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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Note: This document is a partial result of a larger project about Business Intelligence in Higher Education. This project will 
result in the publication and free distribution of a book titled “The White book of Institutional Intelligence in Universities”. 
© Oficina de Cooperación Universitaria, S.A. (Madrid, Spain) 

 

This document describes a proposed maturity model for Institutional Intelligence initiatives. Its goal is to serve 
as a general tool to assess the maturity of the Institutional Intelligence capability in Higher Education 
Institutions. By using it, Institutions can: 

 Identify their current maturity level 

 Set a desired maturity level 

 Identify the dimensions of potential improvement, and use them to develop a roadmap or plan to evolve 
its institutional intelligence initiative to the desired level 

 Share a common language to describe its situation in the road to Institutional Intelligence excellence, 
hence allowing comparisons and benchmarking among institutions 

The model is based on the experience of the contributors, and was conceived as a specific tool for Higher 
Education institutions, hence, is not a general purpose business intelligence maturity model. The model’s only 
ambition is to serve as a lens through which institutions can observe their institutional intelligence initiative, 
and by doing it, identify potential areas of weaknesses and strengths that can be used to better understand 
the situation and define focused, specific strategies for improvement. 
 
As in any model that tries to capture, generalize and simplify complex realities, accuracy is sacrificed to some 
extent, and hence there is inevitably space for interpretation and ambiguity. We’ve tried to achieve the right 
level of abstraction to avoid falling in a too generic, vague, useless approach, or a too detailed, overly complex 
and too prescriptive one. Although the covered topics are necessarily complex, we’ve opted for simplicity in 
order to improve readability and applicability. We’ve also tried to create a model flexible enough to capture 
heterogeneous situations where not every part of the Institutional Intelligence initiative is aligned at the same 
level of maturity. 
 
Finally, by no means we consider it to be perfect or even complete, and we hope and trust that the feedback 
from users and readers will help us to improve and evolve this model, making it a better, more accurate tool at 
the service of all Higher Education institutions that want to obtain the maximum value from what is 
acknowledged today as a critical asset for any organization: their data. 

 

2. MATURITY MODEL 

The maturity model is based on the assessment of nine dimensions. Each dimension measures the maturity of 
a specific key area that has been judged as critical for the success and overall maturity of the whole 
Institutional Intelligence initiative. Explicitly, the nine dimensions, value: 

 The existence and organization of an Institutional Intelligence team 

 The breadth of scope of the Institutional Intelligence platform in terms of key functional areas included 

 The role of the business units in the information supply chain 

 The level of sophistication of the data products being offered to the users 

 The level of coverage of the potential universe of users 

 The role of the users of the resulting data products 
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 The effective addressing of the most relevant aspects of data management 

 The perceived business value of the data products being offered 

 The positioning of the Institutional Intelligence initiative in the institutional strategy 
 

Each dimension (and the whole model) is expressed in 5 consecutive levels of increasing maturity, each one 
labeled with a descriptive name, and described in qualitative terms. The model structure is shown in the 
following table, showing the nine dimensions, the name of each of the five dimension levels, and the name of 
each of the five overall maturity levels (at the top of each column): 

 

 

Table 1: Maturity model structure - dimensions and levels 

 
 

2.1. ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE 

The overall maturity level is a result of the maturity levels of each of the nine dimensions. It is expressed by a 
number in the 1-5 range, it’s descriptive label and a characterization label. These are examples of valid overall 
maturity levels: 

 Level 2 – Initial – Evolved 

 Level 3 - Expanded – Unbalanced 

 Level 4 – Consolidated - Incomplete 

The calculation procedure to generate your overall maturity level is as follows: 

1) Assess each dimension. The maturity of each of the nine dimensions must be evaluated by assigning a 
score between 1 and 5. The score is decided by reading the detailed descriptions of each of the 
possible 5 levels for each dimension (see next sections), and selecting the one that best describes your 
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institution’s situation in that specific area. Please note that the level descriptions are based on generic 
situations, so “perfect matches” to your specific reality will be rare. 

 

2) Calculate the overall maturity level. Once you have assessed the value of the 9 dimensions, the 
overall maturity level is calculated as the median of the dimension scores. If the resulting median has 
decimals, only the integer part is considered (without rounding). This will be the overall maturity level 
of the institutional intelligence capability of the institution, and its label and general description can be 
found in the following table: 
 

 

Table 2: Overall maturity levels - Names and general descriptions 

3) Characterize the overall maturity level. Once we have calculated the overall maturity level, we must 
characterize it. Four possible characterizations are possible, based on how the individual maturity 
levels of the dimensions are distributed: 

a. INCOMPLETE: When some of the dimension scores are below the overall maturity level, and 
none is over it. This means the achieved maturity level is weak, and suggests the need of 
leveling the low scoring dimensions to consolidate it. 

b. CENTERED: When all the dimension scores are equal to the overall maturity level. It means the 
level is well consolidated and the initiative is balanced. 
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c. UNBALANCED: When there are dimension scores both above and below the overall maturity 
level. It shows an unbalanced general situation where efforts must be made to improve the 
weak dimensions (probably by taking advantage of the strong ones). 

d. EVOLVED: When some of the dimension scores are above the overall maturity level, and none 
is below it. It shows a transitioning situation to the next overall maturity level. 

The combination of the overall maturity level with this characterization generates a space of 16 
possible maturity results. 

 

In the next sections, each of the proposed dimensions is explained with detailed instructions for assessing each 
one. 

 

3. DIMENSION: INSTITUTIONAL INTELLIGENCE TEAM 

 

One of the biggest risks in any institutional intelligence initiative, due to its profound cross functional nature, is 
its effective orphanage: not having, de facto, a clear “home” and leadership in a specific organizational unit.  

This dimension values the existence, situation and explicit positioning in the organizational chart of the 
personnel dedicated to build the institutional intelligence capability, that is, to deliver, maintain and evolve 
valuable data products to the institution. 

It has been proved that the existence, specialization and maturity of a dedicated institutional intelligence unit 
are key predictors for overall institutional intelligence success in any organization1. 

3.1. LEVEL 1: ABSENT 

There is no people dedicated to institutional intelligence in the University. 

3.2. LEVEL 2: MULTIPLE, LOCAL, UNCOORDINATED PERSONNEL 

Source business units recognize that data services are a necessary activity worthy of a degree of formalization 
and may start local initiatives to advance in that direction, such as locally supported datamarts and or 
institutional intelligence tools. 

Personnel either partially or fully dedicated may exist, but are local to each business unit. Data requests are 
attended in varying degrees of depth depending on the business area dedication/expertise on the existing 
tools. Rudimentary, local ways of giving a certain degree of autonomy on data access to external business 
users may be in place.  

There is no coordination among the possibly multiple local initiatives, and different approaches, tools and 
service levels may coexist in the institution, generating a number of disparate data silos and services. 

3.3. LEVEL 3: VIRTUAL INSTITUTIONAL INTELLIGENCE UNIT 

As cross departmental data integration needs and more complex data requests increase, data services are 
considered important enough to be treated homogeneously across the institution. The identification of the 

                                                           
1
 The common name these units receive is “Business Intelligence Competency Center”, a term coined by Gartner and 

usually abbreviated as “BICC”. 
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recurring data requests and the development of permanent self-service channels for business users are seen 
as necessary. 

This situation drives the creation of a virtual, global data services team, with part-time dedication of people 
located in different functional units, usually the individuals that were previously engaged in local data services. 
Coordination, unification of tools, approaches and policies start under the auspices of some central office put 
in charge (usually not exclusively) of the new virtual team. 

Participants of this team keep assigned to their corresponding units and the team may not even be officially 
appearing in the organizational chart. This generates a reactive mindset due to the part-time dedication of the 
participants, and the prioritization conflicts caused by reporting to two managers. 

3.4. LEVEL 4: FULL TIME CENTRAL UNIT 

Data services are considered important enough to dedicate a full time, specialized, central unit as a one stop 
shop for everything data-related, regardless of the content of the data requests, and of the data petitioners. 

A new unit is formally established and staffed with specialized full time employees and dedicated 
management, and its name, existence and mission are publicized across the institution. The unit is formally 
positioned in the organizational chart. 

3.5. LEVEL 5: COMPETENCY CENTER 

Training, specialization and experience have consolidated the central unit as experts on the tools, techniques 
and data domains. The team actively advocates the use of data products across the institution and proactively 
approaches all potential user groups. Permanent, clearly stated collaboration relationships are established 
with all necessary external units (i.e. source business units, IT, user groups) 

Management of the institutional intelligence area formally participates, with the rest of the functional units, in 
the appropriate governing bodies and committees, warrantying a proper alignment with them and the global 
institutional directions. 

In this stage, new local institutional intelligence teams may appear in certain organizational units (i.e. Schools), 
but they are not uncoordinated local efforts as described in level 2 of this dimension, but interdependent, 
coordinated extensions or complementary teams that work in tight partnership with the central competency 
center to better serve very specialized, local needs. 

 

4. DIMENSION: SCOPE 

 

This dimension values the completeness of the institutional intelligence initiative from a high level functional 
point of view, that is, to what extent the institutional intelligence platform is able to generate data products 
that integrate information coming from every relevant source. 

Some user groups are very dependent of specific areas of information, so the array of available data sources in 
the institutional intelligence platform can limit (or expand) the effective use, and hence, the generation of 
value for the institution. 

The dimension assumes four key general functional areas of data (the data of most of them coming probably 
from several internal operational systems and maybe complemented with external sources of 
contextual/benchmarking data): 

 Economic/Financial 

SCOPE 1
NONE / 

UNKNOWN
2 SPECIALIZED 3 MULTIPLE 4 GENERALIZED 5 FULL
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 Academic 

 Human Resources 

 Research 

For the evaluation of this dimension, to consider that a functional area is covered, there has to exist at least 
one deployment of a data product offering information extracted from any of its modules/subsystems in 
production and under active support. 

4.1. LEVEL 1: NONE 

There are no formal data products over any key functional area. 

4.2. LEVEL 2: SPECIALIZED 

Data products are offered for only one key functional area. 

4.3. LEVEL 3: MULTIPLE 

Data products are offered for two key functional areas. 

4.4. LEVEL 4: GENERALIZED 

Data products are offered for three key functional areas. 

4.5. LEVEL 5: COMPLETE 

Data products are offered for all four key functional areas. 

 

5. DIMENSION: SOURCE BUSINESS UNITS ROLE 

 

This dimension values the role that business units play in the information supply chain and their participation 
in the institutional intelligence program as experts on their specific domains. 

The conscious, permanent involvement of the business units that manage, in their respective operational 
systems, the data that is later fed into the institutional intelligence platform, is critical to the overall success, 
sustainability and correctness of the data products generated. Data quality issues are a clear case of how 
critical this involvement is. 

5.1. LEVEL 1: UNAWARE 

Data requests are perceived in the business unit as a burden that competes with daily work, often judged as 
more critical.  Voluntarism, more than a sense of duty, drive the efforts to attend these requests. Staff do not 
have the required training or experience to complete such requests which are therefore done on a ‘best 
efforts’ basis. Direct and autonomous access to the unit’s data by external business users is not even 
considered an option. Data is locally judged as “good enough” as far as it correctly supports the local 
operational needs of each unit. 

5.2. LEVEL 2: AWARE 

Business Units are aware of the importance and institutional impact of the information requests they attend, 
and this may cause an initial sense of stress and lack of capability/tools to properly manage them. Information 

SOURCE 

BUSINESS UNIT 

ROLE
1 UNAWARE 2 AWARE 3 PARTICIPANTS 4 SUPPORTING 5 DATA STEWARDS
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requests make some data quality issues come to light. Some small scale, local projects may be underway to 
improve the capability of offering data services and to solve known data quality issues in a reactive manner. 

5.3. LEVEL 3: PARTICIPANTS 

Business units see themselves alleviated of some of the most complicated, technical and cross-functional 
aspects of attending data requests by the creation of some kind of global data services unit, but in exchange 
they are asked to participate on this initiative, usually by sharing some of their personal as part-time 
participants on specific projects. 

Basic data requests may still be attended directly by the functional units, but complex, cross functional or time 
consuming ones are redirected to the new central unit. Reported data quality issues generate tensions, as it is 
not clear the business unit’s obligation or priority to spend time on efforts that detract from what they 
perceive as their “main” duties, and are usually not attended if they require more dedication than the initially 
agreed participation on the previously mentioned projects. 

5.4. LEVEL 4: SUPPORTING 

Business units perceive themselves as supporting stakeholders of a global, central data distribution permanent 
effort, as whole units and not as mere providers of specialized personnel for time-limited projects. Diagnosing 
and solving reported data quality issues are recognized as part of the unit’s core duties, and are consistently 
attended. Data requests are consistently redirected to the institutional intelligence unit. 

Still, the unit acts on demand from the institutional intelligence team. 

5.5. LEVEL 5: DATA STEWARDS 

Business units’ role as domain experts in the information supply chain is clearly specified, communicated and 
incorporated in the unit’s core responsibilities. Duties are clearly defined and proactively assumed by business 
units, and comprise at least the following: 

 Expert functional & technical support to institutional intelligence team: providing specialized technical 
and functional knowledge on their business domains to the institutional intelligence team developers, 
and maintaining coherence in the institutional intelligence platform by actively supporting impact 
analysis in the developed data products due to technical or functional changes in the business unit 
operational systems that act as data sources. 

 Data quality: diagnosing and providing solutions to reported data quality issues. Proactively ensuring 
completeness, correction and availability of the information acquired and/or created in their unit and 
general suitability for analytic use. 

 Certification of data products:  certify, as experts on the source systems and data, the correction of the 
information being delivered through the different data products created by the institutional 
intelligence team. 

 

6. DIMENSION: DATA PRODUCTS 

 

Depending on the functionality that they provide, and their technical nature, several types of data products 
aimed to different types of users can be defined. This dimension values the diversity of data products being 
offered to business users. 

DATA 

PRODUCTS
1

NONE / 

UNKNOWN
2 LIMITED 3 EXPANDED 4 MAJORITY 5 COMPLETE



 

This content is part of the “White Book of Institutional Intelligence in Universities”. © Oficina de Cooperación Universitaria, S.A. (Madrid, Spain)    11 / 18 

Some data product types are tied to specific use of information, so the array of provided functionality can limit 
(or expand) the effective use, and hence, the generation of value for the institution. 

The categorization of the data products made to evaluate this dimension is the following: 

 Parameterized reports. They are basically on-line reports offering limited, fixed options to personalize 
its data output. They are usually isolated, in the sense that the user usually visualizes one report at a 
time, and the information presented is usually centered in very specific domains where there is a 
recurrent, well known, data need. Information may be displayed at a very detailed level. Operational 
support and process specific, recurrent, data distribution is the main usage of these data products. 

 Ad hoc data navigation. This kind of data products allow business users to “dive” into the data of one 
or more subject areas without a preconceived notion of how the resulting output will be. They offer 
the users a catalog of all available data elements, and give him the functionality to interactively build 
data outputs combining these data elements and navigating through different levels of data 
aggregation using tabular or graphical representations of data. OLAP tools is a typical example. 
Analysis and Discovery is the main usage of these data products. 

 Dashboards/scorecards. This kind of data products allow the users to access a combination of 
complementary, simultaneous data outputs that conform a rich, cross functional, integrated context of 
information delivery. Data is usually highly aggregated and displayed in a compact interface. Graphical 
data output predominate over tabular views, and KPIs with color-coded representations of their values 
play a key role. Dashboards may be suitable for several types of information consumption, but 
monitoring is the main usage of these data products. 

 Advanced analytics. This kind of data products is composed of a wide range of applications of data 
mining, machine learning and advanced statistical techniques. They provide the user with predictive 
models (predict future results based on current and historic data),  what-if analysis environments 
(simulated scenarios, projections), automatic knowledge discovery systems (data clustering, 
association rules), etc. The usage for these data  products range from the operational (specially when 
their results are seamlessly integrated with processes in the operational systems) to the analytical. 

For the evaluation of this dimension, to consider that a data product type is being offered, there has to exist at 
least one deployment of that data product type in production and under active support. 

 

6.1. LEVEL 1: NONE 

Different local data products may unofficially exist, provided by each business unit to attend certain recurrent 
requests from other units, but they are basic, short-term, offline solutions like excel dumps or static reports 
that are sent via email. 

6.2. LEVEL 2: LIMITED 

Data products being offered to users are restricted to a single type. 

6.3. LEVEL 3: EXPANDED 

Data products being offered to users are expanded to two types. 

6.4. LEVEL 4: MAJORITY 

Three of the four data product types are being offered to users. 

6.5. LEVEL 5: COMPLETE 

All four data product types are offered to users.  
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7. DIMENSION: USER COVERAGE 

 

This dimension values the breadth of the institutional intelligence initiative based on the number of key user 
groups that are being actively addressed in any way with data products specifically designed for them. 

Whilst institutional intelligence has traditionally been linked with top level management decision support, 
relegating the tools and data products only to this type of users puts an unnecessary limit to the potential 
value institutional intelligence can offer to the organization. 

Four general key user groups are defined. In general terms, the size of each group, the nature of the 
information they need, of its relationship and role in the institution, its purpose and the tools involved in the 
necessary data products are different enough to imply very different approaches and challenges when 
addressing each group. The four key user groups are: 

 Management (top level management, local school management, global/local services management) 

 Administrative staff (global services, local services) 

 Faculties (teachers, researchers) 

 Students(future, current, alumni) 
 

For the evaluation of this dimension, to consider that a key user group is being addressed, there has to exist at 
least one deployment of a data product intended for them in production and under active support. 

 

7.1. LEVEL 1: NONE/UNKNOWN 

There is not formal or explicit coverage of the data needs of any key user group. 

7.2. LEVEL 2: LIMITED 

One key user group is addressed 

7.3. LEVEL 3: EXPANDED 

Two key user groups are addressed 

7.4. LEVEL 4: MAJORITY 

Three key user groups are addressed 

7.5. LEVEL 5: UNIVERSAL 

All four key user groups are addressed 

 

 

8. DIMENSION: USERS ENGAGEMENT 

 

USER 

COVERAGE
1

NONE / 

UNKNOWN
2 LIMITED 3 EXPANDED 4 MAJORITY 5 UNIVERSAL

USERS 

ENGAGEMENT
1 UNAWARE 2 AWARE 3 CUSTOMERS 4 DRIVERS 5 CO-OWNERS
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This dimension values the role that business users play in the information supply chain and their involvement 
in the definition, effective use and direction of the data products being generated. 

Business users are the most important group of stakeholders in any institutional intelligence initiative, because 
only they can generate value through the effective use of the data products being provided. The quality of 
their involvement in the whole institutional intelligence process is, hence, absolutely critical. 

8.1. LEVEL 1: UNAWARE 

Potential users are unaware of any institutional intelligence initiative. They do not perceive data services to be 
formalized at all in the institution. Data needs that cannot be attended inside their own unit are dismissed, or 
are asked from other units, more as a favor than as a service they are intended to provide. Expectations are 
very low. 

8.2. LEVEL 2: AWARE 

Users perceive that they have the legitimate right to request discrete data services to business units. They 
usually contact each business area or IT directly, loosely define what they want and some time later expect to 
obtain something that matches their needs. 

8.3. LEVEL 3: CUSTOMERS 

Users perceive that there is an institutional intelligence initiative, and that they have the right to ask for data 
services and receive formal data products in return. Their role in the process is limited to specifying their 
requests in an initial, formal requirements gathering stage and wait to receive a complete data product in 
exchange. All responsibility for the suitability (or not) of the resulting data product belongs to the developers. 

8.4. LEVEL 4: DRIVERS 

Users understand the creation and evolution of the data products as a joint effort between them and the team 
providing them. They perceive themselves not anymore as passive customers, but as drivers and active 
partners who work together with the other involved stakeholders to achieve a common goal. Their 
participation is no longer limited to an initial requirements gathering stage, instead they are actively involved 
in the design, building and testing process of the data products, as they perceive it as a shared discovery and 
learning process for everyone involved. They understand that without their guidance, technology is useless 
and will likely provide no real or very limited business value to the institution. 

8.5. LEVEL 5: CO-OWNERS 

Users perceive themselves as the most important stakeholders in the institutional intelligence capability. They 
feel co-owners of the data products they have defined, tested and evolved in partnership with the institutional 
intelligence team. This co-ownership implies shared responsibility in the applicability, effective use, active 
promotion among peers and evolution of the data products they obtain. In this level, user communities usually 
constitute very active channels for mutual support, the promotion of analytic culture and the institutional 
intelligence initiative. 

 

9. DIMENSION: DATA MANAGEMENT 

 

DATA 

MANAGEMENT
1 UNAWARE 2 AWARE 3 MANAGED 4 SUPPORTED 5 ENFORCED
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This dimension values the existence and effective application of global principles, policies, roles, processes and 
tools to govern the most important aspects of data management2 to properly enable data analysis, namely: 

 Data quality: Is the data fit for analysis? Does the offered information through data products correctly 
represent the reality encoded in the source systems? How shall we address data deficiencies? 

 Data access: Who owns the data? What does this ownership imply? Who should access what, under 
what conditions, and based on what policies? Who approves or denies data access requests? How do we 
enforce data access policies? Shall we keep track of user access to data? To what extent? 

 Metadata: Who, where and how should document and maintain the origin, meaning, business rules, 
calculation criteria, etc. of the information being offered through the Institutional Intelligence platform? 
How should each type of metadata effectively reach its intended users? 

 Data integration: How data from different systems should be combined to create new facts? Do we have 
duplicated entities in different systems? What’s the impact of this in the institutional intelligence 
platform? How duplicated data should be detected and normalized? Which system is considered the 
master owner of what entities? 

 Data retention and archival: How are we preserving history in the DW? Is it necessary to store periodic 
snapshots of certain data sets? How long should we keep historic data sets available? What shall we do 
with old historic data sets retired from the warehouse? How long must we keep retired data sets? What 
are the data model and data storage implication of all this? 

By their nature, problems in these areas may have a deep impact in the usefulness of the Institutional 
Intelligence system, but are elusive and a frequent cause of conflicts because they live in the fuzzy boundaries 
among systems and units, and the responsibility must effectively be shared among all stakeholders. As a result 
their solution almost always implies coordinating cross-functional activities and harmonizing different 
sensibilities. 

The identification, formal management and effective addressing of these aspects are a guarantee that any 
problems that will surely arise in these areas are not unattended or a cause of permanent conflict. 

Note for the assessment: For situations where the maturity of each of the 5 five aspects above is uneven, the 
value for this dimension can be calculated as the average of the individual values of each aspect. 

9.1. LEVEL 1: UNAWARE 

Data management aspects of the institutional intelligence initiative are neglected (not even identified), and 
issues arisen in these areas are treated reactively and left to be solved via improvisation and voluntarism by 
those involved (with a high risk of ending up in locked, conflicting situations.) 

9.2. LEVEL 2: AWARE 

Data management aspects are identified as important areas to oversee, anticipated as possible sources of 
conflict, and managed (more or less formally) as potential risk for the institutional intelligence initiative. As a 
result some mitigating measures may be put in place, but in general, issues are still managed in a generic and 
reactive way. 

                                                           
2
 “Data management” is a complex and fuzzy concept. There’s no consensus in the industry about what aspects or 

disciplines are included under that term. Our approach for this dimension is in no way exhaustive: we have only included 
what we recognize as data management disciplines that are highly relevant for institutional intelligence, and only in those 
aspects that directly affect institutional intelligence results. 
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9.3. LEVEL 3: MANAGED 

Explicit principles and policies are defined in advance to manage data management aspects of institutional 
intelligence. These principles and policies identify all relevant stakeholders and distribute clear responsibilities, 
and are effectively communicated.  

9.4. LEVEL 4: SUPPORTED 

Specific processes and/or tools are put in place to facilitate and support the effective application of the 
defined data management policies and principles. 

9.5. LEVEL 5: ENFORCED 

Accountability for the data management aspects is exercised, based on the existence of clear policies and 
principles, and the corresponding supporting processes and tools. Unexpected conflicts and exceptional issues 
are addressed by new, specific, specialized committees or by existing governing entities officially tasked with 
this responsibility. 

 

 

10. DIMENSION: BUSINESS VALUE 

 

This dimension evaluates the business impact of the delivered data products as perceived by its users. It is 
important to note that this impact does not only depend on the quality and pertinence of the delivered data 
products, but also on the “analytic culture” of the user base. 

Value and business impact only happens through effective use, so effective use should be the main success 
metric of the institutional intelligence initiative. 

10.1. LEVEL 1: SCARCE 

Either the delivered data products that reach business users are judged as superfluous or irrelevant, or 
business users lack the training and/or analytic culture to appreciate its value. Effective use is almost absent, 
and if exists, is limited to a few very specific individuals with almost no global impact. 

10.2. LEVEL 2: OPTIONAL 

The delivered data products are objectively usable to obtain some basic business value, but its use is perceived 
as optional, either because there already exist alternative ways of getting the same or similar data, or because 
the analytic culture of the institution is still very low. For this reason, it’s perceived value is often not enough 
to overcome the resistance to change or to learn the new required tools. Effective use is low, limited to small 
niches and its business impact is low. 

10.3. LEVEL 3: INTERESTING 

The delivered data products provide information previously unavailable that is considered to be useful to get 
new insights and make informed decisions that were historically made on “gut feelings” or incomplete 
information. Either the potential obtainable value is relevant enough to create generalized interest in the 
targeted user group, or the analytic culture is such that most individuals tend to use every available source of 
information to make decisions based on analysis. Effective use is generalized, and its business impact is 
relevant. 

VALUE 1 SCARCE 2 OPTIONAL 3 INTERESTING 4 NECESSARY 5 CRITICAL
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10.4. LEVEL 4: NECESSARY 

In this level, the output of the data products is used in decisional, administrative or planning processes in such 
a way that they are considered necessary to complete them. This may be due to a real restriction (it’s not 
possible to continue the process without the information they provide) or because analytic culture is high 
enough to make every one reluctant of completing the processes without the insights revealed by the involved 
data products. Effective use and business impact are high. 

10.5. LEVEL 5: CRITICAL 

The delivered data products are effectively embedded in processes that are considered critical for the proper 
functioning of the institution, either due to its profound impact on core decision making or administrative 
activities, or because analytic culture is so established and institutionalized that information effectively drives 
the activity at all levels, and is considered vital. Effective use and business impact are very high. 

 

11. DIMENSION: STRATEGIC SUPPORT 

 

This dimension values the level of formalization of the institutional intelligence initiative in a dedicated 
strategy, and where that strategy is defined. 

Any institutional intelligence initiative implies several high impact decisions: funding, creating and staffing a 
new organizational unit, defining and enforcing new specific data related policies and principles, ensuring an 
effective cross functional collaboration, etc. These can only globally happen in a planned, strategic context 
supported by senior management. 

11.1. LEVEL 1: FREE-FLOATING 

There’s no specific strategy for institutional intelligence.  Any activity that does occur is improvised, sporadic, 
uncoordinated and neither centrally or locally sanctioned. 

11.2. LEVEL 2: LOCALLY EMBEDDED 

Efforts have the support of local management and both inform and form part of local strategic planning 
processes. Several uncoordinated, disconnected local strategies may coexist. 

11.3. LEVEL 3: PROJECT FOOTING 

Institutional intelligence is viewed as a global trial project.  Separate budget and reporting lines are established 
but for a finite time period with no clear consideration of what will follow. 

11.4. LEVEL 4: SUSTAINABLE SERVICE 

Permanent budget and reporting lines established with ownership delegated to member of the senior 
management team. Institutional intelligence may not specifically appear in the global institutional strategy and 
its future direction and goals may not be fully defined, but the means have been put in place to sustain an 
active and developing service into the future, transcending the previous time-limited approach. 

11.5. LEVEL 5: INTERDEPENDENT WITH INSTITUTIONAL STRATEGY 

Institutional Intelligence and Institutional strategy are mutually dependent; Institutional Intelligence supports 
Institutional strategy by providing a highly efficient information analysis context to support institutional goals, 
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and Institutional strategy supports Institutional Intelligence by explicitly considering it as a key capability to 
acquire and evolve. 

As a result, Institutional Intelligence has a clearly defined strategy supporting that of the institution as a whole.  
A clear, global development path exists and it is inconceivable that the institution can meet its agreed goals 
without the support of the Institutional Intelligence service. 

 

12. EXAMPLE 

This model is accompanied by an EXCEL sheet to facilitate assessment and automate all calculations. The 
following table shows an example of the final result of an assessment: 

 

Table 3: Example of assessment results using the EXCEL-based tool 

The table at the top shows the overall results: the resulting maturity level, its characterization, and a textual 
description of both. The table below shows a summary of the individual dimension assessments. 
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