, the company began
study 1o compare its nunufacturing costs with those of for-
cign and domestic competitors (Camp 1992y, The findings
ol that pioneering study showed that their competitors were
selling products at o price equal 1o what it cost Xerox o
produce them. After setting up benchmarking throughout
the company. Xerox regained nurket share. dramatically
lowered cost and improved quality, and saved iself from
financial disaster,

Other industries leamed to use benchmarking. oo, In his
follow -up book. Robert Camp (1995 wrote that, alter the
much publicized success of benchmarking ae Xerox. other
najor corporitions have begun successfully using bench-
nurking, such as Texas Instruments. Westinghouse, ATXT,
IBML and others A review of the literature found that 2 vari-
ety of different organizations. including many service indus-
tries. have also sturted using benchnurking. For example.
Bergman (199 0 stated that benchmuarking is used in the
ficld of health care as o nunagement ool for improving
Clinical qualiny at sun Healthe Alliance and the University
Hospital Consortium. One participating hospital was able to
reduce the length of sty of pneumonia patients from S 1o
to 0.7 davs, after the data was collected on patients and
compured with the resulis from other hospitals.
Benchmarking is alsa used on health and disabiling henefits
in the energy and communications industries (Tortarolo &
Polikoft 10051 A competitive benchnmarking study of the
Lirgest T companies in those industries was the first proj-
eet Lo identify the best practices and trends rekating o health
care and disability activities, [tis Jear that benchmarking
has spread beyond production and warchousing operations
At firms hRe Nerov, and on o aimproving petformance in i
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wide varicty of organizational and administrative processes.
as well as cost concerns.

Anather field tha is using benchmarking, which is closely
related to higher education, is employee truining practices at
top companies (Kimmerling 19930, The American Society for
Training Jand Development (ASTDY has created a Bench-
marking Forum, designed to be a cooperative venture among
companies with strong financial and organizational commit-
ments o employee taining, Forum paticipants plan to find
and catalog best practices by collecting information and pro-
ducing comparative data against which to “peg” or bench-
mark their individual training efforts. The Forum began in
1991 with 19 participants. and grew o 37 in 1993,
Participating companices indude Actna. American Express.
Bocmg. Chase Manhattan, and many others, The 1991 benceh-
marking indings vielded both process and financial data.
including ratios of training stall to cmplovees, taining, days
por vear. the cost of training, 1y pes of training, cte. The par-
ticipants hope o measure and improve the effectiveness of
the emplovee training. This could have an eftect on colleges
and universities that provide undergraduate and graduate
Programs. contract raining. excoutive education. and non-
credit programs tor ASTD Benchmarking Forum participitints.

Related to the ASTD henchmarking effort, Ford €1993)
reported that benchmarking is applicable w the area of
human resources teining, 1t has resulted o identifving the
strengthis and weaknesses of management’s iraining cfforts,
Ford stated:

Dot ted Uhich cnd his colleagsnes al the Uriversity of
Virc hggan haee already daite some grond-breaking
work. They conducted o large benchmarking study of
Dreinetit rosoirees competencios and practices, which
prolved wore theon 10000 individucls in Q1 LS.
fivins Focusng on all HER fienctions, they collected
srtevs from metitagers aird emfdoyees iinmany fione
tontedd areas, medsuring perceptions of the compediiios
It resotrces depdriments.

Among the competences they examined were cight in the
HRD dontn,

o training program design

o trainimg defivers '

It is clear that
bencbhmarking

bas spread. . .

to improving t
performance in

a wide variety

of organiza-

tional and
administrative
processes, as

well as cost
CONCerns.
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career planning

cureer development
organizational design
autonomous work-group design

organizational restructuring
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integration of business functions (p. 38),

The fiest two areas in the Ulrich study. training program
design and training delivery, show it corporations are not
only benchmarking administrative processes and how much
they spend on training, but how they train. Since compa-
nics e benchmarking processes in higher education that
we would fabel-as academic curricular, there is evidence
that our college and university academic programs should
also be able to use benchmarking effectively. This has
already begun in some areas of sccondary education, such
as technical education (tinger 1993: Losh [994),

Inger (1993) stated that educators normally look only wt
other schools for practices 1o borrow. Successful benchi-
nutrking can be used 1o look both inside and outside the
ficld of education for best practices. Beewuse benchmarking
[ocuses on outcomes, it can be applied to “tech prep™ as an
organizational alternative o the traditional secondary school
college prep and general education program.  Inger believes
that the following components of tech prep e particularly
well suited to benchmirking: articulation, program assess-
ment and improvement. carcer gaidance. and marketing,
Many of these overlap with functions in higher cducation.
Benchmarking Lus also been proposed for benchmarking
technical education defivery systems as o method for
improving vocational-technical education (Losh 19943 As
start, a tech prep consortia in Arizona are establishing met-
rics to benchmark a statewide svstem, with the initial goal of
discussing and ratitying the processes to be measured by the
paticipants.

The Baldrige Award and Benchmarking

As we have seen. calls for education to adapt strategies from
business and industry are not new. Even the famous
Malcobn Baldrige National Quality: Award. the ~icon™ of cor-
porate quadity nunagenment improvement, has now been
extended 1o higher education tsevimour 19900, The Baldrige
Award was created in TOST by President Ronald Reagan, and
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m}umdﬁ .tml services (Sevmour 199-k0. To date, more than |
E‘E nillion copies of the Baldrige Criteria have been distribute,
Zilmost 300 companies have applied for the award and there
== luve been 28 winners (Seymour 1990y, Among the core
— values of the award is the need for management by fact,
}__ where data and data analyses support 2 variety of organiza-

tonal purposes. including plinning. assessing performance,

improving the organization’s structure and processes. and

compuring its quiatlity performance against the pertormance
=20 benchmuarks of other organizations. The benchmarking
process is an important part of the award criteria, which uses
a4 rating svstem with LO0O possible points that award candi-

dates strive 1o achiceve, The "manmigement by fiaet” core val-
uc is achiceved through required. competitive benchnunking
in two of the 1995 pilot education criterin categories (see
Appendix A Criteria items number 2—Information and
Anadvsis cworth 73 points) and item 6—Institutional
_Performance Results tworth 230 points), both require thad
=colleges and universities conduct henchmarking studics inan
‘()ngning manner, in order to receive the Balcrige points,
he best pcrfnnm'r.\ in this category }_',:nhcr hard data to

'unnp lldi)l(.‘ organiztions, measure ln.nds in overall pe linl-
mance of operational process and support services, and
other providers (Chatfee & Sherr 1992, The Baldrige office
at the National Institute of Standards and Technology is
by exchanging intorntion. building on one another's expe-
ricnees, and expanding on the assessmient practices already
tion of these cfforts are detailed in the two-volume set.
“High Performing Colleges: The Madeoln Baldrige National
Education™ (sevmour 19900, The first volume covers the

theony and concepts of the award, and the second volume
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examine the quality of supplies and services furnished by
working with the Academic Qualitv Consortivm from the
American Associanon tor Higher Education “to provide cam-
T puses committed to implementing, continuous quality im-
provement the opportunity o fearn and work collaboratively
being utilized” €Seymour 1996, pooxid An exceellent descrip-
cuality Award as it Framework for Improving Higher




discusses the application and implementation, as well as
vatlid concerns of the 1995 Educention Pilot award criteria wt
Northwest Missouri State University. Ted Marchese (1994)
from the American Assoctation for Higher Education, wrote
that, “The Baldrige will work in higher educition, just as it}
has Gand hasn' in industry, when it is embraced by the
internal culture as a ool for improvement (p. -1, The use of
benchmarking processes as part of Northwest Missouri State
University’'s pursuit of the Baldrige Award is further des-
cribed in Chapter 3 of this report. In addition, the Baldrige
Award has sparked the creation of several ste-level
Baldrige-type quality awards that are already being applicd
to higher education. For example, Rio Salado Community
College received the Pioneer Award trom the Arizona Quality
Alliance in 1993 (Sevmour 199 1), Organizations using
benchmarking and applving the Baldrige Award (or Baldrige-
tvpe) criteria clearly perceive themselves as leaders in their
respective nurkets CAPQC 1993),

Summary

Much has been written about the need for change and
improvement in higher education. and new paradigms, or
madels, of operation have been proposed 1o address these
changes. Among them is the call for the creation of a more
“learning centered.”  organizational structure, where the
emphasis is not on traditional teaching but on what the stu-
dents learn (Barr & Tagg 199510 Inaddition. quality im-
provement techniques developed in the business world such
as TQM. reenginecring. the Baldrige Award. and benchnurk-
ing e being used as wols in these new pantdigms, or wiys
of thinking tor colleges and universities. Benchmarking. as
described in the next chapter, is part of the new paradigm.
and is fundamentally about learning. Tt offers the opportuni-
tv 1o see the organization from ~out of the box.™ and pro-

vides the methodology for a contintous process of
comparing and learning for an organization. Having faced
wrmail in the global marketphiee, other industries have had
to change the way they operate. and they lave used bench-
nurking as part of these changes. Benchmarking was
brought into the mainstream of management practices at
Nerox in the carly 1O80s, Sinee then. it has been used ina
variety ol industries, and has become part of the lexicon of
contintous quadity improvement in the 19905 The literature
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of husiness and cducation show s that its popularity contin-
ues o arow e, and e is now being used in many colleges and

U Crsitios,
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WHAT 1S BENCHMARKING?

As with mamy other erms, benchnurking is often used
incorrectiy or too broady in regard to the true and original
definition. Benchmarking does not mean comparing num-
bers for simply: obtiining information on the performance of
an organization or ditference between two organizations.
Government agencies, in particular, have used “benchmark”
or “benchnurking” to describe a procedure of devising per-
formance or outcome messures to caleulate an agenay or
arganizaton’s progress toward improvement (PSQR 199 1)
Beachmarking is different from creating a set of
performance standards: it involves continually comparing an
organization’s performance and fearning from moving tar-
gets, by identifving the process feaders, Tnarecent AsHE-
ERIC Report on the use of Perfornmunce Indicators in higher
cducation, the authors conmmented on the difference in defi-
nition, and stated that pertormance indiciors are usetul for
comparing performance and quality among peers over time,
whereas henchmarks are usetul for improving specific
Processes i an institation by comparing to peers and adapt-
ing techniques (Gaither et all 1994,

Collahorative und cooperative leaming have recently
heen promoted as weehniques that college students can use
to fearn by helping cach other (Bosworth & FHamilton 199 1
Bruffee 1993), Sinee higher education is often viewed as a
learning business, colleges and universities. as institutions,
should abso be inclined o fearn from cach other, and from
other organizations outside higher education through the
business-developed process called  “henchmarking.”  One
benchmarking program manager defined benchmarking as
“The process by which organizations fearn. modeled on the
human lering process™ (Wason 1993, p. 200 Leibiried and
MeNair C1992) also stied that benchnurking is anadogous to
the human learning process:

Benchmen®ing, thew, is a class on learining bowe (o
foarn The first fore lectieres are simply (o get vour
atiention  Once the grovnduork is leid. 1he pace of
chenge accelerales, as eeery nidividual begins o aeeept
the fuct theat the steities guio s a deengerons bedfellon. s
novel approcches to organizing internal work are
incovered drd measarenients ave deviced lo sapport
thent, ctlitiedes change  People can Deconte accis-
tomed to hange  In fact. cheange can become exhiles
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rating. The final exam for ihe class is conducted by the
mictrRet: those that embrece chenge and steive for con-
Stedidl inprovement will survive 1n the teenty-first centie-
e those that renwain niived in traedition will get failing
RS, frorheips even flinik ont of school vp. 323).

There are muny other detinitions of this relativels new
managenient process but, fundamentidhy, benchnurking
involves analyzing perforiidance. practices. ditd processes.
toithin and betweeen organizations and industries, (o obtetiin
viformeition for sclf-improrement. Institations of higher
cducition have been conducting external data gathering and
comparisons tor vears. but benchmarking as defined here.
abso involves the search for hest practices. Benchmuarking, as
defined 1oday, may be particulashy appealing o the academ-
ic community. due 1o its reliance on research methodology.
This methodology is not unlike that practiced and taught by
faculny and administeators in colleges and universitios everv-
Jdave survevss interview s, data collection, analy sis, and
reporting e all weehnigues with which most people in high-
er education are very famifiar,. The other qualiy improve-
ment weehnigues recentdy introduced to higher educiion
often involve using untamiliar business labels and terminolo-
v such as reustomer” with which many in higher education
are not entirely comfortable tChattee & Sherr 19920,
Theretore, benchmarking offers 4 new way of thinking. or
parachizm, that may be more acceptable o personnel in
acadentit,

The definition of benchmarking is more focused than the
other quality techniques. is casilv understandable, and can
be respected because it is data driven. Members of the
Design Steermg Committee st the American Produoctivity and
Quality. Center CAPQOY devetoped the tollowing detinition:
Benchmarking is the process of continuonsiy competring cid
INCANIUPING il oroa iz ation with Dusiness leaders aniyvechere
i1 the weorld to gar informcation. wehicly will botp the oreeaii-
ittedz lake action ta puaprore its pevformance CAPQC 1903,
p_ 1)

Another definition developed at the APQC represents a
CONSCASUS among some Fo0 fivmes,

BonchitarRing is o systemietiic aiied conlipiotis Hees-
HECHICIN [rocess, o Process of HNIHIHUH_\{\‘ edsirig
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and comparing an orgd HEzation s Dusiness PrOCesses
(et inst DUSIIIESS PrOCess loctelors cnpywhere i the world
to gain information. which will belp the organization
1o cction to improve is perfornance (Watson 1993,
p. AL

The second definition adds that benchmarking should be
integrated into the ongoing operations of the institution. As
with quality cfforts. it is onge sing because looking at the data
longitudinally can be heneficial in showing the progress
made by the participating organizations. A stagnant. one-
time snapshot of o process that has been henchmarked may
he interesting and even somewhat useful, but o see the
suceess tor failure), over tme of process changes and
improvements. is much more valuable, Often. charting, and
ecing the results of improvement offoris can be very usctul
in motivating  thase who are e nducting the benchmarking.
4x well ax 1o the customers of the process who will receive
the benefits of any improvements cnacted.

Benchmarking Process Overview

Benchmarking's relationship with quality strategivs is even
more visible as the process is further defined. The hench-
marking process cun be compared to the simple four-step
approach: Plin-Do-Check-Act (PDCAL as shown in Figure 1.
Chaftee and Sherr (19921 and the other literature on quality
Ao call PDCA the shewart Cyele which wis the fundamen-
tal method taught by management gurdy W, Edwards
Deming,

FIGURE 4—Benchmarking Process Compared with the
Deming Cycle (Watson 1993)
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The fiest step in benclmarking. as in the PDCA cyele,
strts with planning. For higher education. this means
selecting and defining the administeative o teaching process
1o he studied. identifyving how the process will be measured,
and then deciding which institutions op organizations should
be studied. In other words, it im ofves plunning what to
benchmuark and who-o benchmark with, if the benchmark-
ing project will be more than an internal study (described
later in this report). The second Step uses primary and or
secondury research to gather the data. This can involve
rescarching publicly available information about the target
col'cges and universitios thre wgh professional associations,
personal contacts, a libriry, or on-line COMPULCT SCIVICES.
The primary research may involve direet communication via
telephone survevs, written questionnuires, or visits 10 make
detailed inquiries. The third step in benchmarking consists
ol wmalyzing the da gatheredto caleulate the rescarch find-
ings and develop recommendations, This s the critical
pointin study where the differences. or aps, between the
Participants performance are identificd. and from which the
“process enablers™ are derived. Understanding aned applving
these enablees 1o the organization conducting the beneh-
nurking study is the essence of the benchmarking process,
The overalt goal is improved performance from these
enablers that were learned from the other organization(s)
and then adapted. Watson C1993) summuarized the following
important point

Ahenchmeark sty prodices tweo resulis: (o d Measire
of process performence excollence the cetit he nsed eis

e standerd for comparison . aned thy g deterniine-
Hon of the process eneliers that hetped developy the ferel
of perfornance obsereod | Those enablers are the

Rev Lo impraoring the obserrer COMPAYS herformence.
i their discoveny is the real goal of the benchmarfe-
g Stucy tp, 170,

Adapration of these enablers for Hprovement is the
fourth aind final step in the benchmurk pProcess, at least in
the tirst iteration of the cvele. For benchmarking to e truly
clfective. the process should be never ending. Organiz-
tional icaders should never belieyve they can. or should,
stop compuarmg their performance with others,
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A detiled, 10-step process wis defined in Camp's first
book in 1989, and it is also wideh used elsewhere, In his
1995 follow -up companion hook. Business Process Bench-
marking, Camp stated that ditferent companies have diverse
benchmarking models with varving numbers of steps in the
benchmarking process. They have similar terminology and

~

overlapping arcas. but differing lesels of process description
{see Figure 3y I addition 1o Nerox's 10-step process, there
is i nine-step process it Alcods a 12-step process at ATRT,
and 2 five-step process at IBM. Al of these multi-step
benchmarking processes can be looked at in conjunction
with the four phases of the aforementioned PDCA evele.
The first phase involves planning the benchmarking study
by deciding what organizational processes are 1o be beneh-

marked. 1o whom these processes will be compared, and
how the data will be coltecred. After deciding what. who,
and how the benchnurking project will be conducted. the
actuwatd data collecting is done through printany and
secondary rescarch. There is no one correct way to conduct
Al benchmarking studies, and the different studies require
ditferent methods of gathering the infornution. Recognizing
that the purpose of benchmarking is not only o derive
quantifiable metries and rgets. but more mportantly, it is
used toinvestigate and document the best practices that
cnable the achievement of the goals and targets. The see-
ond phase conttins the analyvsis of the benchmarking data
where the performance gaps between the organizations are
identified. and provides the objective basis on which to
improve the process. The performance gaps must then be
used Tor adapting improvement etforts, wnd setting operation
vouls for change. The plans for change should conmain
nirkers for updating the benchimarking findings. because the
external practices of the other organizations are constantly
changing. or continuously improving,

Benchmarking really has two impogtant oy erall conmpo-
nents or process groups: the management of the bench-
nirking process and the user processes (Camp 1995, The
processes deseribed above are what the users of henchniark
ing do, while the managers who supervise the overall pro-
et lune their own broader process steps to establish
support and sustain the benchnuerking effort. Figure o
Shows the reliationship betw cen the management of the
benchmarking process with the Step wise user processes.

Boencholorg in Hhoher Fdueedion
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FIGURE 5—Benchmarking process models (Camp 1995, p. 9) adapted from
Comparing Process Models for Benchmarking, American

Productivity and Quality Center
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FIGURE 6—Benchmarking processes and phases
(Camp 1995, p. 10)
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Benchmarking provides an objective measurement for
base-lining. goal-sctting. and improvement tracking (Detrick,
Magelli & Pica 199-0. 1t helps sort out what should be meas-
ured. and provides insight to the inefticiencies of certain
processes. Benchmarking is truly o learning experience for
those munagers that participate. Often. during the initial
stage of planning of what 1o benchmark and the gathering
of internal data, an organization learms immediately that
there are obvious incfficiencies. This often happens in the
consortium or association-ivpe benchmarking studies. where
participants are first mailed a survey form o collect industry
standards and then begin to All in their own data on the
form. However tempting this might be. this is not the goal.
or best result possible for benchmarking. The bonchmurk-
ing manager should ensure that the project team does not
slow down and get too involved at the self-analvsis stage.

More importantly, benchmarking can help overcome
resistance o change that can be very strong in consenative
organizations. such as colleges and universities. that have
had litde operational change in many vears, 1t does this by
relving on data and analysis, which are ditticult to argue, if
the duta are valid and the analvsis has merit. Decision-muk-
ers in higher education. that have vears of training and
experience in acadenmic or business rescarch, often welcome
datit-based recommendations. However, benchmurking is
not an end initseli. but rather 2 means to an end. whiclh s
organizational improvement.  Researchers can easily get
caught upy in the deteils of deata collection and analysis, cord
Itheyt should remember to keep the goal of process improve-
ment in sieht at all times,

In 7he Beanchmearking Book, Michael | Spendolini (1992)
sumnutrizes what benchmarking is. and is not, Clable 1),
As stated cadier, benchmarking is o continuous process, not
a4 one-time event. Although it can have great benefits, even
it performed suceessfully only once, the impiovement
gained can casily be tost as competitors improve their own
processes. Benchmarking is not a process that provides
simple answers through the numbcers reported (the "met-
rics™) or in the process enablers that are the means for
achiceving the better numbers. 1Uis @ process that provides
vitluable information that needs 1o be incorporated., or
adapted. into the organization that hopes to improve, and
can identify industry standirds, W Edwards Deming offered

. . . benchmark-
ing can belp
overcome resis-
tance to change
that can be very
strong in con-
servalive orga-
nizations. . .

Besichmarking i Theher Fducation
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the following advice on this. ~Adapt. don't Adopt™ (Watson
1993, p. 3). The process enablers are originally developed
at the institutions that have best practices to meet their own
specific needs. in their own specific environment, Since no
wo organizations or competitive environments

tespeciadiy colleges and universities) are exactly alike. the
process eniblers need to be adapred o fin. Outright copy-
ing of a business process, without thorough analysis for
organizational fit. can cause untorseen problems.

TABILE 1

Benchmarking: What it Is and Isn’ t
(Spendolini 1992, p. 33).

Benchmarking Is Benchmarking Isn' t

L CONTINUOUS Process A one-time cvent

A praocess of investigation that A process of imvestigation that
provides valuable that provides simipie
information ANSWers

A process of learning from Copyving, mitating

uthers: o pragmutic search
for ideas

A tnie-consaming. Liboy Quich and casy
ECRSIVe Process reguiirmg
discipline

A viuble tool that provided A buzavord, afad
usctul information tor
smpros g virtuadhy any
Dusiness activin

taeerpied by pernossieon of the pabdisher, from Fhe Benchmacking Book
Py Alchael 1 Spondolme 1992 ACOML 0 diasion of the Amctvan

ALinagement Assowoation?

This is why benchmiarking is not as quick and casy as it
first seems, Although benchmarking is not difticult, it does
recuire sufficient planning, emplovee training. time, and
financial support. The cosis will be discussed Eter: howev-
¢r, pricctitioners ol benchnuirking in lngher education report
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that the return-on-investment is very respectable (AACSB
199 £ NACUBO 19951 Benchmarking is eftective in higher
cducation for several reasons, First. it is casy to understand
and implement by all levels of cmplovees in the organiza-
tion, for all kinds of processes. Second, many companies,
such s Xerox. Motorola, IBAL and others, hive been using
it for vears (Spendoling 19923 Third, benchmarking uses
reliable rescarch echniques, such as surveys, intervicws,
and site visits. which provide external and objective meas-
urements for goal-setting, and for improvement tracking
over tine.

Thomas [. Sergiovanni (1995, a leading writer on educa-
tonal administraton. commented that school administrators
tend o jump at every latest nanagement fad. This may have
some truth: however, most of these adapted management
strategies do have one thing in common: the keyv to produc-
tvity improvement lics in performing better through continu-
ous organizational learning (Marchese 19930, which is what
henchmarking alsa offers. Benchmarking is cleady more

than a tud. Ttis a learning experience for those who partici-
pate. because its method forees participants 1o analyze and
compare continwadly, identify industey standards, and set the
definitions for performance. Just as there are difterent kinds
of fearning that can be planned. the suitable form of bench-
nmarking should wlso be chosen. The literature reviewed
shoswes there are s least four Rinds of benchmarking:

e [nternad benchnurking

e Competitive bendhmarking

o Functional Industry benchmatkimg
e Generic bendhmarking

Benchmarking can be conduaed against intermal opera
tions, external direct competitors, industes functionad lead-
ers. dancdd generic processes (Camp 1989, Fach type off
henchmarking has advintages and disadvantages, and some
are simpler o conduct than others, The manager in clurge
of the benchmarking project shoulbd look at cach tvpe 1o
determinge it it is worth the costand etfort to vield the
desired infornion. Table 2 contrasts the main advantages
of cach henchmarking tvpee.

Interndl and competitiv e benchimarkmg have the mest
refevant data to the operation being benchinarhed.

Bearchogerbone o Higher Foreealran
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Table 2

Key Benchmarking Characteristics
(Camp 1989, p. 57)

Benchmarking Data Collection | Innovative
Operation Relevance Ease Practices
Internal Operations X N

Direcet Produdct X

Competitors

Industey Leaders N N

aeneric Processes X N

However, neither of these processes usuzlly results in
obtaining world-class breakthrough innovations. The other
tvpes. except for competitive benchmarking, are not ham-
pered by obtaining sensitive information that may be confi-
dential. However, the industry and generic processes are
more difficult to benchmark, because the practiioner imust
dedide how to adapt the best practices 1o the home organi-
sation, which may be in a ditfferent industry, The most sig-
nificant benefit of benchmarking lies in discovering the
sorld-chiss leading processes ina parallel process. usually
in adifferent industry. This is how Nerox moved Tforward in
the reproduction industiy by competitively benchmarking
warchousing and distribution processes from Lo L Bean,
which is in @ completely different industry.

internal Benchmarking

Many organizations that are highly decentradized, such as
colleges and universities, can take advantage of o highly

cost-clTective method called  “internal benchimarking.”  This
iv & tpe of benchmarking in which processes are compared
hetw een operating units, divisions, or sister companics
CWatson 1993), For institutions of higher education, this can
mean difterent departiments, or schools, within o college or
university. For example. faculty hiving processes could be

benchnurked between the humanities, education, and the

scicnee depatrtments, or agraduate school of business could
benchnrk its graduate admissions processes with other
protessional graduate schools, These internal benchimarking
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studies can produce detaded dita abouat process improve-
ment opporienitios, hecause the usual hurdles of access
and cooperation from other institutions will be reduced it
is done within one college or university system. Internal
studies can also help the organization focus on the critical
isstes 1o he examined. provide usefud information by them-
selves, and define arcas for tuture external investigations,
Although it has these benefits internal benchimarking has @
lower probabilite of achicving significant breakthrouaghs,
becatse comparable departneiis within one college system
e 1o huase relatively simifar practices and processes com-
paared with externad organizanions.

Competitive Benchmarking

A more common tpe of benchmarking focuses on measur-
g PCOMIANCe JZumst peer or Competilor orgamzations
The goal ol competitive benchmarking s to study the prod-
uct designs, process capathilities, and or administative mcth-
ods used by an orgamization’s competitors or peers N\ atson
19931, This is one of the primary goals of the assodiation-
sponsored benchmarking projects in higher education, ~uch
s the NACUBO study e\ ational Association of Coliege and
Universite. Business Otficery, which will be described m
derail Luer in this report. Tnstitutions of higher education
are verny Lonliar with classifications. such as the Carmegic
classification svstem, public versus privatelv-tunded. small
colleaes versus Liroe universities. the vy League. the Big
Ten. ete. The participants in competitn e benchnuarking
seeh toanals 7o their processes directiyv against those organi-
zations with whom they have similarities hut on processes
that may not be particubarle sensitive. Watsen c1495) stated:

stucdios of this fvpe differ frone process benchnrarki
stucdios incterms of thenr doepth, aand the fact that thetr
codd tends o erd with meastrement, rather than wuhy
implementing process euablers. Competitiee bench-
mictrking stieelios neny: e conducted divecthy with com-
Jretttors o benchmerk processes that are
noncoitrarensial, such as facilitios managenent. nier
sed! aedditing practices. D i Fesonree pPractices,
emplovee safety and bealth, comprensation and bencfiis.,
ciplovee traming did decelopment. quealiy programs
and methods, purchesing and supplicr mcnragemicent.

Boc bagerbimg m Hogher fducetion




cired inddustricd policy issues. Optenr these sticedies are
condrcted v a thivd pary to sanitize the competitive
information. nominalize sensitive performance infor-
Mt to an dgreed-on base measire. and report case
study informeition thet bas beeir approved by the con-
(ributingg contpany (p. 1093,

IUis casy 1o see why third-paraes. such as professional
associations like NACUBOL the Association tor Continuing
Higher Educition (ACHE Y or private consulting firms like
i the American Productivies and Qualitn Center (APQC), and
— Educaiional Benchmuarking Incorporated (EBD. are popular
‘- methods by which colleges and universities eater the beneh-

nuicking fickl Benchmarking practitioners often ask for a
— neutral and external stndard for institutional comparison of
processes, After intemally analvzing a process and deter-
nining . benchmarke a manager tpically nmun ask it this
result is really good. and i so. compared with whom
Oetrick & Pica 1995 Rush 19941 Another reason for seck-

ing external third-parts analy sis tor competitive benchmark-
ing. particularly tor Lirge oraanizations. is that one-to-one

[
e

ble antitrast viokwnons and unbuir truding practices (Watson

A
3
|
) | comparisons with competitors ¢ riise COneerns OV er possi-
‘ ![
i 1095). some mtormation may be impossible o obtain

= because s proprictany ., and it is the reason for an instiu-
tion's competitive advantage (Camp 19891 However. while

obtiining information mav be not be casy, it should never-
thedess he pursued, perhaps by using tird party associations
or consultants to guarantee confidentialitn and anonvimiiy.

Functional Benchmarking
Also valled industne benchmarking, tunctional benclunarking
i~ ~similar to competitive bencdhmarking, exeept that the
aroup of competitors antly zed s frger and more broadiy
defined (Rush to0 1 Robert Camp €1993) defines functionad
benchnurking as o comparson ol methods to companies
with similar processes in the same function outside one's
mdusoy T epc b TThis Kind of benchmarking presents o good
opportunity (o produce breakthrough resalis by analy zing
hugh performing processes and learning the process enablers
From these industy -wade orgamzations (W atson 1993,
Neron Tound. through functional benchmarking, that it
could Took outside its industry Tor best practice leaders and
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relate it to an oserall company -wide benchmarking effort.
As Drictly described in the first chapter of this report. Nerox
realized that it necded o radically improve performance and
decided 1o look at a warchousing and distribution process
lcader i another industrv—L. L. Bean,

Despite their differences. the similarities between Nerox
and L. L. Bean were very efficient operations. designed with
the full participation of the hourly workforee, and they used
quatity circles to do i tCamp 19893, Lo L. Bean was identi-
fied as a best practice leader in the area of warchousing and
distribution through an article published in a vade periodi-
cal. since Nerox and Lo Lo Bean wre in two very ditferent
industries, the problem of confidentiality was reduced. and a
distribution manager at Lo Lo Bean agreed o site visit by
Neros personnel. The visit was conducted. and data was
wathered and compared between the two organizations,

L. L. Bean also learned about the benchmarking process
isell and began visiting other firms talthough, not N ox) to
learn trom them. as well.

For colicges and universities. funcional benchmarking
means amihvzing institutions outside of one™s Carnegic clissi-
fication or funding t pe. as well as organizations outside of
the fickd of higher education altogether. Possible functional
or industry: benchmarking pariners might train and educate
divisions of Lirge firms, private trtining companies, clemen-
tary or secondary schools, or new nontraditional. computer-
hased distance learning progriums, Looking within a
narrow v-defined competitive group of organizations has
olwious limittions in o rpidhy changing world. This is why
Functional benchmarking can be one of the most productis e
andd cost-effective benchmarking types. The abjective is lor
the colleges and universities (o learn about competitors in
general wav, rather than specitically €Fhor 1993y, Overall,
the goul of both competitive and functional benchmarking is
o identify the hest opertional practives and processes that
can be adapted or learned from the leaders.

Generic Benchmarking

Generic Denchnuoking, also called “best-in-class.” uses the
broadest application of data collection from ditferent Kinds
ol oragnizations  Generic bencdhmarking compares work
processes at one organizaiion 1o others who have tuly inno
vative and exemplan performance (Camp 19950 Generic
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benchmarking, which is also known as “best-in-cluass”
bendhmarking, Rush €199 9 stated:

- seeks oat those arganizations with the best practices
regatrdioss of the industry. The basic criterion is: Who
Jrevforms this activity best* As a resull. a cofloge or
tniversity nright compeire ilself to air airfine s purcheis-
ing process. o credit card compenny s hilling process. or
o manufacturers facilitios meintenance operation.

(p. 9O

The value of generic henchmarking is that an organiza-
tion is not restricted to a competitive or industiy group of
institutions, and s equipped to look at important internal
processes, generally tor analogous processes elsewhere

(Watson 1993, The difference between functional and
generic benchmarking is that generic benchmarking secks to
uncover the “best of the hest” practices. regardless ol indus-
trv. The organizatons deing the functional benchmarking
must understand how the processes can transkte aeross
industries, and they need to ook for the leaders accordingly,
Therctore, generic benchmarking is probably the most difti-
cult benchmurking type to use, but can have the highest
probabilityv for long-term returns. This creative approach
can often result in changed standards and @ complete
reengineering of business operations. Robert Dile (1995), a
benchmarking consultant to higher education. recently held
a conference where he stated that reengineering is really the
natural result of benchmarking, 1. during a benchmarking
project, it is determined that the processes under serutiny
nead to be changed entirely, then complete process reengi-
necring may be the proper ool However, i ondy minor
adjustments are necded, or changes are required in other
arcas of the organization. then reenginecring may not be the
tool tor this job. Benchmarking and reengineering are relat-
ed technigues, but they have different purposes and uses in
anoveralt quality improvement effort,

Fach of the Tour benchnurking tvpes can be important
touls Tor process anatlysis and quality improvement. The
1y e that should be used depends on the Kind of process
bemg analvzed. the avitilabilits of data, and the accessibility
ol potential benchnurking pariners for the college or univer-
~sitv conducting the benchmarking study . Regardless of
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which benchmarking twpe is used. the pucpose is stll the
same—to help the organization continually learn from other
organizutions (Camp 1993 This is done by analvzing the
operition, knowing the competition and industry leaders,
incorporating the best ol the best. and finally gaining superi-
ority 10 become the new benchmark tor others o seck.

Focus and Approach

Fhe literature on benchnurrking contains different tocuses
and approaches o benchmarking, There are two prinurn
kinds of focus fevels: strategic benchnarking and opera-
tonal-ley el benchmarking, and prinurily two approzches to
henchmarking, problem-based and process-based. I his
book titled Streetegic Benchmarking, Gregorn Wilson C1993)
statedd that strategic benchmarking is ditferent trom opera-
tonal benchmarking in that it concentrates on:

o Brilding core compretencios thet will belpr sustan competi-
live adeantege.

o Turecting a shift in streitegy such as deceloping new proed-
OIS or entering nete markels.

o Developing a new e of business or kg an acegitisi-
tione,

s Creating dan orgenitization thet is maore cafrrbie of learn-
g (pp. A3-311

With a stritegic focus on beachmarking, the organizaton
looks at its overall competitive strengths and weaknesses o
understand and develop competitise product and service
strategios (Camp 1993 The strategic focus establishes goals
for product or service perfomunce. customer support kevels,
asset usage, and financial usage. [0 also develops the ke
practices needed o achieove the strategic goals, This helps
the organization 1o ke an external focus on their industry
trends, overall direction. and hasic product or service offer-
ings. '

In comparison, operational benchmarking is used to
understand specific customer requirements and the boest
practices to achicve customer satistaction by improving
internal organizitiomal processes, This is also called ~fune-
tional”™ or “practical benchinmrking,” and is most usetul to
mid-level managers, beciase it enables the emplovees closer
to the custonmier to become the competitor of choice.

Bevchnwarkbng e Hhigher Pducedtien
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TABLE 3

Fxamples of operational benchmarking at a college or uni-
versity include functional processes in offices such as pur-
chasing, admissions. bursar, registrar, and other castomer
focused arcas. Rush (199 0 wote a partial list of administra-
tive areas for operationd benchmarking at a hypothetical
university, which is detziled in Table 30 Rush also staed
that o university exceutive might ask, why should costs, such
s processing a purchase order or an application for admis-
~sion be imporant?

Functional Benchmarks in Higher Education (Rush 1994)

Dept./Function/| Customer Qutput Cost/Output | Avg. Elapsed

Process Time

Purchasing Laculiy St Purchase Order S2oon 1 iy

Nuddent Prospectine Aceept Rejedt S3T.an A montlis

Ldmissions Student

Regestra Sttidenit Grade Reports SHELoo 2 wecks

Facitities Work Faculiv student | Completed Work SR Fawecks

Order Sttt Order

Personnel Faculie seaft Position STA O O months
Reclassificiinon

Daevelopment Donors Gilt N DAL O weeks
Acknowtedoement

v

The answer is that these are the tvpes of processes that

driv e significant portion of the costs at colleges and uni-

versitios. The pavroll of the personned and the aggregate

transacton costs of items, such as those stated above, can

e quite kirge. For example, it an institution is processing
13000 admission applications per vear at a cast of 837 cach,

the institution will spend 181,000 on that activity cach year,

A 30 percent reduction in individual timsiction costs would
vield aosavings of STH300 per vear, Operational bench-
nirking. although perhaps not as appealing to senior level
administrators as long-ten rends and goals, is nevertheless

verimportant to organizational survival in e competitive
Ccyironment.

47




Aside from o strategic or operationa! focus, benchnurking
ainadso have cither i probiem or process-Dased approach.
This involves how benchnurking is 1o be indtiadized and
used in the organization. Ina problem-based approach. the
activity is characterized as uncontrolled, hecause there is no
specitic plan for the benchmarking effort «Camp 19932 In
this approach. henchnurking is conducted ona problem-by-
problem bitsis as organizational roubles oceur. A more
thoughtful approach is process-based. where benchmarking
is part of an overall quality and continuous improvement
citfort, and should be plinned for accordingly. The process-
hased approach can be successtul in bringing order oo man-
aging benchmarking within an institution. and tor high
efficiency. it should  be applicd only o the vitl few busi-
ness processes. e can be inetficient and unwicldy to bench-
nuirk oo many processes or only certain ones identifred by
noticeable problems,

Another perspective on benchnarking is that ic can differ
in the view it provides an institution CNACUBOY (995,
Vertical benchmarking seehs 1o quantify the costs. work-
toads. and productivity of a predefined functional arei such
as underaraduae wdmissions or accounts pavable.

Horizontal benchmarking measuares the cost and productivity

of a single process that goes across more than one function-
ab arest, such as processing o trav el request or purchase
order. \More corporations, nonprofit organizutions, and insti-
tations of higher education are using benchmuking us the
key ool for niking both strategic and operational changes.
on probien and process-huased approaches, and horizontally
or vertivalhy within their structures,

Criticisms of Benchmarking

Despite all of the positive recommendittions tor benchmark-
ing cited in this report, there are eriticos of the benchmarking
process and its applicability to higher education. Wokerton
C199 0 stated that benchmarking. as acornerstone of COQF in
higher cducition, is hased onhy on current information. and
may not give us the freedont and fiesibility 1o see the tuture,
In addition, Wolverton added that this focus nuny relegate us
o the role of follower, instead of feader. Inwriting about o
related quality improvement iechnigque, Business Process
Reengineering (BPRO, Hammer and Champy €1992) added
that:

Benchnarkeor i FHloher Fedteceatieon
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The problent with beychmenrking is it can restrict the
Reengureerong teant s thukiiig o the framework of
bt I etlready beng done i ils compeny’s own
micustry By aspriving andy o be e good as the hest in
its industry. the (Reengineeringf teani sels o cafr oir ils
oy ambitions. U sed 1his weay. benchmearkiong is just a
tool for catehing up, not for fromping weay abead

(p. 152h

This is an important point because many business and
cduciion writers hediey e that benchmarking involves only
eaamining the same institutional sector Gae., diberal arts col-
leaes should only benchmark liberal wrts colleges).
However, we have seen that functional and generic-tvpe
benchnhing do reach across industrics. and can indeed
Sump way abead.” Tnaddition, it must be remembered tha
benchmarking is only one of many quadity improvenwnt
toobs that faculty and administrators can use in ditferem
sittations. Since reengineering involves “a fundamental
rethinking cuid radical redesign of husiness processes 1o
achicye dramatic improvements in critical, contemporan
measures of perfornunee .7 dkimmer & Champy, 1994,
P32 benchmarking nuy be appropriate only where the
process can be improved immediately by this method, and
not need o complete redoesign as provided by reengineering.
On the positive side. Hammer and Champy stated the
benchmarking can help a reengineering, reaum by sparking
new ideds, especiadly it companies are benchimirhed from
outside their own industny.

Robert Pedersen €992 from West Virginia University,
questioned the applicability of b recent quality improve-
ment tedhiniques 1o higher education. and stated that bench-
marking and TQM are merely strategies tor marginally
improving eaisting processes, which seck 1o bring resules
more doselvin line with expedations, He believes that the
costs of such analvses Trequently ourweigh any possible
benefies, ad Lk strategic vision, Another colleague in
Gireat Britain, Dinvid Kerridge €1995), added that the whole
concept of bendhmarking is foreign to the true Deming phi-
losophy, and stted tit organizations do not need o know
how good they e now and how they compare with others
i order o mahe improyements. Rebeced Christianson
(1993 Micingan Technologicl Universitg, stated that

He
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benchmarking can have an impact on administrative prac-
tices. such as the registation process, but would like to see
it applicd to the teaching and learning processes. However.
she is concerned that many taculty members seem content
with the current teaching evaluation svstem as it stands now.
and that a recently implemented fast feedback system for
quality improvement is mostly perceived as a nuisance.
Although these comments are anecdotal in nature. they e
useful for understanding the concerns one miay hear in
college or university, and lave largely heen addressed by
the true definition of henchmuarking as discussed carlier.

AL 2 recent conference of the American Assembly of
Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB)L o workshop was
offered on benchmarking and Management Education
Teaching and Curricutum (Bateman 199 0. The discussion
focused on how benchmarking was used for impeoving
teaching and curriculum in the Graduate School of Business
at the University of Chicago. For purposes of discussion. the
following “straw objections™ to the benchiarking were
offered 1o the workshop participants:

e Fuphemism for copying.

e Deterrent to innoviation.

o Opportunity tor plagiaism induostrial espionage.

s Promoter of inferior tictics since not invented here.
e Exposes argantzational weaknesses.

Most of these concerns were addressed in previous see-
tions on the definition ol benchmarking and what it has to
ofter. such as W Edwards Deming's comments on the haz-
ards of copyving without adapting. Other rescarchers, <uch
as D Howard Gitdow, have stated that an mesample s no
help in management uniess studicd with the aid of theory.
To copy an example of success, without understanding it
with the did of theory . may dead o disaster™ (Dale 1995, p.
120, Plagiarist and industrial espionage could indeed be
disastrotts, but they can be avoided it the benchnuarking is
dond properly and the code of conduct is followed s
Appendix By The lack of opportunity Tor innovation was

also addressed in the previous discission of benchmarking
and its relationship to reenginecring. Real innovation and
breakthrongh processes Gin be achiceved, especially it an

organizition goes bevond benchmarking competiors, and

Boenchmekme o Hheher Fducation
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does industry or generie benchmarking of world-class 'ead-
ers. and adapts the processes back 1o the home industry.
Benchmarking offers the ability to look externally at a very
closed-minded organization or industry, which may believe
that any processes. not imvenied within, are inferior. The
practiioners of benchanuking stae that it is difficult for
aculty and college administrators 1o argue with data, and
are theretore more compelled o make changes, than if the
hasis for change would be more subjective thetrick et al.
199 ¢ Detrick & Pica 1993 In addition. most benchmuarking
minimizes exposing organizational weaknesses, because the
processes being examined are often not that confidential,
and the benchnuirking partiner may be in a completely dif-
ferent industry,

Summary

Despite these concerns and criticisms, benchmarking is cor-
rently being used suceessfully in colleges and universities.
As stated cardier, it is importint o remember that bench-
marking is more than just obaining comparative numbers, it
i~ et of e fearning process within an organization. Bogan
and English ¢ 1991 commented on the difference between
benchmarking and benchmarks, They sted: berchmerkes
titalios added) are measarements to gauge the performance
ol a1 function, operation. ar business relative to others.”
whereas Denchmarking s the “ongoing search for best
practices thin produce superior pertormance when adapied
and implemented i one’s organization”™ (Bogan and English
(991 p. ih Sinee institations of higher education profess
tearning, and value hard datie using benchnarking o
IIProve our processes is o natural extension of what we
provide to college students o the classroom.
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BENCHMARKING IN HIGHER EDUCATION

The use of quality and continuous improvement technigues
in higher education is in its fourth vear, with cunpus etforts
now numbering in the hundreds Ovarchese 1995b) Several
dozen of the more advanced programs mvolve benchmark-
ing. conducted through consortia, professional associations,
consulting companices, or individual efforts as it was original-
Iy done in the corporate world. Some of the projects to be
examined are small and concentrae only on one area of
acadeniic or administrative processes. Other benchmarking
efforts are larger and examine nearly every unit within the
entire college or university. Each style, or method of con-
ducting a benchmarking study has benefits and drawbacks
and should be chosen carcetully by an institution considering
henchmarking,  First to be examined are the benchmarking
studies sponsored by professional associations and consor-

tiat. such as the NACUBO project. graduate business schools,
and continuing educution (ACHEY. Then, a wide selection
ol individual institution benchnirking eftorts and interesting
comments from somie of the participants will be explored.

The NACUBO Project
Business officers are more aware than anvone che ol the
financial pressures that face higher education today due to
spiraling costs and wition, cutbacks in financial did. the
cilfects of o stagnant ceonomy . decreasing state budgets.
institutional operating budgets. and the costs of capital and
quathity improvement. In 1960, the National Federation ol
College and Universiny Business Officers Association issued
a report known as the Sixty College study. which compared
financiad data for 2 nationwide samole of well-known tiberad
arts colleges tBowen 1981, The results of this comparative
study found wide ditterences in total educetionul and gener-
al expenditures per student for institutions of comparable
size and mission. Before henchnarking was developed.
most inter-institutional studies were firmiy set on compuaring
only comparable organizations tnot going oulside of cohort
sroups). and they did not atempt to identify those institu-
tons with best practices as true benchnurking does. A simi-
Lar study was conducted by the Carnegice Commission on
Higher Fducation in 1971 which assembled daa on educa-
tional and general expenditures per FIE student for colleges
andd universitios al various i pes,

rior to the current benchmarking project. NACEBO con
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ducted a study in the late 19805 in cooperation with the
Council for the Advancement and Support of Education
CCASEY which compared college fund-raising costs (MeMillen
19900 Rvan 19901 This four-vear study produced workable
standards for capturing comparative costs usetul o college
administrators in fundraising, alumni administration. and
public relations. Fiftv-one institutions of higher education
that completed the study reported their expenditures and
it income for the fscal years 1985-1988, The study found
that, on average, colleges spend about 16 cents to raise Sl

in fundraising: however. the CASE report cautioned against
simplistic reading of comparative study resalts, because the
coud in fundriising activities is to maximize the net returns,
not just to have the best percentage ratio. Although not
labeled as such, it can be viewed as an carly benchmarking
ctfort and shows the value of comparative analysis in higher
cducation.

The recent leading eftort 1o address these problems with
henchimarking was hegun in ke 1991 by the National
Association of College and University Business Officers (AIR
199-4: Kempner 1993: NACUBO 1995, Nearly 150 colleges
and unn ersities participaed in the two-vear pitot. which
invohed more than 1Loo0 individuals on 10 campuses. The
project began by covering close to 1 tunctional areas with
approximately 000 benchmarks, and it has been refined over
the past four vears based on participant feedback.

Currently. in the Fiscal Year 1995 NACUBO project. 20 core
functions (1t fewer than when it started), plus two optional
arcats are offered in the benchmarking study. The goal of
the NACHBO project is 1o encourage participating institu-
tions to work together to discover heat practices and provide
institutions with the data they need for improvement of
opertions, that may cost oo much or provide low quality
service. The study is conducted by NACUBOL with the help
of the Higher Education Consulting Group of the firm
Coopers & Lvbrand, snd three other consulting firms, The
cost ol participation has decreased sinee the project fiest
began in 1902 and varies depending on the scope and num-
ber of business tunctions. The current costs range from
85,000 1o S 1R000 and include new options that messure
mterndal st customer satisfaction. Tvpicil processes within
college and universines studied cover arcas such as generl
accounting. dumni rebations, accounts pavable. admissions,
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. accounts receivable, student registration, development, pay-
roll, and purchasing. An example of the kind of data pro-
vided 1o participants is detailed inTable -4, which shows
selected admissions benchinarks for different institutional
types: public research, private rescarch, public comprehen-
sive. private comprehensive, and tiberal s,

TABLE <4
Selected Admission Benchmarks (Kempner 1993)
A i3 (I ) E

Median applicants as @ percentage o inguiries 203 Pi.e 2.2 1206 19 4
Medumn oftes as o pereentage of appheants T jas |To 1TRA | TTo
irstvear studentsy
Median aceeptances as aperceniage of offers 101 32 S 33K 1A
Lirst-y e studentss
Averdge nureuiants s percentage of Y ot Uit U3 JUT O
doeeplanees
Median high school and communiy coliege I 1.5 W0 [ 279 | Al
visits admission FIY
Average calendar davs required o processan 215 241 153 1217 il
application
A= public research
B3 = private resedreh
C = public comprehensne
D = prnvate comprehensie
1 = liberdl arts

The NACEU BO Benchimarking Project is ditferent from
carlicr comparative studies hecause it does not seek o qusti-
v more dollars from state governments and donors. but
wevks to use the results 1o cut costs and improve productivi-
1y OMassey & Myerson 199 0, Traditionally institutions v e
been prinarih concerned with inputs and costs, where
improsed quality cn only be achieved from greater expend-
itures. Benchmarking is ditterent, because it focases on the
outputs and quality of services, not the inputs

Diticrent colleges and universities have decided 1o ase
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the data provided by the NACUBO project in ditferent ways,
Some participants, such us the State University of New York
At Buftalo, used the benchmark data to improve the procure-
ment prictices in the purchasing office. Orthers, such as the
Wheaton College in Massachuseits, used the benchmarking
data o ensure that the TOM and Business Process Reengi-
neering ctforts addeess areas with the greatest potential for
improvement (Rempner 19930, The NACE BO da offers
the opportunity to introduce the concept of ceengineering
for those processes that need 1o be completely redesigned.
This high-profile project has greatly inereased the awareness
of benchmarking within the ficld of higher educittion. and it
offers insight into the correlation betw een the Ainancial cost
inputs of resaurces and the outputs of operational services,

20 campuses and the system offices of the Calilornia
State University participated in the 1992 NACUBO project
esundsteom 1995 They limited their panticipation o cover
the accounts pavable, sdmissions, central budgeting, facili-
ties, hinancial aid, generd accounting, treasury and cash
management, human resources, pavroll. procarenient, regis-
tration and records, student accounts receivable. and hilling.
Phere were o total of 172 institations in the 1993 project,
and Cal state made both extramural comparisons with repre-
sentative cohorts and internal comparisons with other sys-
i campuses. When ashed whar quantifiable qualine or
cihicenay improvements resulted from the NACUBO partici-
pration, David sundstrom, U nversity: Auditor, stated:

hi et weord. there were many positive restles fron bencl -
maarkoeg. Sixteen of our pnieersilios ave peoticipeiting
iz the 1093 project. We think that we fearned o ot
Jronr onr fust years efforts aned buow theat (s year's
daater will he mare accrcate and caluable. We also look
Sonweard to longiticedinal stucdios (o get a better andei-
stantdiig of the positive offects of the many process
recagineering frojoects thal are nndericay (p, 2y,

However, not evervone agrees that the NACEBO project
is usedul, or appropriate. as it is conducted. Some partici-
panis believe that there is oo higlh o level of data aggrega-
ton, and that the results are too detailed o he really usetul
CBateman 1991 Once the participants receive the sather
Luge benchmarking report frome NACH BOL the resulis niry
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often be passed around from one office to unother with little
accountability for implementation. Others believe thar what
is missing from the NACUBO study is the panticipation of the
customer, or user of the dit. from cach of the institutional
units. In addition. the ek of information on academic
departments, and the unavailabilite of cohort information for
nonparticipants has also heen criticized (Gaither et al, 199 1.
Bruce stark from Colorado State University added that he
sees no correlation between what NACUBO did and trae
benchnuarking. as defined in Robert Camp's 1989 bench-
nurking hook, because they did not follow the original 1o-
step process oatined (Stark 1993 I addition, the

NACUBO does not appear o find the “hest of the best™ by
looking outside the fiekd of higher education, as Neroxs did
when it looked ut the operations of Lo L. Bean, stk sug-
gosted that colleges and universities might start by looking
At internal training programs, such as Motoroky University,
where they often do o heuer job of assessing the training,
and education necds of their people than higher education
does. some of these eriticisms have been heard by
NACUBO, and the ongoing benchineuking project is il
crolving with cach veardy iteration,

GMAC/EBI Benchmarking Project

Business schools often teach about TQM. BPR. and bench-
nuirking topics in their undergraduate and graduoate courses
dnd programs, Recently, these techniques Tane also been
used toimprove the quality of the delivery and administra-
tion of graduate business progeams. When members of the
American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business
CAACSEY, the main acerediting body {or business schools,
and the Graduate Management Admission Council (GMAC)
hegan t consider benchmarking activities of their members,
two individuals stepped forward 1o conduct a pilot study
CAACSE 19910 Joe Pica, dassistint dean and MBA program
director at Indiana University, and Glenn Detrick, an educa-
tional consuttant and former vice president of educational
programs with the GMAC They worked with business
schools i the Big Ten Conference to conduct a pitot bench-
marking study in the 19940 geademic vear. Participants
from the schools met to discuss common problems they
faced and o consider solutions using benchmarking, Pica
stted, Pve always belioved in tact-hased dedsion-naking

Boenchmerkog i Hligher Pdacation




.. when we first discussed the pilot study. we found that
our colleagues were very motivated to obtain hard data, but
their desire for information wis bevond their ability 1o col-
fect iU CAACSE 1994, p. 100, The pilor stuedy showed that a
group of competing schools could be forthright about their
own institutional processes and could share potentially sen-
sitive information. The study established a basic language

and standards for data reporting, because common defini-

tions of simple erms for graduate admission processes did
not exist before, In addition. it was reported that just partic-

ipating in the study provided a useful means ot measuring

internal operational effectiveness, even before competinon

chata swas recened. This comment is echoed by participants
in other benchmarkimg, studies, including the ACHE project
discussed next. One real vabue of benchmarking is this
introspection, which forees participants 1o go inside their

own instituton. collect information. and ruise questions
(Detrick & Pici 199310 During the first vear of the pilot
study . benchmank data gathered from business schools

included processes suchas those in Table S

Other benchmuarks were also vathered on demographic

and biographic application information. Representatives in
the pilot study found that participating was a positive expe-

ricnee. and has been helplul in seltf-analysis, in preparing

hudget requests, and in getting additional resources. For

TABLE 5

Sample GMAC/EBI Benchmark Processes

(Detrick et al. 1994)

Progcess Measured

Results Range Capprosiate)

adbtmassions U st

Applicanons recened per 170 2on
recraing HE stali
Adnnls per reonuing 10 Tou

Cont pet view book

SEoun sSon

Percentige of applants
adnntred

Percent o achits that
b ulate

253 R0 tdomiestio

e

GO0 tdomestic?
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example. Don Bell, MBA program director at the University
of Minnesota, tound that he was able o identify two signifi-

cant internal problems that had not previouslhy come to his
attention. and was then able o ke action based on the
duta obtained and make immediate improvements. ken

Bardach, MBA program director at Michigan State University _

added et “benchnurking torees us 1o do the things that
good munagers want 1o do but find excusesnot to Ll Overall, the

forces us to put mirrors around us, look at what we're participating

doing. and ~ee it we re doing it well” CAACSB 199 pe 7). business

Overall, the participating business schools see benchimarking  gsehools see

as 2 critical catalvst tor change. and it reduces, or eliminates, benchmarking'

resistinee o improy ement heause resistors ind e ditficubt .y s

to dispute hard data. as a critical
The success of the pilot study led Picaand Detrick 1o form Catal.yStfor

£ consulting company called Educationad Benchmarking, Inc. ch(mge, and it

CEBD and then offer to conduct atull study, In the Fall of reduces, or
[99-1. 068 schools paid SEAU0 o participate i the fist vew of eliminates,

S o resistance (o
the tollowving vear. and 000 hundred invitations were then .
sent for participation in the second vear of the study (Pica zmprovemen.t
1993y, BI plans 1o add o student satisfaction benchimarking because resis-
sunvey in 1990, and it s also considering benchmarking Lae- torsﬁnd it
wiy productivity in the tuture The Kind of benchmuarking difﬁcult to dis-
that FBE and the business schools are deing has been highly pute bard data.

cfteative. because it is developed and used by the personnel

the study, A 20-page summiary of the resuls was delivered

imvolved in the acual implementation of the processes stud-
el Other benchmarking projects are often initiated at a
very senior level within acollege or university. and the
results never reach, and or do not hay e the ownership of the
units responsible, in order o mahe etfective improvements,

ACHE Competitive Benchmarking Study

In 1993, the Association for Continuing Higher Uducation
CACHE D funded a benchmarking project, conducted by the
author of this report, 1o messure the administrutive process-
es and fnancial moos associated with noneredit course and
program management CAlstee 19900 A cover letter and o
A3-item questonnaire were maited 1o the 300 institutional
members of the ACHE in Angust 19950 A follow-up letter
and second guestionnaire were sent one month faer o all
non-respondents. A total of 82 sunveys €27 pereent) were
returned. 37 019 percent) of which were usable or the proy-
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ot Many of the 33 quoestions in the sun ey required the
sometinres Llaborious computation of rtios and percentages
of current administrative activities, and financial ratios for
non-credit programs. Several respondents commented o
the rescarcher that the mere activity of caleulating these
ratios and percentages for the sarvey was ol use to them in
analvzing their administration, The resualis are intended o
provide an external perspective on administrative practices,
identify best practices. and specify arcas for improvement in
the reader’s noncredit program management.

Since mamy i not most. noncredit programs offered by
offices of cominuing education are required 1o be sell-sus-
tuning ancially, a Key benchnuark idensified by dhe partici-
pants wis the financial surplus ratio. This Kind of rtio may
not be o key indicator for other departments in colicges or
universities. but it is merely being shown as an example of
how certain benchmark intormation was presented to search
lor best practices in noneredit continuing education, This
kv benchmark mcasured the percent surplus generated by
dividing the remaining dollars cafter all adiministrative and
instructional costs) by the ol revenue generated for non-
credit courses. The average financial surplus generated for
M participants was found 1o be 2006 percent, and a median
of 15 percent. The top 12 performing institutions on this
particufar benchmurk were identificd as the “leaders,”
because they had a financial surplus of 30 percent or greater.
As o point of reference, a comparison with the process lead-
ers s used throughout the analyvsis reported o the partici-
pants. However, the most important comparison will be with
the participants ow ninstitutional bendhmarks for process
improvement clforts. The differences hetween the full group
of participants and the tinancial surplus feaders appear in the
sample process benchmark quiestions shown in Table 6.

Inquiry response time measured the imerage number of
chvs 1o mail out acatalog brochure o prospectin e students
who imqguire. The average response time for all participants
was 8o davsowith aomediam of 2 davs, The teaders had an
average of 2.0 davs andba median of 1.0 davs, The inquir -
o registeon comversion ratno showed that, on v erage. the
leaders outperformed the entire group of participants in the
study by comverting more inquiries into registered students,
The anmual registrations toadministrative st ratio Townd
that the financial soeplos Teaders Tuve o lower rtio of sttt
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TABLE 6

Sample ACHE Competitive Benchmarking Study Results
(Alstete 1990, p.28)

All Participants Inguiry Registrtion A Regist. New Catrses
Response Comverts .0 St Ratio Ottered ¢

Average S 302 11902 320

Median 2 i ) 15
Maxmum ] N3 =Qu} 95
Mininuum 1 ] 1 2

Leaders

Average 2.0 VRS SRS 235
Nedan | 1 -5 50 20
AMasmaan = S R 51
AMinimum | s 10 3

to stacdenis. The pereentage of new courses oftered had a
higher median €20 pereent) tor the financial Teadess than for
all study participants €15 percent). This may suggest that the
more financially successful programs try out more new
courses,  Athough this data is interesting to see how difter-
ent instititions perform., the real benefits are inhow it can
be used by participating continuing cducation achministra-
tors. Information on the processes of all participants can he
compired with feaders, anabvzed for effectiveness, and deci-
sions can be made it improvement efforts are warrinted @
the home institution. 1F a0 participating institution discovers
a0 area of a noncredit progran that is not etficient or overly
expensive comprired 1o peers, it now has data o atemyp
mprovement efforts, One pat missing from this bench-
marking project is the ability o identifs and visit compeetitive
institutions, as some consortion and most individual beneh-
marking studies offer the participants,

Consortium Studics
Other methads of obtaining henchmarking data indlude
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consortium studics organized by institutions interested in
frecly sharing information. One of carliest such studies was
the Study of Independent Higher Education in Indiana con-
ducted in the mid-1970s Cellema & Ofiver 1975). This proj-
et was underwritien by the Lilv Endowment, and it was
commissioned by the Associated Colleges of Indiana and the
Independent Colleges and Universities of Indiana, Inc.,

w hose joint boards acted s 4 steering committed for the
study. Inits vear of operation, the study produced six
reports on institutional goals, the cost of instruction. student
charactenstios and finances, financial health, inter-institution-
A cooperation. and economic impact. Twenty-nine of the
32 independent, fourvear aceredited institutions in the State
of Indiana participated in this carly example of a competi-
tive benchnurking-tvpe study, The findings were used for
compartive purposes ta provide éach institution with a
historical benchumark tor plianning and making projections.
Many of these goals overkp with the objectives of bench-
nurking, as we define 1t today.

A more recent consortinme-sponsored project is currently
heing conducted by the Tniversity of Delavware Nadional
study of Institational Costs and Productivity, and it is Tunded
for three vers by the Fand for Tmprovement of
Postsecondary Education. The study will survey 166 institu-
tions. of which 35 are rescarch, -5 doctoral-granting, and 73
are comprehensn e colleges and univ ersities COMiddaugh
19951, Addional data sharing consortia include the Higher
Education Data Sharing Consortium and the Public
University Data sharing Consortium ewhich is no longer
active ), the Southern University Data Sharing Consortium
Oiddaugh & Hollowell 19920, and the National Cooperative
Dt Share - Benchoark Datae Exchange by John Minter
Associates (Minter 19903, Data sharing consortia such s
these cin make uniform and consistent inter-institutional
comparison feasible and cost-cifective. They routinely con-
duct studdies 1o collect data on academic and administrative
workloads, statling and tunding patterns, and other variables
across the spectrim of participating institutions. ‘These con-
sortia are often organized by administrators from offices of
mstititional research, and they routinels organize spedial
interest meetings s the annuad Association tor Iastitution:al
Researchers Forum,

The National Cooperanye Data Share Benchinark Data
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Fxchiange is a subseription service currenthy available on the
world Wide Web at hup: www.edmin.com jma neds huml
Its purpose is 1o provide timely. refevant. and accessible
comparative information for planning and budgeting. but
could possibly be used as abeginning for a true benchiark-
ing scarch for best practices. An institution wishing to
examine its revenue contribution ritios, expenditare alloca-
tion ratios, Laculty salary fles. enrollments, retention., and
other data can pull the appropriate data from hundreds of
instiutions across the nation (Minter 19960,

One discipline-spuecitic protessional association that spon-
sors datit sharing and offers advice for process improvement
is the Ledarning Resources Network through their publication
tided “Ratios for Success” (LERN 1992y, This international
association provides information on chiss programming and
consulting expertise to orginizations offering clisses for
adults, including colleges and universities, public schools,
hospitals and community groups, The LERN s widtion
stttes that this publication provides ratios that are inteneded
to be mpegs” or "guideposts,” that can be used by program
adinistratons to redice guesswork when planning educa-
tional programs, Forty-two ratios are listed and cover gener-
al costs. promotion costs. financial ratios. and course
enrollment caloulations. The Tollowing example for the New
Course Cancellation Rates show how the ratios are listed for
the LERN associntion members who purchase the report,

Ratio: New Course Cancellation Rates

o Definition: A "new” course is one which has not been
oftered betore.

o Ideal: 30-30 pereent of new courses

o lmportance: Understanding the course cancellation rates
for new courses versus the old suceessful courses will
help vou mmprove vour product mix.

o Laplanation: New courses aught to e a higher cancel-
tion rate than old courses. New courses have not vel
heen offered: you sre esperimenting, trving new ideus.
Thus., il vour Old Course Canceelkiion Rate is in the toler
able range. vour can tolerate o« much higher caneethation
FATC TON YOUT DU COUses © L

o Reblited Ratios: See abso “Number of New Courses o
Offer:™ “Number of Old Courses to Offer:™ and ~Old
Course Cancellation Rae™ €LERN 19920 po )
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The EERN organization states that the ratios provided are
hased on 15 years of rescarch into educational programming.
However, true benchmarking does more than just provide
recommended ratios, it should adso uncover the most suc-
cesstul organizations that have the best practices and discov-
er how they achicve the successful results. The ratios
provided by LERN, although not based entirely on compara-
tive dati. may sl be usetul in non-credit program plinning,
The information would be of much grewer value it the ree-

] ommended ratios were more specific, identificd the pedorm-
: 3; ance leaders, and their means of achicving success. In

- addition. real benchmarking involves more than just sharing
at in one industry: it should also include secking out truly

oulstanding processes that nuy be outside higher education.

and adupting these best practices to the home institution,
This is what muny of the individual, instintional henchmark-
ing projects that will now be reviewed are doing currentiy.,

Individual Benchmarking Projects

The nonprotit status and decentralized nature of higher edu-
cation makes it casy to see why many colleges and universi-
tics adapted the aforemeniioned benchmarking consortia
arrangements, through professional associations or hiring
independent consulting companies. However, on their own.,
many colleges have also done internal, competitive. industry.,
and even generic benchmarking as it was originally defined
in business and industry. In the recent past. colleges and
universities hinve on occasion conducted studies and rescearch
that compare processes, but they leave out the important
henchmarking goal of adapting best practices. The goual of
these comparative studies is often o measure cost-cffective-
ness or simply to decide which institution is best, based on
numbers. One example of an intermad benchmarking-like
study was conducted at the University of Delaware, where
internal academic and administritive productive ratios and
cost contaimment strategies were cateuliated and compared
CMiddaugh & Hollowell 1992). Staffing and productivity
ratios were analvzed across departiments and used for bud-
getary planning decisions. The authors reporting on this

project comment on the potential usetulness of inter-insting-
tional data teompetitive benchmarking) o compare academic
and administrative workloads. Anather example of a pre-
benchnurking comparative study was conducted in e ear
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ly-1980s by the State University of New York (SUNY) at
Fredonia (Reimann 1993). The study involved comparing
the effectiveness on student achievement of their General
College Program (GCPY curriculum with Micmi University of
Ohio. which had no such program. “Test achicvements from
sample student groups from cach institution were paired.
and the results showed a greater maturation rate for
Fredonia's students compared to Miami's, Again. this is simi-
lar to competitive benchmarking and shows that there are
precedents in which institutions of higher education have
frechy shared data and compared practices. Even articles
published this year continue to use the werm benchimarking
when it is marginally appropriate. A study titled
“Benchmuarking Academic Credit and Noncredit Continuing
Educition” (Brewer. Hake, and MeLaurin 1996) is @ descerip-
tive survey of organizational structures and administrative
practices within the University System of Georgia, Acce wding
to the authors, the purpose of this information is to prepare
for the next step of benchmarking that will determine the
reasons behind the ditferences uncovered in the first study
An example of benchimarking that is closer 1o the tiae
detinition of the process was conducted at Oregon St
University in the carly 1990s as part of its overall effort to
reshape the university with restructuring and process-reengi-
neering (Coate 1992y, The consultants that OSE hived rec-
ommended that they should use a peer group list rather than
an “aspirant group” list of institutions that represent their
current cohorts, and not models for significant improvement.
Their goal wis to discover problem areas und build up the
reasoning for radical chunge. OSE developed a list of cight
universitios 1o benchmark: Colorado State, Cornelll lowa
State. Kansas State, North Carolina State. Oklahoma State,
Oregon. and Washington Stte. AL one point. the committee
conducting the project decided to include at least one “aspi-
rant” university (Cornelb, as well as the other peer grovp
institutions. “The consultants suggested that the peer institu-
tions could provide the much necded general data to mateh
with OSU and universities, such as Cornelll that were “hest
in class.” These would be used tor benchnarking some
individual processes. The benchmarking methodology pro-
ceeded at OSU awhen the university president senta cover
leter, along with the benchmark survey form, to the presi-
dent of cach university in the project. Inadditon, aele-
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phone contact was made and instructions were also sent
directly 1o the person who would gather the data and com-
plete the benchmarking survey form at the participating
institution. The other universities were very willing to com-
plete the form. which required significant time and effort, in
order 1o reccive @ copy of the benchmarking dat, A sample
of the comparative datt used in examining processes at OSU
are shown in the table below:

TABLE 7

OSU’s Relative Funding vs. Peer Average, as a Percent
(Coate 1992, p. 23)

Process Percent
Instruction 1059
Research 3.0
Libraries Audiovisual 913
Academic Adminisiranon 1237
Student Services 112.3
Phy <ical Plan (x).2
Campus Securiny ) Tl
Insttutenal Adninistration 1329
Admissions and Recruitment Data

Average number of davs, receipt ol mguiny to first
TespOnNe.
erage of S universitios Y

(@ RIS

\etage number of davs from completed apphoaton o
decision nnailed:

Arvcrage of S umsersitics 13

sl 105

Y ield tmconung studenis applecanons:

werage ol Bouniversities S
O 39
Instruction 150

Budget for incomims students.
Wwetdge of S annersities AREN
OISt s282

The comparative benchmiark data proved 1o be viduable
reference points for assessing relative efficiency of adminis-
trative and support services at OSUL They also hoped 1o use
the data for gaining ideas tor the actual improvement of the
lunctions, which is the ultinete goal of benchmarking.

Individual, institution comparative studies, with the

~
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henchmarking label. began in the 1990s. Most of the exam-
ples cited in this report were found using the ERIC national
literature database.  However, another good source of infor-
mation. and examples of benchmarking in higher education,
can be found on the Internet, in areas such as the
Continuous Quality Improvement Listsery (CQI-L) Archive
and other World Wide Web sites (see Appendix G The
CQI-L computer mailing list is moderated by Steve Brigham
for the American Association for Higher Education.
Recently, i series of questions concerning benchmarking
were posed 1o participants on the CQI-L focusing on the
applicability of henchmarking to higher education, what
processes should be benchmarked. examples of studies
conducted, and cases where processes were benchmarked
with organizations outside the field of higher education.

Janice Dosseyv-Terrell at the University of Central Florida.
stated that her institution has been benchmarking the fol-
lowing practices with other organizations:
o Emplovee performance evaluation—=Xerox. seminole Cuy.

schools (FLY.
e Algebra instruction—various Florida community colleges,

Cornell.
e tndergrad Graduation Certification and the Student

ID Access Card—FSU. Drew University, and several oth-

T,

She relates her experiences with benchmarking as fol-
lows:

Thus far. onr benchmarking cfforts bace been very
helpful. cned bave prevented us from meaking some deci-
sions we would have regretted in the fitire. Our
improvement leant is studying wdys o improve our
retention of students in beginiing college algebra anid
has been perticularly successful in finding and iincor-
porcting cuorriculim design aned teaching methodds,
Jorind ontside of UCE into onr beginning alpehra
cotrses here. We bope ta develop a more structired
approcich to benclhmearking during the next year within
the Office of Quality Mancagement, so that we mdy he
more heipful iz that regard to ot quality improcenient
cnd plenining teams cDossey=-Terredll 1995, poa.

Othier institutions, such as Pennsvivanin State University.
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have been using benchmarking initiatives in a wide variety
ol arcas within the University. Louise Sandmeyer (1993)
commented:

This yeer all hudget executives were dsked to include in
their strategic plans a plan for benchmearking.
Administreitors were asked to include in their plans a
determination of what criteria to use in establishing
henchmark qualily indicetors. henchmiark processes.,
cned benchmark nnicesitios. colleges. cord departments.
ldticdly, 1onits baee been asked to colfect fiternal deta
cnd itiate collection of data from comparable nits,
compare and danalyze internal and external data. aind
eliscuss implicetions for strettegic goals anid action
Plevs. 1t is expected thet ocer time, tils will examine
processes that enable other units to achicee superior
performance. and wnils are being enconraged to
tiirderstenndd the processes and practices theat make a
progrant or department hest iv class .. Owr TOM
Forum pertieer. Dupont, delivered a benclmarking
corrse onr camfus and bave shared their henchmeiking
maderials with us .. The process improvement model
lthatf we are enconraging COFHeams to follow inclides
ot henchmenrking step. and naiy of our teams heaee
henchmearked their processes ... As pert of COL tretin-
g, a3 bowr introduction o beunchmarking cowrse is
regiedar(y offered through the [liman Rosotirce
Development Center. When recicwcing the benchark-
ing section of the strategic plans. we fornd that there is
considerable comparative analysis going on. Son
1nits hare begrn (o identify core processes aaed cre
establishing benchmcrking assessment teams. We con-
tinie to profit from owr carporate partiers whao keepr ns
et ek and entpbasize the importance of benchmenrk-
ing processes for improvement., aned not fust the collee-
ton of deater 16 prove howe good we are tp. 1),

Other colleges. such s Babson College, have Tocused their
individual stitutional benchmarking efforts primarily on the
business transactions processes, Gerry Shaw €1993) [rom
Babson summurized their eftorts, which, like Pennsylvania
State University above, involve real generie benchnuuking
and scearches tor hest practices outside of higher education:
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One of the processes involved bere is the registration

process. Recognizing that this process bas a number of
sth-processes, benchmarking in this area bas taken on
diverse areas. So fur. we bave met with representatives

from botels (aronnd the registration and check-in Mbmarki"g
process). Disney (around the technology and “smert does not bave
card "1 benks, and a few other orgairizations Carovnd to be complex
the billing process). Chrylser Conp. (arounid the cus- or very bigbly

tomer focus ared ). d b’ig‘h'i.\' m‘cmm{_n_Ig./irm teirorned structured in
the technology they use for the recruiting process). and

other institutions of bigher education (who bare order.to be
atready begion to do what we are aiming to do). We eﬂ‘ectwe.
hare not gained much from the NACUBO study. 1he

Denchmearking work (e bave done’ bas belped us a

areat deal. We have learned where and what to atold

s we move along how others bave dealt with resis-

tence along the way, bow techirology can be tised 1o

botter enable wiat we are trving to do. died bow lo

cachicre a stronger custoner focus. e bave fornd the

rarions cennfrentios e have contacled (o he very inter-

ested i what we are daoing and very open aned willing

to belpr us (po 1-5%

Benchmarking does not have to be complex or very high-
Iv structuredt in order to be effective. One simple project
was conducted at the University of Chicago’s Graduate
School of Business (Bateman 199 9. An internal benchmark:
ing project involving management education was done by
the MBA students inan effort 1o improve teaching. The
students ranked cach faculty member’s teaching and
described why there were ditferences. Speaking at . recent
AACSE Continuous Improvement Conference. George
Bateman from the School of Business stated that the resulbs
were surprisingly well-received. He believes that adminis-
trative and academic qualite etforts are inestricably linked.
and stated that if & college or university is applving quality
only to the administration side. they are missing a lot.
Academic and administeation necd to be linked in quality
improvement eflors,

Geno Schaell from the Oftice of Continuous Quality
Improsement at the University of Maryland. reporied that
benchmarking has been used suceesstully to reduce the
processing i+ for surplus property requests:
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When the need for a new suoplus property process
cirose, the Department of Procurement and Supply cre-
ctted a CQF action to study how campus departments
centded be served better. Up to that point. departments
with excess equipment or furnitire were required 10
keepy the property in their departments, until a new
owner could be identified witkn, or outside. the
Cniversity. On average, il took more than 7% days to
frrocess o suiplus properly request. The team seized
upon the construction of a new central distribution
Jacility on camputs and designed a siplus operation
o New when departments detevinine that they bare
tenecded property. they can schedule an immediate
pick upr. As soon as it arrives ..t is acailable for pio-
chase veather than aweaiting an annval suplus property
atction. The tecim designed this operation using con-
tinons feedback from campus customers and bench-
miarking to {8 other susplis property operations in the
LS cnd Canerdde (1993, p. G

Benchmarking in higher education is also being conduct-
ed at several European institutions. For example, the gradu-
ate business school benchmarking cfforts discussed carlier
hin ¢ been applied to European management schools
thetrick et al 1994 Detrick & Pica 19933 Also, Art Clarke
from Sir Santord Fleming College stated that benchmarking
is being used as part of an overall quadity improvement and
competitive analysis program at his institution:

1he notion of benchmenrks, while not new, bas not been
considered in carnest until recently. Growth was
encowraged and funded. I this beady. exprnsice
atmosphere the establisbed standeards were rocad aned
general, making them casy to achiove, Additioneally.
while the colleges are botndod by a varviety of legislated
regriirenmients, within these, cach college is fiercely
drtoitamons. How times hace changed! Meany factors
hate joined to decrease the rate of increase in the frind-
ing that the cofleges recefve from the provinee. I fuct
this year: the colleges bed (o return 30 of their grals.
“Contpetitiveness,” i the sense that the private sector
uses it is nowe part of bow the public sector nist oper-
ctte. Thus {there isfthe interest in partnerships and joint

)
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ventures. program rationalization, TQM. CQIL siayd-
cireds, coid benchmarks. O ministry publishes deata
compuaring the colleges on a variety of expenditures: full
and pert-time faculty, administrative costs, professional
dovelopment expenditures. and so forth. An analysis of
Jactdty workloaeds across the system bas been completed.
While henchmerks are implicd in this deata. the ¢ffort to
establish thenr has just begun. Fleming bas only begun
the process of arviving at benehmarks. the Board of
Governs and the Senior Management Team bave done
some work teidentify performance indicators.
Benchnwerks will be deceloped from these. We are
cocertain whether to use internal criteria or external
criteric such as other cofleges, government departnieils.
or private sectors organizations (1995, p. 3).

Other ovesseas benchmarking studies include @ project in
the Depactment of Counseling and Health at Queensland
Cniversity of Technology, Australia (Jackson 19953 They
are working with 2 benchmarking team from the internation-
ab student services section and Careers and Employment
services office. The goal is to henchmark processes used
for transhiting client input into service requirements and use
these requirements for services planning and implenwnta-
tion. This will be accomplished using quantitative question-
naires and qualitatis ¢ research from focus groups. Although
the first stage is 2 noncompetitive internal benchnuarking
project. it will lead o comparative external benchmarking
activities, as wedl,

Hanvard Business School has also used benchmarking to
improve the delivery of their prominent graduate business
programs.  Faculty members actively visited nearly two
dozen traditional business schools in the United States and
abroad. as well as corporate training programs, and other
seledted institutions o collect information. Harvard wanted
to compare itselt to its competitors, and use the data 1o pro-
vide at better MBA program. The “External Comparisons
Project Team™ was influenced by the extent of dramatic
change that is occurring in business schools they visited, and
concluded that MBA programs are redefining the nature of
mansgement education CHBS 19930 The report that resulted
from this project uses test and figures o compare the cur-
riculum of traditional MBA programs with the new designs
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they found. The Harvard case is an example of benchnark-
ing done by and for faculty in higher education.

In some colleges and universities, benchnurking and
quality concepts have been aceepted and used by both fac-
uliy and administration to help convert the institutions into
true learning organizations. Several institutions of higher
cduciation have used the coneepts and criteriu of the
Madeoln Baldrige National Quality: Award (MBNQA) in thir
plinning processes and outcomes measurements (Sevmour
1996). Continuous quality: improvement and the use of real
benchmarking wechnigues 1o search for best practices are an
integral part of the Baldrige Criteria, atong with an overall
goal of continuous organizational learning,  As stated carlier
in this report, the MBNOQA criteria wus adapted for education
tsee Appendix A, and e full MBNQA Pilot Study was con-
ducted in 1995 ae Northwest Missouri Stare Dniversity. A
“Culture of Quahity.” originated at Northwest M sourt State
in the mid-1980s incorporates o svstematic search for best
practice ideas o enhance administrative etficieney in the
University. This process started in the administriive areas
Jnd grew 1o improving undergraducite education. and the
overall quadity of the university, After implementing nany
best practice ideas and benefiting greatly from these bench-
marking and qualin improvement efforts, the planners
Northwest Missourt State Pniversity concluded thae o simple
repeat of their scarch for best practices would not be as
benchicial as it was the fiest time, They considered several
options and decided to use the MBNOQA as o templue for
continuous quelity improvement.

The education-adapted MBNQA criteria, as implemented
A Northwest Missourt State University, uses external com-
partsons. benchinarking, and the search for best practices
throughout the seven categories used for scoring: feadership.
information and analysis, stitegic and operaion planning.
human resouree development and management, educational
dnd busmess process management. mstitutional pertormance
results, student focus and student and stakeholder satisfac-
ton (xeyvmour 19901 For example. in e leadership catego-
v L Gsenior administrativ e leadership, worth #) poinisy,
real Benchmuarking can e seen:

Against the hackurowod of a focused ntission and cheil-
fentgivig megatrends. faculty, stafl, and stidents were




asked to identify “best practices™ through a benchmark-
g process. As part of the process, facully edims
reviered all available recent literatuere, along with the
so-cadled “refornn literature” relating to wrdergraduate
cdication. Additionally. the nation's best kinown lead-
e in higher educetion were contacted for their best
practice ideas. At the end of the process. over 200 hest
practice ideas were identificd and catefoged (Seymour
1996. vol. 2. p. 30).

Northwest Missouri Staie University did more than just
use extermal data comparisons, as many other institutions do
when conducting “benchmarking.” They scarched for best
practices and implemented the findings across the University
in many ditferent departments and areas ol measurement.
including straiegic and operational planning (category 3). In
addition. benchnurking is actually the prinmary focus in the
seeond category 2.2 - Comparisons and Benchmarking. The
description of this category details how comparisons and
benchmarking daia are selecied and used o help drive
improvement of overall performance. how needs and priori-
ties are determined. criteria for secking appropriate inforn-
tion and data. how the informiation and data are used (o set
improvement tirgets, and or encourage breakthrough
approaches. and finally how Northwest evaluates and
improves its overail benchmarking process (Seyvimour 1996).
Of ull the individual institutions using benchmarking,
Northwest Missouri State Pniversity's pursuit of the MBNQA
is perhaps the most thorough application of hbenchmarking
in higher education uncovered for this report.

Benefits and Concerns for Higher Education

in most of the cases where benchmarking was conducted,
positive comments were nirde about benchmarking activi-
ties at colleges and universities. and that external pressures
for the use of benchmarking could help speed implementa-
tion. Ray Carlson, from Dalhousic University, belicves that
benchnurking is a much necded comparative analysis tech-
nique, and he described the future plans for benchmarking
at his institution:

From my perspective. benchmarking is probably the key
to GO heing vseftd anccamps. ALIbe seine tine,
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benchmarking relios on some form of outcome meas-
HFCIICHI—S ONC CAN MCASIEe OItcomes i d valid and
reliale wey. it becomes possible to identify processes
thett seem more effective. and then try to isolate factors
that might be responsible, and test whether introdiuction
of these fuctors leads to better results. In this perspec-
tive. readiness for benchmarking is basically an issue of
reaediness to directly assess outcome. In the long-run.
we hope o include all facets of our operations, but at
the moment. this means the best results relate to those
Jacets that bace easily assesseable vesulls: e g.. registra-
fion activitios assessed in relation to time required and
riuniher of unsuccessfil requests, time required in pu-
chasing books. success in getting daccess to a compiiter.,
se of CD-ROMs. application for research funding to
different sowrces, el fund campaigns, [andf attend-
ance af various evenlds. It is inportant. though, to move
this 1o the academic and kinowledge-production facets
of our operations. Currently, we can use oy ¢xisting
corse evaluation procedures to look at best practices in
ternis of generating student satisfuction. ds long as we
isolctte comparable academic activitios, ¢.g.. cotirses
theit cre similar fn size, pressure to esroll. and general
content. We bave tentatively decided to experiment
with assessment decices. that wight allow compearisons.
i terms of student learning, for certain types of conrses
aned Ruoveledge pav-off for cortain ipes of research, but
such activities are still i the discussion stage. We dre
likely to moce faster when there is external pressire for
such benchinarking (1995, p. 7).

However, external pressures can also work against a col-
lege or universitv. When the benchmarking, process is initi-
ated By departments, such s i school of business or a
purchasing office, it is clear what the goals of the project are
and what benefits can be expected by the participants, Tt
wis dlso stated carlier that benchmarking is often used inap-
propriately or misdefined and cin sometimes be used for
purposes other than finding best prictices, Dave Sill, from
southern Hlinois University, related how the term bench-
marking wias used by the HHlinois Board of Higher Education
for purposes other than its definition originally intended
(19951 The State of Hinois Board of Higher Education
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developed a benchnuirking process which they tided
Priority-Quutlity -Productivity (P-Q-P beginning in 1992
Twentv-five gaidelines were to be considered in niking
productivity improsements in five areas: instruction. research
and public service. overall academic functions, administra-
tive functions, and state policies affecting higher education.
Howerer, the P-Q-P process as it relaies o benchmarking
does not contain a svstematic search for hest practices as
real benchmarking does. Those individuals at the state lev-
el, in charge of setting the benchmurks, are external and
remor edd from the units in the colleges and uniy ersities
being benchmarked. Sill (1995 stated that 7L L bedause of
a lack of Taimiliarity with operations in the aftected units.
they have set benchmarks that are arbitrary and in some
cases highly distored. There is no tocal ownership ot the
process” (1Y pLB).

The literature reviewed often states that local ownership
iv critical Tor success of a quality improvement pracess such
as benchmarking, but many colleges and universities have
continted o receive external prodding tor process improve-
mient. and some have had successful results. Another exam-
ple of state-mandited quality improvements that inve hved
henchmarking was @t Oregon Stite University in the carly
1OV0s (Coate 1992: Coate 1993, OSU hegan implementing
total quality management in ke 1989 in response to skie-
mandated admimstrative cost structure issessment, that
sought to increase effectiveness, etliciency. and reduce
cosis. Benchmarking was one ol the many TQM wols used.
which included organizational restruciuring, process reengi-
neering. outsourcing and elimination, and elimination of
unnecessary burcaucraey. The president’s TOM team a
OsU started the benchmarking component by asking 07
alumni. studenis. Bty members, business people and
others. what areas needed improvement. The issues or
processes of lop importance were found to be: adimission.
recruiting marketing, administrative communicttion. and to
1 lesser extent. the development office (Cote 19931, The
team decided that their beachmarking effort should have the
primary goal of improving the recruiting nurketing process
of the university and improve the responsiveness of the
admission process. OSUs president then established five
separzte TQM teams to sudy the following mujor customer
problems:

Bienchnicobngg tn Fhigher Edication O/
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I Admissions paperwork and teiephone processes.

2. Graduate admissions process, with the Graduate School
Office.

3. Admissions evaluation criteria and process.

b Recruiting and marketing. with admission and University
Relations.

5. Admission post-aceeptance process. with the Alumni
Office.

As purt of the project. the TQM team analvzed the paper-
work and telephone process by examining 100 admission
files at random. They were disappointed at the average
length of turnaround time they found for processing docu-
thenis. especially compared to that found at the University
of Oregon. a comparable instiiution. The wcam then con-
ducted a data collection tour at the University of Oregon,
gathering informuation on people. cquipment. and processes
that deal with reception and phones, incoming and outgoing
nuik. coding and processing of applications. and evaluation
of applications. The “best practices.” as correctly defined by
benchmrking, were discovered to he the assembly line
svstem that could be adapted back 1o OSU and solve their
timeliness problem. The team leader reported,
“Benchmarking saved us a yvear of time © L [The University
of] Oregon was a vear ahead of us implementing a new
software system ... Our paper How was still patterned after
the old system, and it wasn't working™ (Coate 1993, p. 29),
In order w monitor improvements. the weam plans o pull
104 files penodically and chart the turnaround time for pro-
cessing. Other processes were also improved in this beneh-
nurking project. such as the phone answering. These
state-mandated gualine improvement and cost reduction
requiremerts actually creited some fans of TQM and bench-
marking at OSU. However, most practitioners would agree
that. if there is tocal ownership of the process improvement
techniques, then there is o much higher likelihood for sug-
cosstul implementation and adaption of best practices.
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STARTING A BENCHMARKING PROCESS

We have seen how benchmarking was developed in the
business world and how it is used today in o variety of col-

leges and universities. But where does o reader interested

in setting up the process improvement technique called
“benchmarking™ begin? Many of the books and warticles on
the topic have the starting process well-defined. - Although
benchnuarking is not difficult. a great amount of thought,
internal study, and rescareh must he conducted before
cmbarking on a benchmarking effort (Brigham 1995, In
Belmont University's Quality Team Manual on Benchmark-
ing (1993). seven points are listed for consideration before
beginning 10 henchmark and are paraphrased as follows:

[. Is there already a focus in your work arca or department
around service, emplovees, and continuous improvement
of processes?

| O

Is benchmurking the right strategy in this situation?
(According to the International Quuality Study. world-class
benchmarking is only suitable for already high-perform-
ing organizations. Competitive or peer benchmarking is
more appropriate for low or medium performing organi-
zations,)

3. What should vou benchmark?  Choose those processes
that align with the organizational mission and contribute
1o the oreanization's long-term suceess.

1+ What should vou measure? You are attempling o gener-
ate comparative perfornanee dat: you are observing
how they achicved those results.

5. What organizationts) should vou benchmark? The ideal
one would have a higher performance level than vou do
in the specific arca being benchmarked.

0. How should vou colleet data? First, establish internal
baseline performance measures, Then be creative for
tracking down other sources of data.

. How can vou implement what vou kearned? Determine

the variances between vour processes and those beneh-

marked.  Separie out i necessary, unique factors cither

o the benchimarked organization or to highier education.

Then. develop o mission statement for the process, and

set clear goals and action plans,

Belmont Eniversing's seven points are sound, and they
reflect the original detinition and intent of benchmarking.

Henee Dcerkang o Hhgher Ddiecation
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Benchmarking ctforts that are undertaken too quickly. or
conducted ina top-down approach from the senior adminis-
tration level, with litde or no input from mid-level users of
the data. often do nor realize how important it is w properly
plan what to benchmark, against whom. how o collect the
data, and how to analvze and use the results. However, one
important ¢lement missing is the selection of who in the
college or university will actually conduct the benchmurking
project. Most of the literature reviewed recommends the
creation of a benchmarking team, especially it the bench-
marking project is not to be primarily conducted by a pro-
fessiomal associztion or data-sharing consortium.

spendoling (1992) stated that there are indeed some
explicit qualifhications for benchmarking eam members that
should be considered betore beginning the project. Some
colleges and universities may be restricted by size in the
choices they can make. but it is sl wise to consider these
attnbutes, and theretore, maximize the effectiveness of the
tedm Cor committee) chotees that are availuble, The first
specific characteristic recommended is functional expertise
and i demonstrated level of job skills, or work-related
performance. in the position they hold at the institution.
Second. the emplovee should have sufticient credibility in
the institution. as judged by subject-matier knowiedge.
cmplovment history, and the level of positiones) heled.
Benchmarking team members should adso have above aver-
age communication skills, in order to communicate well
with other team members and the benchmark project part-
ners at other organizations. Lustly, Spendolini recommend-
ed that eftective benchmarkers need 1o have a high level of
team spirit. including a sense of cooperation, cffective listen-
ing skills. an ability 1o reach a consensus, and respect for the
opinions of others, Dale €1995) added that the “perlect”
weam member will be implementing changes, is hands-on.
action oricnted, has nothing ¢lse 1o do. is o super salesper-
son, and s ereative and tlexible, The optinmal weam size,
according to Dale,is five members, who are from multiple
disciplines and personalities. Onee the eam is selected, the
neat step should be the seledtion of the topices) for the
benchnuarking study,

Deciding What to Benchmark

Process benchmarking studies analy ze the processes or prac-




‘my

i

Ty

tives that are important to the perfornince of the organiza-

tion CAPQC 19931, The catalyst tor the study may be identi-

ficd from institutional problem arcas uncovered. internal or

external strategic chunge initatives, or the currenty popular

continuous quality improvement etforts. A basic lesson

fearned in the quality movement rekites o processes and the

Pareto Principle. which states that 20 pereent ot all activity

affects 80 percent of the results (Watson, 1993). Therefore,

the Tocus of improvement elforts shouwld be on those few

critical processes that have the highest porential for “retum

on attention.” as Wason Labeled it Processes are often cho-

sen o be benchmarked because they have a broader range —
than husiness prectices, and are important for achieving crid-

catl spccess factors CAPQC 19931 The American Productiviee - © ¢ thefocus Of ‘

and Quality Center defines these ierms [or business and improvement

other oreanizatons, and the definitions have been expuanded ejforts should

to inddude examples of their use in higher education: be on tbosefeu;
critical pro-

e Business processes are logical combinations of peaple.
cquipment. materials, and methods that Lare] organized
mto work activities to produce a given output. These

cesses that
bave the bigh-

adtivities have vaning levels of scope. The underlving est POte”ﬂal
principles of TQM include the concept that organizations for “return on
Basically consist of 4 set of interrelated processes, nested attention” . ..

within cach other. For colleges and universities, these
processes include the broad administraton of the college.
within the supenision process of academic departments.
and which melude the actual process of course instruction.

o Criticed success fuctors CCSES) are those characteristios.
conditions. or variables that have a direct intluence ona
customer’s sitisfaction with specific business processies]
and theretore. on the suceess of the entire process, Ex-
amples of CsEs for higher education indlude regionat and
professional acereditations, student evaduations, competi-
e rankings. gradudtion and plwcement rates, service
feveds, et

o Business practices are methods, or approaches, that facili-
tate the exceution of a process. For exanple, the self-
stucdy for acereditation is i process Tor colleges and
untverstios. The business practice is to base the riterig
fon self-stdy on the regional aeerediting body or profes:
sional association’s ariteri for selt-assessment Cadapted
from APQU 1993, pp.6-T).

Benchogr ki o Fioher Ddication: 05
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In order 1o help guide benchmarking teams. to link the
processes o be analyzed, with important eritical success
actors, Spendolini (19927 stated that Xerox asks emplovees
1o consider the following 10 questions:

[ What is the maost critical factor to my function organiza-
Hon s success (e, customer satisfaction. expense to ree-
CHIIC Fattio. returit OR asset performeaice)?

2 What factors are causing the most trouble (e g.. not per-
Jorming to expectations)?

3. What products or services are provided o customers?

- What factors acconnt Jor customer satisfection?

- What specific problems coperational 1 bave been identificd

in the organization?

O. Where are the comyp Hitive pressurves being felt in the orge-
nizettion?

e,

- What are the mictjor costs Cor cost “drivers ™1 in the orgeii-
zation?

Which functions represent the bighest percentage of cost?
V. Which functions beve the greatest room for improvement?

10 Which functions heve the greatest effect (or potential ) for

differentiating the onganizdation from competitors in the

metrRkethlace? (p. " 1)

z

These questions help the benchmarking participants pri-
oritize the potential benchimarking processes based on need.
The main focus of these questions e on cost reduction,
problem reduction, customer satisfiaction. continuous im-
provement, wd marketplace superiority, cach of which
could accurmely be defined as a eritical success factor.
Additional advice includes the benchmarking SMART
acronym. which means that the processes are Specific.
Maasurable, Achievible, Realistic, and Timelramed (Dale
1993,

I an organization is conducting benchmarking because 2
problem has already been uncovered, on a process or busi-
ness practice (problem-based benchnmarking), then the iden-
tlication of what to benchnark should not be difficalt. I
however. an institution is not immediately sure where 1o
begm. then deciding what processes to henchmark must be
plinned thoroughlv ¢process-based benchnarking ),
Participants in organtzed benchmarking studies, such as
NACUBO can choose from more than 20 institutional areas

19




and processes to analvze, or benchmuark them all tsee
Table 8).
TABLE 8

Functional Areas in the NACUBO National
Benchmarking Survey (NACUBO 1995, p. 39).

Core Functional Arcis

L. Academic Attirs lo.info Technology Telecomm.*
2. Accaunts Payvable? 7 Pavroll
30 Admissions I8 Purchasing
t Alumni Relations 19, Registration and Records*
3. Bookstore? 20 Risk Management®
0. Central Budget! Department . 215ponsored Projects®
~. Collections! 22 stdent Accounts Receivable®
S0 Development Office 23 swdent Health Services
9. Facihties 2 Sdent Housing
1o, Financial Aid® 23 Trewsuny -Cash Managenent
1 Food services 20 Onverall Indicutors and Ratios
120 General Accounting?® '
13 Human Resourees— Optiond Sections
Generl 1. Muodti-Campus System
L Human Resotrees— Adminestration
Bonehits Administrution 2 Data for Institutions with
15, Human Resources—Hirng Hospritads

sy sections it were teviewed and retined i FY o240 Y 109 on
Y s

The benchmarking project conducied tor the Association
for Contnuing Higher Education (ACHE) primarily meuasured
administrative processes. including noncredit course promo-
tion. advertising, student recraitmient. financial ratios on
faculty and staft salaries, and the use of information technol-
ogy LAlstete 19900,

I a college or university does not plan to participte in
the NACUBO, or other association benchmarking projects,
or it the desire tor benchmarking is coming lrom an institu-
tion or academic unit on campus that does noe bave te
option for an existing study, then o new henchnarking plin
will be needed. Camp €1989) recommended that the best
place 1o start s at ahigh strategic leser and then cascade
down o an individual, deliverable level. The mission state-
ment of the organization is @ good place to identify candi-
chies tor benchmarking from o strategic point of view, and

the mission statement of the individual units within the orga-

Boenchmrkoag 1 Theher Fducdtuon 8 U
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nization can be uscful as well Mission stitements usually

identify customers, products and services, critical success
factors, processes used, and more. The college or university
mission statements often have very generad descriptions of
their objectives. For higher educaton. the unit fevel mission
statements. such as those written by individual ~schools or
departments. may be a good place to start.

Recipients of the CQE-L computer muadling list were recent-
v asked to Hst activities, tasks. and subprocesses that they
beheved are worthy of being Benchmarked (Brigham., 1993).
Rav Carlson (1995 from Dalhousic University stated that
course delivery methods thut reduce cost but mainin or
increase learmning, should have the highest priority in bench-
marking efforts: administrative processes such s registration
and stedent advisement activities should receive lower prior-
v, Contrany 1o that perception. Art Clarke from Sir Sandford
Fleming College stated that sahministrative functions such as
recruiting and registering students, although dificult. should
receive op benchmarking priovity, Other responses on what
o benchmark include comments from it variety of ditferent
department units. with different perspectives on what pro-
cesses are important. A sample of sone of the other “wish
Jists” tor benchimarking in higher education are s follows:
Louise M. Hles, Brigham Young University

Ve core i the wtique position ds o waieersity of 1ot
needing to recrieit stidenlds: rather. we dre forced to
Lirn ey thousands cach year due ltol the nature of
i heing o choreh schoot - Our praoblems meay there-
Jore be slighidy different thave others. We are most inter-
oxted neacadentic, not administratice benchnerking.
1he arcess of bighest frterest for henchmayRing are ds
Sodlows histed by priovity: General Fd curvicufiom, Time-
fer graduation . “Mejor™ boprs regurenients, Graediing
practices cotatering 2rade fnflation. and Peer eceali-
Lo L1UOS pp. 2-3)

Bruce Strk, Colorado State University

I OQuahity of ecducation recet ed—cre your abfe topise whet
wets ferteght”

S Percendage of students that get a joby i their ficld within
SLv months of gradnation.

o theersity

iy
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. Quality of incoming fresbmen (GPA)

. Retention rates

y. Percentease that gretducte in four yons five yedis (1995,
P 3

Jovee Albin, University of Oregon

> W

L eill spealke strictly for my department—uwhich is primarily
e research and development wnit. coid secondarily a teach-
ing unit . ..

Appropriate processes that we cordd Denchnrark g
include:

o Dorelopment of proposals being submitted to federal agen-
cies aned founddeitions

o DNerclopment submission of articles to e published i
refereed aned nonrefereed jourials ..

o Process for finding and tracking RFPs that mety be of
interest

o Process for cquipment prrchase decisions o CL19930p. 3,

The disadvantage of benchmurking at the deparnmental. or
~grassroots” fevel, is that the wam. or conmitier of emplov-
ces conducting the benchmarking, may not be able o gun
admittance to the world-class organizations needed for indus-
trv or generic benchmarking (Watson 19920 Theretore. for
maximum utfectiv eness benchmuarking, efforts should be pro-
moted and supported by senior level administrators, and con-
ducted by, and for, the departmental units that witl nuhe the
most use of the information. 10 was the president of Oregon
state University who identified his principal customers and
the ~ervices 1o he provided (o cach customer group. The
kev. aritivad processes identified are listed in Table 9.

These are processes identified s critical to OSUL Some
colleges and universities have already identified important
processes and have a reporting sysem in place that uses
kev. success indices, such as the University of Miami (Sapp
& Temures 1992), Each month, the divector of plinning and
institutional research at Migmi makes 4 presentaion o
wenior ddministritors on 120 indices. obtained from 18
ottices throughout the university. This systenis currently
used to alert senior management to problem areas aixd to
simulate diseussion about key sets of university information
The infornution collected and presented at the University of

Benchmarkne g Hieher Pelucetion
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TABLE 9

OSU’s 12 Critical Processes
(Coate 1993, p. 10)

Process Performance Measure

L. Porollment nanagement Concordance with
enroliment management
plan

2. Carriculum desclopnent Peer aeceprance

A Teaching Student teaching evaduation

Lo Internationa development = of students going overseis

S Research Number of publications

O, Service debiveny cestension “uof community

participation

T Communuy rektions Sumber of compliinis

S Information serices Computer-student ratio

O Long-range plimning L obectives met

to Worklorce hiring, development| @ fiest choice hires

L1 Faalties development o of value to money for
G RHI T
L2 Fanchng developrent S obtined S requested

Meimis monthly mectings coukd also e used as 2 basis for
v internal or competitive benchmarking process. Higher
cducation has buasic business processes similar o other orga-
nizations in the corporate world that can be benchmarked,
and many other practices, which are somewhat unique to
higher education. Potential benchmarking topics should be
spedifics interms of discovering a competitive advantage,
identifying the “customer.” and should be interesting 1o oth-
ersas well AMier deciding which activities 1o study. a blend
of intermal, competitive. industry, and generic benchmarking
will probably be needed beciuse of the diversity of process-
s Tound in colleges and universities.

Whomm to Benchmark

W have seen that it is fiest necessary o decide what process
or processes 1o benchnurk, Onee this is done. it then needs
tor be dedided i it is necessary 1o seek the “best of the best”

83




o
A

por

with generic benchimarking., or if it is more advantageous o
seek o parmer that is considered a7 performance suceess™ in
an amdogous process (Watson 1993). For institutions that
are novices with benchmarking, it is recommended that
more “grassroots” level studies be conducted. which meas-
ure departmental or administrative unit processes internally.
or with local external competitors OMarchese 1995b). Swne
speed partnerships tend to return the highest value. and
projecis often fail when institutions reach for “too much. oo
soon.” However, institutions that are more advanced in
using quality improvement wechnigues will be able 1o get
more out of henchmarking with “world-class™ competitors.
No matter which tvpe of benchnurking is going to be con-
ducted. choices have to e made about which colleges.
universities, or other organizations are to be benchmarked
dgdinst.

There is a proven methodology suggested by Robert
Camp (1993, which seeks o identify other institutions that
might hecome benchmarking partners, because they utilize
superior processes it use best practices which could be
adapted. The overall methodology Tor determining with
w hom 1o benchmark s o
. Develop a candidate st using any and all readily avail-

able information wid some preliminany rescarch.

2. Reducee the list o target number ol organizations
through secondary rescirch tocused on the organization
and tunction

Prepare for o contact with the target organization and set
Lp bV asiL

‘-

suggested places to begin searching for candidates
mclude personal contacts, newspapers, nigdazines, fournals,
professional associations, benehnarking consultants, wed the
Internet. Organizations such as the American Productivin
and Qualing Center €APQOY in Houston, Teaas, founded by
compunics such as AT IBM. and Nerox, ofter avarieny of
services to begin a benchminking process, including a data-
hase of information on best practices from hundreds of com-
panies. I addition, the APQU is plinning 4 project in the
near future tocusing on higher education (Wilson (9930
Ithacs College and the Eaiversity of Wisconsin have joined
The Benchmarking Exchange CFBE)Y 1o obtain benchmarking
partners. TBE. a California: based operaton, and avaitable
Vi the World Wide Weh, is an open service for those who

Benchnrkine o heher ducatnon




wish to hecome members: participants do not have o join
Wy association or special interest group in order taike part
CIBE 19951 TBE offers a very comprehensive and user-
fricndly. clectronic communication and information system
designed for use by individuals and organizations involved
in benchmarking and process improvement.  Participants
can ~ee what other organizations have done to anch their
benchmarking programs., solicit help from others, contact
arganizations with whom to conduct 1 study, or even form a
group with member organizations 1o share ina consortiams-
wpe study. The Benchnirking Exchange and The Best
Practice Club—Dhased in Bedtord, UKL recenty announced a
strategic partnership (o create a global, one-stop., on-line
informition and communication network dedicated o facili-
tiing benchmiarking and business excellence CTBC 1995,
Additional resources tor locating benchmurking partners are
listed in Appendin C.

When contacting prospective benchmarking partners, it is
suggested that the first communication consist of a very
clears short statement of what processes are to be beneh-
nurked (Dale 1993, The benchmarker should demonstrate
@ clear understanding of what data is willing to be shared.
ind the opportunity and willingness to establish and main-
tin an ongoing diadog. The institution soliciting the bench-
nirking information should also have well selected and
trained participants, and o good knowledge of the prospec-

" tive benchmuarking partner. One of the most vatuable

aspects of a benchnurking project, in addition o obtaining
vaduable information. is he creation of @ new communica-
tion network between the organizations. Much of this com-
munication may be somewhat informd, between mid-level
nuinagers who cin contact cach other when needed. It s
this kind of communication in which best practices can be
discussed, processes can be improved, and valuable inter-
arganizational relationships nurtured.

Data Collection

Once organizations have been chosen to analyvze and bench-
nkirh. the data collection can begin, The data can be garh-
cred intermadly, externally, or through original research.

Most benchmarking data collection begins with internal dita
vollection, then proceeds to publicly av alable secondiry
sonree data, and inally o competitive benchmrking with
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external institutions. Table 10 lists potential dara and infor-
nuation sources for higher education based on the tollowing
three categories.

Internal information can be obtained from a variety of
sources, and has been shown to be productive. because it is
cost-effective and can uncover additional leads to pursue. A
product or service analysis of the process at another college
or university is a good first step. Ordering a catalog or
brochure. requesting infornation, and analyzing what is
received can reveal valuable customer assistance informa-
tion. Another plice 1o uncover data about the organization

TABLE 10

Information Sources
(Adapted from Camp 1989)

Source Example

Internal

Libran: data bases AB intormation

Internal reviews fnternal eaperts

Internal publicions Vanes by organization

External

Professional associations AATTE, ACTIE, AAUDR NACEBO

ndusiry publications Chronicle of Higher Edu.,
Change

special industry reports Chyonicle’s Alnuanae

Funcuonal trade publicagions Leurning Resourees Network

General management Journal of Hligher E lucanon

Senminars 13y professional interest

Industry data firms APQC. TBE

sofiware hardware verdors SCTLTRG

Advertisements By product of interest

New sletters 13y subject mutter

Original Rescarch

Customuer feedback Facus groupes
Telephone suneyvs Specilic design

Inguiry seroce Spedific contradt
Networks Flectronic. mternal, and

enterml

Consultng Tirms Fducanonal Benchnruhing nc.

Bonchmrksnig o Hhgher Fducation
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being studicd is often inside the home institution. At first, it
may seem unlikely that the college or university interested in
obtaining the data may already have some useful informa-
ton. Frequently. emplovees are keen observers of other
organizations, or may cven have been previously emploved
at the institution being researched. Secking out their knowl-
cdge and assistance would be wise (Camyp 1989).

The second category of public domain information
includes nany of the sources we have already seen. such as
journals, magazines, and clectronic databases. The librun at
the home college or university should not be overlooked as
an important source for benchmarking duta, In addition, lib-
rury scarches can be veny fruitful with the use of electronic
reference searches. Professional associmtions. consultants.
and external experts. such as those discussed previousty.
can also vield data for reasonable rates or no cost at all.
Once the categories of internal and external investigations
for dat have been completed. there is no choice but o
proceed o the source of the best practice Teader identified
in the first step.

Original research can be somewhat more expensive than
other approaches for data collection we have seen. but the
results can be very rewarding. As in other academic or busi-
ness rescarchy it is best to approach a prospective beneh-
marking partner with a plan for collecting the data. A
(uestionnaire can be useful for listing the data o be bench-
marked. and it permits more extensive data gathering.
Questionnaires can be completed in several ways, including
mail. telephone, and in-person (Camp 1989). In the
Benclhmaring Workbook, by Gregory T Watson (199.2),
many usctul forms are listed. including 4 benchmarking
questtonnaire proposed tor use inastudy of original
reseirch. The suggested guestionnaire lists the foltowing
(uestions 1o be nude when contacting another organization:

Lo Howe do yore defire the process? Please descerihe i,

2o Do your consider s firocess (o he a problem or concern
e vour company teolleger? I not todeay., was it a prob-
lem o the puist?

S Whett is the meastire o quedity for this processe Wat
are the criteria that vou wse to define excellence in
process pecfornicirce? How de vou measore the ot




quality of this process? How do you measure progress in
quality improcemoent?
4. How do you consider cost and schedule in this process?
How miuch and what type of training do you provide for
the veirions job categorios of the process tean?
0. What process improvenients harve given yaout the best
return i performance Iproveinenis?
Whett company. excludig your owen. do yor believe is
the hest in performing this process?

o

During their data collection state, Oregon State
Universin's president addressed a cover letter. along with
the survey form. o the president of cach institution being,
benchmarked. A phone contact was made and instractions
were also sent directly the person in the other college or
universitv who would complete the form (Cowte 1993) As
in most benchmarking projects, initial contacts showed that
monst institutions were willing to do the considerable work
necessany to complete the form, in order to receive o copy
of the resulting data. Real benchmarking involves reciproci-
V. creating o win-win® situation of infornition exchange.
that is mutually benehicial (Watson 19930,

Analyzing the Benchmark Data

Once the processes o be benchmarked have been identi-
ficd. the benchmarking partners are chosen, and the data
collected. the next step s o determine the current competi-
tive gap. There are three types of perfornmance giaps: nega-
tive, parity, and positive. and are disted inTable T (Camp
tOs9Y. When there is a negative gap. this means that the
benchmarking partnerts) have superior operational perform-
ance numbers in their processes, Examples of such num-
bers might include the unit cost of service being provided.
the level of customer satisfaction. the financial ratio. and
other such metries we have seen in higher education bench-
nutraing projects. 1 the gap is negitive, a significant ettort
will be required to change the internal practices and process
methods ar the home institation o meet or exceed the exter-
mal findings. The goal is to explain why the differences
enist and determine the specific contributing factors or en-
ablers. When the compartive analysis hinds that the opera-
tions are 4 parity, or have Lde difterence, further analyvsis
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should be done 1o find the reason. I the operations of both
organizations are using the most efficient method, then no
chunges are necessary. However, parity is no reason not to
continue looking elsewhere for best practices. A positive
performance gap means that the internal practices are supe-
rior to the other institutions being benchmarked.  This is not
1o be unexpected, especially in benchmarking studies that
are broad-based. and part of a consortium or association-
sponsored project. such as NACUBQO. Experiencing a posi-
tive gap can help a college or university maintain best

TABLE 11

Types of Performance Gaps
(Camp 1989)

Type Description Consequence
Negdtive External practices Benchnurk
sujwericr hased on

external findings

Parity o signeficant Further analvsis
practive ditfference justificd
Positive Internal practices Benchnuark
AT¢ superior hased on internal
findings

practices and justify the continued scarch for ways to close
the other negative gaps which are found.

In the NACE BO benchnurking project. participants can
receive a detailed gap analyvsis, which compares their own
institution’s performance with the means of all study partici-
pants and cohort groups Clable 12). The hypothetical analy-
sis of an admissions office shows that some processes, such
as departmental cost per inquiry. applicant, and natriculant
are at parity (or the private research eohort), and have unfa-
vorable gaps for other cohorts. Descriptive comments are
also offered which analyvze the performance. Although
henchmarking data is usetul, the overall goal of learning
best practices will need to be completed with s site visit to
the high performing institutionts),

The traditional view of college and university operational
costs has been functional and organizational, and funding
tends to be budgeted on the inputs of ¢ach department
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ziﬁap Analysis for Cost Benchmarks - Hypothetical University’s Admission
Office (NACUBQO 1995) (used with permission).

Results for  {Departmental | Departmental Departmental  {Cost of processing
cost per cost per applicant|cost per a student
inquiry matriculant application
Hypothetical
Univ. S50.20 S311.35 NS4S S80.25
All Survey
_ Participants
Mean (83230 1700 N0 03 S22
Seni-

mterguartile
Range: [NE28 1010 52027 187598 10 S 193350 13193 21 10 5333300 139158 to SA29

Assessient: Pvgniticantiy sienificanth significantly significantly
higher: higher: higher: higher.
untas orable gap bunfiy orable gap unbay orable gap  funfavorable gap
Public
Rescarch
Cohort
Men: [S23.80 ANV SAZPOR N2TS)
S
intereuartile
Range: 5128410 520227 PSREAS 1o SIS0 152213 10 330128 [S9.45 1o S325%
Assessiment- signifieantiy Significantly Significantly Significantly
hugher. higher: higher: higher:
untay orable gap | untiuvorable gap unfavorable gap  Junbinvorable wap
Private
Rescarch
Cohort
Mean: {832,245 N203 2T N1.231.82 AR
SeTii-
mntereartile
Range: [S23.13 10 500 21 [ SI8T.00 10 SAS 165 IS 13908 1o S1.200 1827 25 10 3920
Assessment: [ No Sizmfieant o Significant No Sanificant significidy
ditference: ditference, difference lugher:
neutral gap nceuteal gap netrd gap unfavorable gap
~omments | More costh Higher cost than More costh Amony the
on than other other public re- than both highest, feast
Hypothetical public rescarch fsearch institutions | public research L orable
University's | unitenities, ek overall, bug and onerall. values among
Performance | but i line wih fonce agan Thpo- - [huar on par with - Jall sunvey
the overall set jthetical approsi: private prarticipants:
ub nstituhions nutes theaverage fresearch stamficantly
and the private [vadue for the cohort higher than all
resedich cohort fpovate resedich colionts.,
cohort
Hewe bk e Higher Edication ' -
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TABLE 13

OMassey & Myerson 199+4). The assumption in this strategy
is that the more money that is put into a department. divi-
sion, or institution. the beter the quality that will result.
Theretore, inancial benchmarking is tvpically seen as input
driven. and few measures of service output are usually avail-
able. Most process benchmarking efforts begin to address
the need for outputs, which can help colleges and universi-
ties reshape their cost structure. Many of these are more
“arasstools” efforts that are conducted by individual units
within institwtions. The outputs can be measured using the
different types of benchmarking we have discussed, Massey
and Meverson (199- offered an example of ouiput bench-
marking. which examines the gift processing performance, is
noted inTable 130 On average. it tikes 12 days to acknowl-
cdge o donor's gift to the university at a cost of $19 per
transaction.  If the university processes 18,000 transactions
per vear. and could meet the Best-in-Class gap of 810, then
it could improve the responsiveness by 35 davs and reduce
the annual aggregate transaction costs by 8480,000, This
could also vield adkditional future donations. because the
“customer” donors would be much better served.

By analyzing the benchmark data across the difterent
benchmuarking ty pes. such as internal. competitive, industry.,
and generic best-in-class, it is casy to see where the home
organization truly stands in its performance against others.
Benchmarking, enables the practitioner to go bevond a gut

Gift Processing - Performance Assessment
(Masscy & Myerson 1994)

M . N . .
Gih CurrentjCustomer |Industry | Best-in-  Customer|Industry (Best-in-
Acknowledgement|Perfor- perception{bench- | class gap gap class
Process mance ~ |marking | bench. gap
marking

Response 12 cdavs 1 dans ITdavs 7 divs R2Rdavs 25 days 35 days
Cont peer S0 NA St N9 NA a5 SHo
Achnow ledgment

h~I""

feel™ that the process can be improved. It provides the data,
or “pegs” of where the performance tevel cm and should
advance. both inan industry and externally . Data can be
aven more compelling it i is compared and analyvzed using
the ditferent benchmarking o pescand or il the datais ana-
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Ivzed graphicilly. Camp (1989 and Dale (1995 offer sug-
gestions on how benchmiarking results can be graphically
Sanalvzed to reveal the performance gaps. Figures 7 and 8
Show how benchmarking data, thar was colfected over time.
can be compared with the benchmarking partners. both
hetore and after the improvements were nade. 1 the da
heing benchmarked is o process, then the vertical Y-axis
value units will often show an increase in betier ¢uality,
speed. or efficieney. as seen in Figure 7.0 0 ihe datais for
the cost of i@ procesa, then the line chare will usualdiy aempt
o show a decrease in costs relative 1o the benchnarking
Spartners. as seen in Figure K.

The performunce gaps between the home institution and
the competitors are casy o see. These examples are intended

FIGURE 7—Rate of Improvement Example (adapted from
Dale 1995, p. 15)
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FIGURE 8—Cost Reduction Example (adapted from
Dale 1995, p. 15)
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to show how benchmarking datt is graphed longitudinaily,
with process changes Gafter the fiest benchmarking evele)
implemented at about the third or fourth time period on the
N-axis, This is where the increase in quality speed or efficien-

ovis evidentio both the e of improvement chant, and the

decrease in cost reduction is shown in the cost reduction
chart,. When analvzing the datia, one must be aware of the
context in which the data was gathered. 1f the benchmark
porcentages. ranos, and other metrics were caleulated by dif-
terent individuals, possibly at different organizations. the re-
scarcher shoukt consider this when reading the numbers in
order to identilv fulse performance results. A NACUBO book
pihitshed before the current benchnurking era, titded Coflege
anicd Uidrersity Brudgeting, urges caution in the use of cost
analysis with comparative data tor decision-making (Mcisinger
& Dubeck 19810 These concerns indude the notion that
didterent colleges and universities have different sets of deci-
sion rules that are used o allocate costs to final cost ceniers,
or cven to develop direat costss For example. compensation
or salary for deans may be classificd as exceutive manage-
ment at one institution, and academic administration at anoth-
cr. This kind of difference can be accounted tor, it the
benchmarking suney form is accompanied by detailed
instructions on how 1o caleulate the benchmark ratios and
dita needed for the project. The current NACUBO bench-
nurking survey includes descriptive instructions on how o
caleubate the survey responses. However, one other concern
noted inthe 198 ¢ report is the influence of external variables
on Jongitudinal duta. When comparing longitudinal data
deross institutions, changes that are observed by either the
homwe institution or the benchnnarking partmers may e influ-
encedd heavilv by external factors, such as shifts in student
demand, and not trom internal academic and management
decisions. This is one reason that many benchmarking proj-
edts el on cohont or peer growps ol institutions, that may be
influenced more or less equally by the environmental or
external factors, Gregory Watson 1993 recommended iisk-
ing i series of questions o clarify the results, including the
tollowing:
o What is the extent of Hie orer which the process was mees-
tred*
o Westhere ainy chetrige i the measureent system. such cs
the measiremend lools sed?

O




o How much of the medsurement system relies on buman
ahservations or correlation. rersus e data dnnalysis?
How: are these corvelations sthsteanticted?

Haow often or af what indercals were the medasieres taken?
Whet is the estimated margin for ervor?

Ave the meastres cevifiable. auditable. and repeatable?
tp. N

After the data has been analyzed. the process enablers,
which cquip the high performing institution being bench-
nmurked to achieve its states, need o be identified. An
chabier can be a system. method, document. training, or
other technigue that facilities the suceessful implementation
of the benchmarked process.

Implementing Changes

Finallv, after the data has been collected and analvzed. and
the process enablers identified. the benchmarking eftorts
must be comerted into actions for improying the processes
which were studied. 1t is well known that administrators
reccive many reports, and often, just allow them to cofledt
dust on a shelt, Although verny interesting to college and
university personnel. benehmarking results should be more
than an academic excercise. Short-term and long-term goals

should be estublished by the administrator or faculty member

in charge of the project to eliminate the negative perform-
ance gups uncovered. The short-term goals should include
reducing the negmtive gap. and at feast reaching parity,
adapting the hest-practices discovered at other organizations,

Long-term godls should seck to maximize the positive petforn-

ance gap and become the standard by which other organizi-
tions will benchmark. Pam of the long-term plan should be

o integrate benchmarking into all of the vital processes with-

in the college or university, with continual evaluation at reg-
ular intervals, Benchmarking should not be o one-time
project or snapshot of e process performance. it should be
ongaing (no less than quarterlyy and use longitudinagl data
that can be Charted and graphed. 1 benchmarking is fuliy
mtegrated and implementedd, then the organization will
abwavs remain current with chunging nrrket conditions
ccCamp 1989,

spendolmi €992y stated there are a number of actions
that should he tinen during tus final stage of the firs

If bencbmark-
ing is fully
integrated and
implemented,
then the orga-
nization will
always remain
current with
cbanging
market
conditions.
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benchmarking iteration. The following actions are otfered
in random order:

e Produce a benchmarking report summanry,

o Present benchmarking findings to benchmarking

customers Estudent. facultv, administrative units, ete)
e Communicate Andings
—Internal—other functional groups
—Benchmark partners
e Look for opportunitics
—Product process improvenments
—Learning—bring new ideas and conceepts into the organ-
ization
—Forming functional networks
e Encourage recveling efforts
—\Madify improve the use of the process
—introduce new related subjects for benchmarking

The benchmarking report is intended to be delivered 1o
the benchmarking customers, which for colleges and univer-
sities could be students, faculty, adminisirative units, compa-
nics that hire the graduates, state governments, and other
esternal agencies, A sumnuy of the data that were collect-
ed and amalyzed should be included. with a record of the
organizations that were benchmarked.  In the corporate
world. lengthy reports are becoming less common
(spendoling 19920, but benchmuarking reports generated by
organizations such as NACUBO cun be of significant length
(Kempner 1993), The report may comain the statement of
need or purpose for the project. alist of the project cus-
tomers, the project team, cdendars of events, the subjects
which were benchmarked. the information sources. method-
ology. resulis, analysis, and future actions 1o be aken
(spendoling 19920, Inthe fickd of higher education, which
has Familiarity with rescarch methodology, it could be espe-
cially important to include a somewhat detiiled report,in
order for the project 1o giin the full respect of the college or
university communiny it hopes o change. When the find-
ings are presented to the benchnarking customers, both a
written and oral version of the benchimarking report are
suggested Tor maximum effectiveness. OF course. in addi-
tion to the data results and analysis, the recommiendations
for process improvements by the benchmarking team com-
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mittee must be communicated at this time, along with spe-
cific goals. timetables, and tunding requirements 1o enact
meaningtul changes. The majority of the process improve-
ments recommended will involve one or more of the follow-
ing improvement outcomes:

o Product process improvements—the primary goal, where
the benchmuarkers use the information collected o alwer
the actual processes that were analyzed.

o [earning—tor many of the benchmarking projects
reviewed for this report, one of the most common reports
wits that the benchmarking process wus very valuabie for
institutional self-analysis and for seeing the college uni-
versity from an external point of view. Also. the opportu-
nity to learn new ideas and return them to the home
arganization is very rewarding.

o Forming functional networks—Ohen, an unexpected
outcome and by-product occurs when the benchimarking
participants establish valuable contacts at other institu-
tions, whom they can call for information about bench-
matrking or non-benchnarking related improvement
activites.

As stated eardier. tor the benchmarking process o be fully
effective. it needs to be reeveled or recalibrated. and the
ditta has 1o be measured over time. Often, benchmarking
practitioners become more proficies tin their use of the
process. and will diagnose their owe individual process
strengthis and weaknesses, and adjust their benchnarking
behaviors accordingly (Spendoling 1992, In addition. new
subjects for benchmarking are often added or deleted in
subsequent vears of the project. as s the case with NACT BO
(INACUBO 19950,

Aside from the overadl benchnarking report. Gregory
Watson ¢ E992) suggested the creation ol an action plan for
implementing cach individual process enabler. This action
plan can tollow the general format of a Japanese hosbi
plan. which he detines as =a system for establishing process
objectives and goals and implementing them through a set
of strategies, that e monitored at particular nulestones o
determine iF the process is on target”™ (p, 920 Breakthrough
improvements can be readily identified it significant gap in
puerformance is seen in the critical success tactors of the hey
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processes being studied. For cach process, a process “own-
er’ should be identified.who will have responsibility for the
process functions and work activities. The owner can be an
individual or group within the institution, who will oversee
the cfficiency. effectiveness, and economy of the process by
eliminating waste and implementing the improvements. To
help the pracess owner build the action plan, the form is
outlined in Figure 9. which identifies the key process and
critical success factor for cach improvement being imple-
mented. The form begins by listing the key process being
measured and the critical suceess factor tor the process.
Next. the duate that the action plan is written and the summa-
v of the benchimarking study results are entered. Under
objective, there should be the recorded actual changes that
this action plan will accomplish. the expected date of com-
pletion, and the performance level of the critical suceess
factor which is sought. The short-term goals are typically six
months 1o one year in length. and long-term goals should
have in expected date of achicvement. The benchinark. or
peg. against which this pracess is measured. is recorded
with the date of the observation, the institution's name, level.
and rate of performance. The last section of the form lists
specific strategies required for achieving the changes. along
with the name of the owner responsible for completion.
Each of the strategies should have targets and milestones for
the performance. A previous section showed that graphical-
Iy monitoring process performance can be iovery useful pant
of reinforcing the benchmarking goals. The data from the
action plan can be used in conjunction with the performance
charts o set realistic and achievable performance goals.

As with any organizational improvement technique. there
is the possibility that action aken on the benchmarking
project will not be successful. One proven way to avoid this
is to study the causes of failure found by others and take
sieps not to repeat them,

The American Productivity and Quality Center conducted
a research study on the causes of benchzurking project
failures. Survey respondents were asked to rate factors
identificd for failure on a five-point scale (5 = high cause)
to indicate the significance of the factor’s contribution 1o an
unsuceessiul benchmarking studv. Multiple answers o the
surt ey question were not allowed. The results are listed as
follows:

Nt
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FIGURE 9—Benchmarking Action Plan (adapted from
Watson 1992, p. 92)

Process:

Critical Success Factor:

Process Owner: Duate:

Sumnury of the Study Results

Objective Cronals

short-term

Benchniark

Institution:

Diate Observed: Long-Term
Level _ o Rate-

Striuiees (ownerd Targets wd Milestones

The top tour causes of benchimarking project failure were
poor pl:mnin,u. OO NRNAECMCNt SUPPott, NG Process
owner involved, and insufficient benchmarking skills. All
four of these problems can be addressed by colleges and
universities that plan 1o conduct a project. and have been
discussedd carlier in the review ol the benchmarking litera-
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TABLE 14

Causes of Benchmarking Study Failures
(APQC 1993, p. 131)

Question Rating (1-5)
Poor planning 3.78
NO O DRINEZCMCNT sUpport 376
NO process owner imolved 4.50
Insutticient benchmarking skills 354
Low priority 3
Results not belicyved 203
Luack of interest 276
Lack of funding 2.08
Poor teamwork 207
Personnel turnover 2.0
No better practices found 207
Interpersonal contlicts 2.07

ture i its application to higher education. Proper project
planning. support trom the president’s office and the “grass-
roots™ units where the efforts should tike place. and proper
cmplovee training are important for all organizational
IMmprovements,

Benchmarking Software

Duc to its reliance on stepwise methodology. computer
software has been developed tor conducting o benchmark-
ing project. Recently. data was submitted clectronically for
the 1995 fiscal vear NACUBO project, in order o increase
speed of daa collection and o facilitate data integrity
(NACUBO 1995). The benchmarking software is provided
to the participants on a Microsoft Excel™ spreadsheet. and
All participants receive a complementary educational yersion
of the software, There is also available, at least one general
computer software package. which is spedifically designed
to hielp simplify o benchmarking project at any organization.
LearnerFirst's Benchmarbing software was developed in a
joineyenture with the American Society for Qualinn Control

CANQC 1995 This software application breaks the bench-

35




TR EER 9

marking process into simple. step-by-step activities to con-
duct successful benchmarking projects for both beginners
and experienced benchmarkers. It is an interactive
Windows"™ application that provides the user with specific
examples, dizlogue questions, suggestions, guidelines, und
checklists that help carry out consistent and eftective bench-
marking projects (ASTM 1995). The software was adapted
from the methodology of henchmarking expert H. James

Larrington. president of the International Academy for
Quulity and the international quality advisor for Ernst &
Young. The interface and illustrations allow for quick and
highly-interactive navigation through an entire benchnark-
ing process, in 19 detailed steps or activities:

1. fdentify what to benchniark

2. Obtain management support

3. Develop medsurements

4. Develop the deata collection plan

3. Review plans with location experts

6. Cheracterize your bevchmark teqant

7. Collect internal published informetion
8. Select internal benchmarking sites

O, Collect pternal original research
10, Conduct interciew and surterys
11 Form benchmearking comniitice
12 Conduct internel site Cisils
1.3. Collect external published informeition
14, Conduct external original research
13 ldentify corrective actions
16. Developy an implomerndation plen
I~ CGlain approvad of implenentation pici
I8 Implement changes and measure inpact
1O Meaindetin e deitabiase CASTNM 1995, p. 2-5)

This approach follows and expands upon the multi-siep
benchmarking processes that were reviewed in the secondd
chapter. and could provide a useful framework ol for col-
fege and universitn personnel who plin o conduct a beneh-
narking project. The package currently sells for 175, and
i~ distributed by ANTM, 100 Barr Harbor Drive, West
Conshohocken. PA 19128-2959. Professor Charles Barclay
(1995 at the University of Fhawadi reporied that the software
Tats diso heen suceesstully used in e graduate business pro-
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gram curriculum, and that class benchmarking projects are
required of students in the Production and Operations
Management anl the Business Strategy courses.

Conclusion

More than 20 years ago. Martin Trow (1973) wrote about the
tremendous growth in higher education. and the variety of
problems it creates tor higher education in areas such as
curriculum. finance, government and administration. He
believes that many of the current problems are actually a -
related cluster of difficuities arising out of what he calls the
transition from elite, to mass. to universal higher education.
The different phases are associated with different functions
of higher education, for students and society at large. Under
the current phase of ~universal higher education.” when
more than 50 percent of the students of eligible age attend
college at some point. Trow stated that management proce-
dures become more dependent on quantified data for the
assessment of costs and benefits. One method of quantify-
ing the cost and other data now available and being used by
higher education is benchmarking.  However, benchmarking
does more than quantity the costs and benefits. 1t enables
the organization to learn, and continue to learn, best prac-
tices for improving its operations, whether the
improvements are in the teaching of undergraduate or grad-
uate programs, research, or college and university adminis-
tration.

This report has reviewed the origins of the benchmuarking
process, examined its use in higher education today, and
provided instruction on how to begin a project to compare
and improve an institution of higher education. It is impor-
tant o understand the different types of benchmarking dis-
cussed in the second chapter and to know that some
approaches to benchmarking are more appropriate than
others, For example, some henchmarking practitioners
believe that it is always necessary to compare their institu-
tion only with world-class organizations, or else the
improvement goals will be oo casy CThor 19935). They
believe that benchmirking is to be used only for obtiining
at least atenfold increase in productivity, and that @ mere
doubling of performance is not sufficient. "There are several
problems with this fear of ~cohort mediocrity.” as one
bhenchmiarking consultant labeled it (Dale 19935 First, no

lsll v
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organization is world-class in all areas, only institutional
practices, processes, and approaches are world-class. It is
possible to find a benchmarking panner that may not be -
well-known for overall quality, but may be very good at the
process that is being sought for improvement. In addition. it
a true world-class best practitioner can be found. it may be
difficult or impossible to arrange a benchmarking site visi
because of the competition to get the same information.
Less waiting time is often available at other institutions,
which. although not as well known. can offer useful
improvement strategies. Quick response to the rapidly
changing competitive environmeni can be critical for suc-
cess, especially in the “nanosecond nineties™ (Peters 199.2).

Kinni (1990 stated that there.are a few lessons that con-
sistently occur in the literature on benchmarking:

o Benchmarking is not a profit center. Understand its uses
and padl it from the toolbox only when it is the best tool for
the job.

o Start by benchmarking functions or processes thet are
critical 10 success. Doict waste thne or noney ol insigitif-
icenil studies.

o Benchmarking reqguires self-assesspient. You cenmot
wncorer performence gaps without first tinderstaneding
cited MeAsUring Your o processes.

o Gather the most cost-effectiveness information first. The
more you learn bofore an on-site visil. the moie you will
lethe enveay from it.

o implement. implement. implement! Without implemente-
tiont, a benchmearking study is an acdaemic exercise of no
calie (p. 28).

Other recurring themes in the benchmarking literature
include the ides that benchmarking is fundamentally o leamn-
ing behavior by the institution, and that proper planning is
required for a successtul benchmarking effort. Colleges and
unisersities must realize that they, like all organizaions, do
not perform all, or even most. of the functional processes
best.  For cach process performed, there are leaders who
are the best in a cohort group, best in industry, and best-in-
class. Benchmarking is the identification of metrics. or com-
mon measures and measurement techniques, o determine
w ho is the best, and the application of these techmques o
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organizational processes (Losh 1994). 1t is critical that
benchmarking partners use the same metrics, because no
comparative anaivsis can be made on unlike data. For

benchmarking to be truly effective. it is important to use the

metrics to make changes and then reassess the improve-
ments after the changes are made. in order to measure the
performance improvement. Simply obtaining the measures
without action is a waste of time and money for the college
Or University.

The literature reviewed on benchmarking in higher edu-
cation tends to be very process oriented. and usually not
strategic in its use by colleges and universities. While it is
good advice for institutions that are beginning to use bench-
marking to start out with small projects and then proceed o
benchmark broader areas of coverage. a broader use of this
tool beyvond the functional process level and into strategic
rlanning and goal-setting can be very helpful. as colleges
and universities seek to position themselves competitively in
the new information society . Today, institwions of higher
education are discovering that they can no longer attempt to
follow Fzra Cornell's vision to “found an institution where
any person can find instruction in any study™ (Vevsey 19635).
Increasing compeetition. the information explosion. and
changing student needs have made it unwise for institutions
to lack focus and spedialization. In his book titled Straregic
Benchnarking. Watson (1993) stated that strategic bench-
marking involves the application of process benchmarking
techniques o the development of a greater understanding of
strtegic issues, by forming cooperative alliances with other
organizations.  Bused on Watson's suggestions for all tvpes
of organizations, and other litcrature on the concerns in
higher education, issues that could be addressed by strategic
benchmarking in higher education inclucle:

* Building core competencies that will help sustain compet-
itive advantage

o Targeting a4 specific shift in strategy, such as entering new
cducational muarkets or new educational programs

¢ Daveloping a new service or making e strategic acquisi-
tion

¢ Creating an institution that is more capable of learning
how 1o respond in ok uncertain future because it has
increased its aeeeptinee o change.

)
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Strategic benchmarking for colleges and universities
should be closely linked to the strategic planning process.
‘The benchmirking studies which are conducted could
address specific issues in the plan, such as the establishment
of goals and objectives. development of the institutional
infrastructure. selection of key functional processes for
improvement. identification of technology areas for develop-
ment. ete. (Warson 1993). The college or university presi-
dent and senior staff should set the breadth of the strategic
benchmarking study. and the methodology can be similar o
the process benchmarking discussed.

Benchmarking is not a remedy tor all of the problems
that fice higher education in the 1990s: it is only one of
many practical approaches 1o improving organizational qual-
ity and reussessing how resources are spent (Rush 1990,
Other tools such as committee studies, "task force™ white
papers. and further studies only delay the organization from
the final goal of making well-planned changes. Another
concern is that benchnurking requires an underlay of expe-
rience in quality management, which many colleges and
universities do not vet have. Benchmarking requires the
understanding of terms such as LM, PrOCesSes. CUSLOmers,
mietrics. outputs. and others that may seem daunting and
unfamiliar o unteained personnel. Marchese (1995 stated
that like TQM itsclf, the practice of benchmarking has a
threshold barrier. because it does require extra effort 1o
begin and sustain @ project. Business corporations, health
care organizations, and others have tended to be pressured

for improvement ctforts more profoundly than institutions of

higher education, where the sense of felt need and urgency
for improvement is relatively low. Despite these concerns.
benchmarking offers the potential w0 weach institutions of
higher education how external peespectives, on orgianizi-
tional processes, can enrich inmernal values. When com-
hined with TQM. BPR, and continuous quality improvement.
benchmarking is i potent vehicle Tor promoting substantive
clutnge-oriented action becanse of its reliance on hard ditta
from external compatisons. Benchmarking blends with the
entire quality improvement process thale 1995, TQM is the
underpinning. holistic approach that includes henchmarking.
Business process reengineering is the matural result of
benchmarking, as o successful henchmarking project deter-
mines that the process bring examined needs o be
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changed. Wheaton College learned how to integrate bench-
marking with TQM and BPR efforts, and help bring about
significant izaprovements, build staff skills, and begin a revo-
lution in the way staff approach their work (Kempner 1993).
Wheaton sought to use TQM for customer focus and staff
involvement. BPR for rapid results, and benchmarking to
ensure that both TQM and BPR address arcas of greatest
potential and to avoid repeating past mistakes. Edwin J.
Merck, Wheaton's vice president for finance and operations,
added:

Benchmarking really gives more power to onr TQM cind
BPR efforts. Contiiious improcement conldd be pur-
sued within our own environment exclusively, but
benchmerking bas belped us dovetail with other
improvement processes dt other places. It introduces
ideas we might [bavel never thought of. and it keeps us
more competitive (Kempner 1993 p. 300

Although Wheaton participates in a professional associa-
tion study (NACUBO), benchmarking can also help an orga-
nization continue to learn how to improve, if it is done
individually, or through a consortium or professional associ-
ation.

Twenty yvears ago, it would be unheard of for Carnegie
Mellon University to improve the campus renovations
process by partnering with the Eastman Kodak Company
(Nicklin 1993). Benchmarking allows institutions to break
out of the old way of doing things. such as using an intu-
itton-based. or ~gut-feeling,” approach to business process
analysis.  Looking at a process.and deciding without know-
ing why it is donc that way. or rationalizing it by saying. "it s
always been done fike that.” s an excuse that is too com-
mon for not making improvements.  Ken Bardach, MBA
Program Director at Michigan Staie University, stated that
“Benchmarking for es us to do the things that good man-
agers want to do. but find excuses not to do L 3 forces us
to put mirrors around us, look at what we're doing, and see
it we're doing it well” (AACSB 1994, p. 170 The "new
paradigm” that is tast approaching, and already here tor
many institutions, requires that we buikd efficiency into the
hasic structure and functioning of the organization (Keeton
& Mayo-Wells 1990, Part of this new pattern is that today.,

4 )_)




higher cducation must continually improve. just as individu-
als in society must pursue lifelong learning, It lcarning is to
be the main focus. and students are now using technology
continually 10 receive training at home or at the worksite.
then it is vital that colleges and universitics keep up with the
competition by continually comparing and improving with
new tools such as benchmarking
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= APPENDIX A—BALDRIGE AWARD 1995

= EDUCATION CRITERIA ITEM LISTING
-~ (SEYMOUR 1996, PP. 318 & 321)

O ARt Ny et A A A e e s

Point Values
1.0 Leadership 290
1.1 Senior Administration Leadership 40
1.2 Leadership System and Organization 30
1.3 Public Responsibility and Citizenship 20
2.0 Information and Analysis 75
2.1 Management of Information and Data 25
2.2 Comparisons and Benchmarking 15
2.3 Analysis and Use of Institution-Level Data 33
3.0 Strategic and Operational Planning 75
3.1 Strategy Development +5
3.2 Strategy Deplovment 30
4.0 Human Resource Development and 150
Management
4.1 Human Resource Planning and Evaluation 30
£.2 Faculty and Staff Work Systems 30
4.3 Faculy and Staft Development 30
11 Faculty and Staft Well-Being and Satisfaction 40
5.0 Educational and Business Process Management 150
3.1 Education Design 40
3.2 Education Delivery 25
5.3 Education Support Service Design and Delivery 25
5.1 Research, Scholarship, and Service 20
5.5 Enrollment Management 20
3.0 Business Operations Managenwent 20
6.0 Institutional Pegformance Results 230
6.1 Student Performance Results 100
0.2 Education Climate Improvement Resulis 30
0.3 Rescarch, Scholarship, and Service Results 10
0.4 Business Pertfornnce Resulis 1)
7.0 Student Focus and Student and Stakeholder
Satisfaction 230
= 1 Current Student Needs and Expectations 10
=2 Future Student Needs and BExpectitions 30
=.4 stakeholder Relationship Management i)
= 1 student & Stikeholder Saisfaction Determination 30
= 5 student and Stakeholder Satisfaction Resulbes 30
=6 student and Stikeholder Satisfaction Comparison
TOTAL POINTS 1000
Boevchanekane i Higher Pdication 93
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Selected Baldrige Award criteria descriptions requiring
benchmarking:

2.2 Comparisons and Benchmarking (15pts.)

Describe the institution s processes for selecting and using
comparative information and data to support overall college
or university performance improvement.

Areas to Address

@ How comparisons and benchmarking information and
data are selected and used o help drive improvement of
overall institutional performance. Describe: (1) how needs
and priorities are determined: (2) criteria fof seeking appro-
privte information and data—trom within and outside the
academic communitys (3) how the benchmarking informa-
tion and data are used within the institution to improve
understanding of processes and process performance: and
¢4) how the information and data are used o set improve-
ment tirgets and or encourage breakthrough approaches,
b. How the institution evaluates and improves its overall
process for selecting and using comparisons and
benchmarking information and data to improve planning
and overall college Gr university performance.

6.0 Institution Performance Results (230 pis.)

The Institution Performance Results Category examines stu-
dent performance and improvement. improvement in the
institution’s education climate and institutional serices, and
improvement in performance of business operations, Also
examined are performance levels relative o comparable
instititions and or approprizicly selected organizations,

6.1 Student Performance Results (100 pis.)
Summurize results of improvement in student performance
using key measures and or indicitors of such perfornunce.

Arcas to Address

wocurrent levels and trends in kev measures and or indica-
tors of stdent perfornunce.,

b. for results presented in 0. 1a, demonstrate that there has
been improvement in student perlormince.

¢ Forthe results in o La, show how student performance
and perfornance trends compuare with comparable institu-
tions and or comparable student populations,

0
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-~ APPENDIX B—THE BENCHMARKING CODE OF
- CONDUCT

Urom the Benchmarking Management Guide, published by

the American Productnany and Quality Center CAPQC 1993,
p. 22

Precamble

Benchmarking—the process of identifving and learning
from hest practices anvwhere in the world—is @ powertul
tool in the quest for continnous improvement.

To awmde bendhnrking encounters and o advance the
professionalism and cffectiveness of benchmarking, the

internaational Benchmarking Clearinghouse, a service of the
Ametican Preductiviiy and Quality Center. and the Sirategic
Planning tostitute Counait on Benchimarking have adopted
this commeon Code of Conduct. We encourage all organiza-
nons o Lbide by s Code of Conduct. Adherence o these
prinaples will contribute o cfficient. eftective, and cthical
bendhmarking. This edition of the Code of Conduct has
been expanded to provide greater guidanee on the protocol
ol benchmarking for beginners,

The Benchmarking Code of Conduct

Indivduals agree for themselves and their company o
abide by the tolfowing principles tor benchmarking with
othier organizations.

L. Principle of Legality

o 1t there is anv potential question on the legality ol an
actinvats  don't do it -

e Avord discussions or actions that could lead o or imply
A anterest e restrint of wade, narket, and or customer
Alocation schemes, price ixing, dealing arrangements,
bidk riggimg, or bribery, Don't discuss costs with competi-
tors i costs are an element ol pricing.

e Retran trom the acquisition of rade secrets from any
means that could be inerpreted as improper. including
the breach or mducement of o breach of duty to maintain
searecy Po not disclose or use iy trade seeret that may
have been obraned through improper mesns, or that was
Jdisclosed by another in viokation of adaty to maimtin iis
secreey or it its use.

e Do not as a consultant or a chient, extend one bench
nntrking study s indings 1o another company without first
obLunmg pernission hom the parties of the study,

Bondchoeprkpe o Hheher Pednication Ul
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Principle of Excheange ‘

Be willing to provide the same tpe and level of informa-
tion that vou request from vour benchmarking partner o
vour benchmarking peartner.

Communicate fully and carly in the relationship o clarify
expectations. avoid misunderstandings. and establish
mutual interest in the benchmarking exchange.

Be honest and complete.

Principle of Confidentiality

Treat benchnarking interchange as confidential o the
individuals and companies involved,  Information must
not be communicated outside the partnering orgianiza-
tions without the prior consent of the benchmarking part-
ner who shared the information.

An organization s participation in a study is confidential
and should not be communicated externally without its
prior participation.

CPrinciple of Use

Use information obtained through benchnarking only for
purposes of formulating improvement of operations or
processes within the companies participating in the
benchimarking study.

The use or communication of a benchmarking partner’s
mame with the data obtained, or practices observed
requires the prior permission of that parner.

Do not use benchnarking as a means to market or sell,

frinciple of First-Party Conlact

initiate benchmarking contacts, whenever possible,
through a henchmarking contact designaned by the part-
ner organization,

Respect the organizationad culture of partner organiza-
tions and work within mutually agreed upon procedures,
Obtain mutual agreement with the designated
benchmarking contact on any land-oft of conununica-
ton, or responsibility to the other parties.

Principle of “third Party Conteact
Obtain an individual's permission belore providing his or
her name in response 1o a contiet Fequest.

N
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without the contact s permission.

Drinciple of Preparation

Avoid communicating it contact’s name in an open forum

e Demonstrate commitment to the efficiency and effective-
ness of benchmarking by completing preparatony work

prior to making an initial benchmarking contact
tollowing a benchmarking process.

. and

e Make the most of vour benchmarking partners™ time by

being fully prepared for cach exchange.

e Help vou benchmarking partners prepaie by providing
them with an interview guide or questionnaire and agen-

da. prior to benchmarking visits,

S, Principle of Completion

¢ Follow through with cach commitiment made to vour

henchnurking partners in atimely manner.

¢ Complete cach benchmarking study to the satistaction of

all benchmarking partners as mutually agreed.

O, Principle of Uniderstaording and Action

e ['nderstanding how vour benchmarking purtners would

like to be ireated.

e ‘Ireat vour benchmarking pariners in the way that cach

benchmarking partner woukl like 1o be treated.

Boencbmarbong o Hioher Fdicatron
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APPENDIX C—BENCHMARKING RESOURCES

When conducting a benchmarking project. it is important o
search thoroughly for information on other institutions that
are reported as high performing in the processtes) which
are being analyzed. In addition to the traditional ERIC ser-
vice. and the books and articles cited in this report. there are
other usetul sources of priman: and secondary information
for institutions of higher education, such as:

e Academe Today—A complimentary service reserved for
subscribers to the Chroniclke of Higher Education provides
statistics. reports, and the past five years of articles from
the Chronicle, which are searchuble and available for full-
test reading or downloading. The World-Wide Web
address is: hup: - chronicle.com

e AERA Listservs—The American Educational Rescarch
Association sponsors 1 Listservs on the Internet. There
are two general Lists, 11 Division lists and a list for gradu-
ate students. AERA-I Division ] is for postsecondary edu-
cation.  All Lists reside at the Internet address
LISTSERVEASUACAD . BITNET which is at Arizona State
University,

o AsKERIC Virtual Librarv—This is one.of the best educa-
tion sites available via the Internet, and allows access o
the Department of Education’s ERIC Databuse, The
Internet address is: hup:  ericirsyredu

e BPRREENG-L—This Listsery was created in mid-April
1993, and tries 1o facilitate the development of a hunin
network consisting of members with shared interests and
skills in the fickl. Ks purpose is o promote i@ construe-
tive dinlogue about college and university related
Business Process Reengineering-related information. The
fnternet address is: LISTSERVER @ LISTS. ACS. OHIO-
STATEEDU

o COI-L Listserv—This Listsery provides a moderated forum
for 4l individuals interested in the principles and prac-
tices of Continuous Quality Improvement and its applica-
tion to the improvement of higher education. Itis
sponsored by the American Association for Higher
Education. and it is available at the following [internet
address: CQI-L@NMRNET

e Educational Benchmarking Ine, ¢EBD—"This is o private
consulting company formed by Joe Pica, assistant dean
and MBA program director at Indiana University. and

Boeuchmarking in Hicher Fducation
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Glenn Detrick. an educational consultant. They work
with the Graduate Management Admission Council and
the American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business
on various benchmarking projects for undergraduate and
graduitte business education.

HEPROC Assessment Home Page—These archives

address many areas of assessment in higher cducaion.
including summative, formative, student scif-assessment.
institutional self-assessment. mandates, classroom assess-
ment techniques. and other useful services including the
HEPROC-L and the CQI-L Archive, The Internet address
is: http: - pobox.com ~higher.cducation

International Benchmarking Clearinghouse (BC). a divi-
sion of the American Productivity and Quality Genter
APQCI—provides a variety of products and services for
benchmarking. including consuhants, training and adviso-
v services, publications, a database. case studies, and
best practices classified by key work processes.
Membership information is available free, American
Productivity and Quality Center, 123 North Post Ouh
Lane. 3rd Floor, Houstan, TX 7702:4-7797; telephone 8oo-
TT0-9670: or via the Internet World-Wide Web at:

hitp:  www.apge.org

NACUBO's Benchmarking Process for mprovement in
Higher Education. Conducted annually with the assist-
ance of Cooper’s & Lybrand, LLP. Barbara S, Shafer &
Associaes. John Minter Associutes, and Sterling

Rescarch Sutton Associates. For further information or a
prospectus, contact the National Association of Collcge
and University Business Officers, One Dupont Circle.
suite SO0, Washington, DC 20030-1178.

Nationa! Cooperative Data Share - Benchmark Data
Exchange, by John Minter Assodiates, Inc..is a subscrip-
tion service offering immedutte access to higher education
benchnurks produced by participating institutions.
Institutions nmuny participate in citegories of their choos-
ing. such as revenue, expenditures, balance sheet, giins
and losses, faculty L undergraduate and graduate envoll-
ment, graduation, retention, stadf, nd student serviees
costeenters, This service is currently available on the
World Wide Web .

hip: www.edmincoms jneneds. hunt

Society for College and Uninversity Planning (5CUPY links
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o higher education resources—A very usctul page con-
taining World-Wide Web starting places for on-line
research. news periodicals, higher education periodicals,
speeches statements, departments of higher education,
planning. physical plants. ¢te. and other higher education
associations.  Internet address: higp: waww-
personal.umich.edu ~scup LINKS. himl

e The Benchmarking Exchange CTBE)—This information
svstem is designed specifically for use by individuals and
organizations imvolved in benchmarking and process
improvement. TBE provides users with @ comprehensive,
centralized. and speciadized forum for all phases of
benchmarking. Several colleges and universities are cur-
rently listed as members, The Inernet World Widke
Address is: hup:  www.benchnet.com

e S Department of Education Web Server. a comprehen-
sive resource for educators which contuins goals, inititia-
tives. news, press releases, funding opportunities, and
official documents of the ageney, including hypertest
publicitions,  Usctul resources include the Education

Department’s Teacher's and Researcher's Guides, The
Internet address is: hitip: www.ed.gov
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ASHE-ERIC HIGHER EDUCATION REPORTS

Since 1983, the Association for the Study of Higher Educa-
tion (ASHE) and the Educational Resources Information
Center (ERIC) Clearinghouse on Higher Education, a spon-
sored project of the Graduate School of Education and
Human Development at The George Washington University,
have cosponsored the ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report
series, The 1995 series is the twenty-fourth overall and the
seventh to be published by the Graduate School of
Education and Human Development at The George
Washington University.

Each monograph is the definitive analysis of a tough
higher education problem, based on thorough research of
pertinent literature and institutional experiences. Topics are
identified by a national survey. Noted practitioners and
scholars are then commissioned to write the reports, with
experts providing critical reviews of cach manuscript betore
publication.

Eight monographs (10 before l‘)%vl in the ASHE-ERIC
Higher Education Report series are published cach year and
are available on individual and subscription bases, To order.
use the order form on the Last page of this book.

Qualificd persons interested in writing a monograph for
the ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report series are invited to
submit a proposal to the National Advisory Board. As the
preeminent literature review and issue anatlysis series in
higher cducation, the Higher Education Reports are guaran-
teed wide dissemination and national exposure for accepted
candidates. Execution of a monograph requires at least a
minimal familiarity with the ERIC database, including
Resources in Education and the Crrrent Index to Jorrnals in
Eelucation. The objective of these reports is 1o bridge con-
ventional wisdom with practical research. Prospective authors
are strongly encouraged to call Dr. Fife at 800-773-3714.2,

For further information, write o
ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports
The George Washington University
One Dupont Circle, Suite 030
Washington, DC 20036
Or phone (202) 290-2597; toll free: 800-773-ERIC.

write or call for a complete catalog,
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JEFFREY W. ALSTETE is Associtte Dean in the Hagan School of
Business at Tona College, New Rochelle, New York., Dr.
Alstete has conducted internal and competitive benchmark-
ing projects at several colleges. In addition. he has written
articles and made presentations on benchmarking for lead-
ing professional associations. Dr. Alstete recetved an Ed.D.
in higher education administration from Seron Hall
University in 1994, and also holds an ALB.A. in financial
management and an MLS.in computer science from lona
College. His areas of research interest include competitive
benchmarking, administrative effectiveness. and organiza-
tional improvement.
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