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A qualitative investigation of
benchmarking barriers in Nigeria

Yewande Adetoro Adewunmi, Hikmot Koleoso and
Modupe Omirin

Department of Estate Management, University of Lagos, Lagos, Nigeria

Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to examine benchmarking barriers among Nigerian facilities
management (FM) practitioners.
Design/methodology/approach – Data collection were through semi-structured interviews with
34 FM heads from three selected cities in Nigeria. Out of this number, 16 were from Lagos, ten from
Abuja while eight managers were from Port Harcourt, respectively. These managers were selected
using purposive sampling based on their experience in the field of FM across the various sectors of the
economy. The interviews were analysed with Nvivo 10 software qualitative computer software.
Findings – Those that do informal benchmarking face challenges with data, employees lack of
confidence in new initiatives and poor support of senior management, the companies that use best
practice benchmarking face constraints of access to information and employees unwillingness to
change and comply to company set standards, unwillingness of benchmarking partners to understand
the usefulness of the project, and problems that emanate from the quality of data obtained.
Practical implications – The results therefore suggest that to improve the practice of best practice
benchmarking there is need to improve both quantity and quality of data for the exercise and enhance
standard practice.
Originality/value – The study established a new category of benchmarking barriers called the
market category of benchmarking barriers and further distinguished benchmarking barriers based on
two forms of benchmarking which is informal and formal benchmarking. Also there are limited studies
on benchmarking barriers in developing countries.
Keywords Benchmarking, Barriers, Continuous improvement, Nigeria, Qualitative analysis,
Facilities management, Nvivo 10 software
Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Benchmarking according to Anand and Kodali (2008) involves continuous analysis and
comparison of strategies, functions, processes, products or services, performances, etc.,
within or between best-in-class organizations. It entails obtaining information through
appropriate data collection method, with the intention of assessing an organization’s
current standards, thereby carrying out self-improvement by implementing changes, to
scale or exceed those standards. Benchmarking process in facilities management (FM)
serves the purpose of measuring against outstanding contemporaries in order to
achieve improved performance (Ho et al., 2000). It is also a strategic planning tool used
to support management in the decision-making process (Madritsch, 2009), for
outsourcing (Williams, 2000; Moss et al., 2007) as well as standardization of practices.

Implementation is very important for the success of benchmarking exercises.
Benchmarking exercises involve significant organizational changes and so are usually
difficult to implement (Zairi and Ahmed, 1999). Also, companies often derive value from
simply going through the implementation steps; therefore it is important that the
implementation process itself is well conducted (Zairi and Ahmed, 1999). There is need
to identify and discuss the barriers that typically arise during benchmarking for its
implementation (Camp, 1989).
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The practice of benchmarking in developed countries has grown significantly and
has been applied to various fields; the practice in FM in Nigeria is limited. Although FM
was introduced into Nigeria about 30 years ago by multinational oil and gas companies,
the practice according to Akintunde (2009) is still being threatened by lack of
benchmark standards and data, misconceptions about the practice of FM, as well as
lack of transparency in processing of contracts.

The issue of benchmarking in FM has been a subject of discussion by both
academics and practitioners for over 15 years mainly in the UK, USA, Europe, Asia and
Australia (Varcoe, 1996; Massheder and Finch, 1998a, b; Ho et al., 2000; Stoy, 2007;
Lai and Yik, 2008; Madritsch, 2009; Roka-Madarasz, 2010; Bailey and Mc Lennan,
2010). There is limited evidence of studies on the problems of benchmarking in FM in
developing countries such as Nigeria. Hence this study filled an essential gap in
knowledge in this respect. Furthermore, while Amaral and Sousa (2009), an existing
study on problems of benchmarking focused on internal benchmarking, this study is
focused on barriers in formal and informal benchmarking.

The research objectives for the study are to determine the problems of benchmarking
in FM in Nigeria and to investigate whether FM benchmarking barriers in Nigeria differ
in terms of organization characteristics and types of benchmarking.

Background
FM practice in Nigeria
FM was introduced into Nigeria through globalization, as a result of the changes that
happened as part of relocation activities of oil and gas multinational companies (Ojo,
2002). According to Sani (1998), some organizations traditionally manage themselves in
Nigeria and often assign the management of their capital assets to an administrative
officer or finance officer who advises on property decisions, supervises operations and
maintenance activities, budgets and hires other professionals. Today government
agencies, corporations and non-profit institutions have realized that managing these
functions within traditional organizational structures are unsatisfactory. FM has thus
emerged to overcome the fragmented management of facilities.

According to Alitheia Capital the growth of FM in Nigeria is also driven by the
participation of institutional (mainly international) and foreign investment in real estate
development projects. Such investors understand the importance of FM for the long-term
sustainability of the value of their investment. Another factor is the development of
“specialist” public facilities such as shopping malls and leisure/entertainment centres.

The FM market is characterized by few proprietary FM companies because of low
demand for quality FM services. Owners of commercial properties employ in-house
staff that are poorly trained and also use ill-equipped artisans and as is the case for the
majority of commercial buildings.

In Nigeria, most FM practitioners come from different professional backgrounds
including the legal and accounting professions, with little or no specialist competences. In
the country, International Facility Management Association (IFMA) has been established
and offers guidance and expertise to their members, while also carrying out research to
substantiate best (FM) practice. The Nigerian chapter of IFMA draws its membership
from different professionals in the country – architects, builders, estate surveyors,
quantity surveyors and engineers of various specializations. IFMA Nigeria organizes
training options of Professional Facility Manager and Certified Facility Manager to its
members for those that will like to take the professional qualification route. In addition,
the University of Lagos and Ahmadu Bello University, Zaria offers masters courses in
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FM for those that want to pursue the academic qualification route. The program started
in 2007 and has the full support of IFMA (Adewunmi et al., 2009).

The FM market sector is characterized by different firms with single components of
the typical services under FM. These component services and the firms that provide
them vary significantly in terms of sophistication, customer acceptance and market
awareness/development. The single service firms provide services such as: cleaning,
security providers, engineering services, grounds/landscaping, administration,
catering services, etc. This in turn affects industry maturity, health, structure/
complexity, size, depth and number of players. The oldest and perhaps the biggest
component of FM in Nigeria in terms of market size as well as the most frequently
performed FM task is the Janitorial Services (Alaofin, 2003; Koleoso et al., 2012).
However, total FM companies are few in number.

According to Alaofin (2003) regulatory requirements regarding facilities
maintenance in Nigeria are scanty. The bulk of available regulatory requirements
consist of those relating to protection of facilities from fire disasters as well as
environmental protection. Even these are not enforced the way they should be and as
such losses can be quite severe whenever fire breaks out. This is worsened by ill
equipped and therefore ineffective public fire protection services.

Other problems confronting the industry include lack of benchmark standards and
data, transparency and corruption in procurement of FM contracts which is the focus of
this study, then low level of awareness of the FM function (Akintunde, 2009; Koleoso
et al., 2012). Regardless of all these problems, FM has found wide applications in Nigeria.
FM has been adopted in the country in both private and public sectors of the economy.

Meaning and types of benchmarking
From the literature there appears to be a variety of definitions of benchmarking (Yasin,
2002). Benchmarking is a continuous analysis of strategies, functions, processes,
products or services, performances, etc., compared within or between best-in-class
organizations by obtaining information through appropriate data collection method,
with the intention of assessing an organization’s current standards and thereby carry
out self-improvement by implementing changes to scale or exceed those standards
(Anand and Kodali, 2008).

Currently, the focus of benchmarking literature has shifted and addresses issues on
improving the benchmarking process, that is it focuses on in-depth study of
benchmarking to identify the missing links.

The three basic types according to Camp (1989), Watson (1993), Massheder and
Finch (1998a), Kyro (2003), Jaques and Povey (2007), Magd (2008), Moriarty and
Smallman (2009) are:

(1) internal benchmarking;

(2) competitive benchmarking; and

(3) generic (functional) benchmarking (Spendolini, 1992).

Taking each in turn:

• Internal benchmarking focuses on similar activities within the organization but
in different departments or at different locations.

• Competitive benchmarking focuses on direct competitors preferably with the
same customer base. The disadvantages are that data may be difficult to collect,
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although this can be overcome if the competitors enter into the process on the
basis that it is of mutual advantage.

• Functional benchmarking looks at organizations that are recognized as leaders
in their particular field even where that field is different from that of one’s own
company.

The three types of benchmarking identified above are equally applicable to FM. In view
of the discipline’s strategic role in supporting the core business of any organization,
three further types of benchmarking may also be of use (Massheder and Finch, 1998a;
Kyro, 2003; Moriarty and Smallman, 2009). These are strategic, process and generic
benchmarking:

• Strategic benchmarking is carried out at a level where there is a need to compare/
contrast the strategic mission and direction of the organization. The procedure
looks at all manner of broad ranging issues that have an influence on the
organization’s strategy. These can include such nonprocess issues as people and
culture, and possibly the availability of facilities.

• Process benchmarking looks specifically at the methods, procedures and
business processes of world-class companies, regardless of the core business of
the company, that is they do not have to be in the same line of business let alone
competitors. The skill in making this type of benchmarking a success is the
identification of common metrics and processes.

• Finally there is generic benchmarking, which constitutes the broadest application
of data collection. It has no defined parameters. It is confined only by the
understanding of how to translate the data obtained and how to put it to use.

Formal and informal benchmarking
According to Adebanjo et al. (2010) benchmarking itself is a formal process that uses
comparison approaches and models, informal approaches to benchmarking exists from
experiences of organizations. These forms of benchmarking can also take the form of
the types of benchmarking discussed in the previous section. Formal and informal
benchmarking is described as follows:

(1) Informal benchmarking – is benchmarking that does not follow a process or a
procedure. It refers to the type of benchmarking that everyone does at work,
often unconsciously, involving comparing and learning from the behaviour and
practices of others.

(2) Formal benchmarking can be in the form of performance benchmarking and
best practice benchmarking. With these types of benchmarking, it is further
divided into internal, competitive, or functional organization comparison.

Categories of benchmarking problems
Three categories of benchmarking problems identified by Amaral and Sousa (2009)
from an extensive review of literature which also recur in this study are as follows.

Organizational barriers. These are broadly from people, culture and context.
People barriers are from resistance and unwillingness to change, employee

reluctance to cooperate and get involved when change is needed because of stress when
required to move out of comfort zones, the challenge of learning new skills, or the fear
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of exclusion. Culture is when organization does not favour learning practices, such as
systematic problem solving, experimentation, learning from past experiences, learning
from others and transferring knowledge, throughout the organization. This may be due
to fear of exposing organizational weaknesses, such as lack of training and
development or employees not being used to seeking and sharing knowledge.

Also, poor communication practices due to lack of opportunity and incentives for the
employees to communicate with each other, within and across functions and among all
levels of the organizational structure, both in a formal and informal manner are a
cultural problem. The third barrier is context, a result of lack of a comprehensive
quality culture from poor understanding, involvement, or commitment of employees in
providing a product or service that fulfils customer’s needs.

Benchmarking project management problems. These broadly can be from poor
project planning and implementation, project leadership problems and business
pressures. Project planning and implementation barrier is from insufficient/inadequate
employee skills and understanding of the organizational processes, lack of adequate
and sufficient employee skills to implement benchmarking, aggravated by poor
understanding of the organization’s products and services and their linkage to the rest
of the organization. This may be due to inadequate training given to the employees.
Poor project planning barrier may result from failure to define clearly expectations,
goals, tasks, resources and deadlines which requires the investment of time and effort.
It could also be from inadequate benchmarking topic definition, unexpected problems/
changes from unforeseen major problems, or last minute technical and schedule
changes during implementation.

Project leadership barriers are from poor senior management support to benchmarking
implementers, lack of involvement/commitment to mobilize and engage concerned
employees and managers in benchmarking. Also, there is poor project coordination from
failure of management to effectively organize the implementation activities and cope with
uncertainty and dynamic expectations that emerge in the benchmarking process.

Business pressures barriers are from resource constraints or unavailability or
insufficiency of time, money and/or expertise required to attain the benchmarking
objectives. There are also business pressures from competing activities, other priorities,
or uncontrollable factors resulting from either the internal or external business
environment. This leads to the necessity to re-assess the benchmarking process for
compatibility with business changes.

Benchmarking data problems. From difficulty to access/compare data from problems
in obtaining and using benchmarking data. This is due to confidentiality issues,
incomparable data or uncooperative partners.

Research methods
The results of the study were with semi-structured interviews with 34 FM heads to
compare with results of a survey on the benefits of benchmarking and to further
explore contextual benchmarking benefits in the study areas. These facilities managers
were selected using purposive sampling to identify those that have cognate experience
in FM. This was done using a voice recorder and note taking. According to Mason
(2010), sample size for interviews the adequate sample size is usually reached at
saturation point when themes start to repeat themselves. The sample size for each
location was determined when saturation point was reached for each study area.
In Lagos, 16 were interviewed, ten in Abuja and eight in Port Harcourt. Lagos in the
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south west is an ideal study area because it is the business nerve centre of Nigeria,
which houses several of Nigeria’s large corporations that require FM services. Abuja in
the north is the Nation’s capital with its premier state of infrastructure has ever
growing need for commercial and residential real estate. Port Harcourt in the south east
is Nigeria’s oil and gas business hub and ranks next to Lagos and Abuja and houses
the head offices of many oil and gas companies as well as related companies. However,
the outcome of our study of corporations would not necessarily apply, in absolute
terms, to all corporations throughout the country. This is because the property market
is highly localized in nature and no urban area can be representative of all cities in the
country since there will be different cultural, social and institutional settings.

The facilities managers were classified using procurement type: in house (in private
or public sector) or outsourced or service provision sector (consultancy) (Williams,
1996; Kaya et al., 2005). Previous studies (Kumar and Chandra, 2001; Anderson and
Mc Adam, 2007; Huq et al., 2008; Sarshar and Pitt, 2009) have attempted to delineate
firms into small-, medium- and large-sized organizations. Taking a cue from these
researches, this study covered large- (above 250 people), medium- (51-250) and small-
(50 and less)sized organizations.

Semi-structured interviews were preferred to structured interviews to prevent the bias
of the interviewer when asked to clarify a question (Jaques and Povey, 2007). This gave the
respondent the opportunity to further clarify and explore in detail views expressed (Cassell
et al., 2001; Jain et al., 2008). Questions asked were on “do you benchmark or not”, “what are
the problems that prevents you from of benchmarking”, ‘what are the problems that you
face in the course of benchmarking?”. The interviews were analysed using the Nvivo
software which according to Halil and Alabri (2013) is a qualitative data analysis computer
software produced by QSR International that reduces manual tasks and gives researcher
more time to discover tendencies, recognize themes and derive conclusions.

In qualitative analysis, the κ coefficient is used for ensuring reliable findings for coding
consistency. A senior colleague was consulted and asked to code one document in the
transcribed documents. Prior to the expert coding, the researcher added the colleague as
user of the project and included his name and initial in the field provided in the application
options at the option menu. The coding units were words as well as sentences that
emerged from literature. A checklist was developed for the coding process and then coding
units were reconciled by the researchers during the coding process to ensure mutual
exclusiveness of the themes (Stemier, 2001). For the study, the κ value was calculated and
found to be 0.81 which is a high reliability value (Landis and Koch, 1977 cited in Ishak and
Bakar, 2012). Although there are no cut-offs for κ coefficients, according to Fleiss (1981)
cited in Ishak and Bakar (2012), values more than 0.75 suggest strong agreement above
chance. In addition, Garner (1995) cited in Ishak and Bakar (2012) recommends that the κ
should exceed 0.70 before a researcher should proceed with additional data analysis. The
transcribed documents were then imported into the Nvivo software.

All interview contents were used to create an aggregate node for the interview
questions. Nodes are containers for coding which enable related materials to be
gathered in one place in order to identify emerging patterns and ideas. Thereafter the
documents were coded using the Quick Coding bar. This enabled the interview
contents to be coded at existing nodes (Nvivo 10, 2013).

In addition a classification sheet (in excel format) was imported into the software
which contained information about the respondent’s location, organization size,
educational background and gender. The classification sheet provided information
about the demographic background of the managers.
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Also matrix coding query that creates a matrix of nodes based on search criteria
(Nvivo 10, 2013) was used to determine the number of times themes on the benefits of
benchmarking was used by those who responded to the first question “Do you
benchmark or not”. The responses were yes, not sure and no. Matrix coding was also
used to determine the number of times themes are used by respondents from the three
locations (Lagos, Port Harcourt and Abuja), the three groups of organizational sizes
(small, medium and large) and the three sector groups (private, public and consultancy).

Results
The following figures represent the demographic information for the respondents.
Of the respondents, 41 per cent are between the ages of 30 and 40 (Figure 1). Of the
facilities managers interviewed 88 per cent were male (Figure 2). Only 7 per cent had
been in the FM role for less than 1 year, while 18 per cent had between three and five
year experience and 79 per cent had more than five years in the role (Figure 3).

Figures 3 and 4 shows the facilities managers’ background both in terms of industry
sector and size while Figure 5 shows the location.

Figure 4 shows background experience of the managers in terms of industry
sector, with 15 per cent having a construction and oil and gas background in each case,
12 per cent had service provision background. Also, 21 per cent had experience
working in the public sector and 18 per cent were from estate surveying firms. Another,
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6 per cent had hospitality and banking sector background in each case. Only 5 per cent
had manufacturing and another 2 per cent had telecommunications backgrounds.

Figure 5 shows the organization size of the managers. Half of the managers were
from large companies (above 250 people), 32 per cent were from medium (51-250) and
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18 per cent were from small- (50 and less) sized organizations. Figure 6 shows the
location of the managers, 47 per cent of the managers were from Lagos, 29 per cent
from Abuja while 24 per cent of the managers were from Port Harcourt.

Findings on problems of benchmarking faced by Nigerian FM practitioners
This section presents the prominent themes relating to problems of benchmarking
faced by Nigerian FM practitioners. It includes an attempt to not only determine
the severity of each problem according to the indicated frequencies, but also to
examine if there are differences in the benchmarking problems according to
organizational characteristics (location, size and sector). Organizational
characteristics were used to ascertain the differences in benchmarking barriers
since they have a major influence on the needs of facilities and support services of an
organization and benchmarking (Chitopanich, 2009; Anderson and Mc Adam, 2007).
The themes are presented in Tables I-III.

In addition the themes used by the practitioners were grouped according to
problems that come from the organization and such problems include problems from
people (OP), culture (OCU) and context of the organization (OCO). Second is
benchmarking project management problems which have to do with planning and
implementation (PP), project leadership (PL) as well as business pressures (PB). Third
is data problem (D).

Benchmarking data problems
Difficulty to access data. A larger size of the managers identified with this theme
(14, 29 per cent) as a major problem. This can come from unwillingness of people to
release information to competition:

One of the key issue especially when you are trying to get information from your competitors
is they may not want to release information.

Difficulty to validity and accuracy problem (4, 8.3 per cent). Some managers felt that
validity and accuracy of data can hamper benchmarking exercise. This can affect the
quality of information obtained. A facilities manager’s comment was that:

Then the quality of data gotten, how the quality of data will be improved over the length
of time.
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Trust with information (1, 2.1 per cent). This comes with integrity of the people that
handles the data, since once integrity is lost it can undermine the benchmarking
process. Someone’s comment was:

Integrity of people, integrity of purpose and people driving the system is very important.
Because once the integrity is lost even the data itself […] it can undermine the benchmarking
process itself. You need to trust the data itself.

Difficulty to access comparable data (1, 2.1 per cent). This comes from the need to have
multiple players in the industry.

There is dearth of data especially data for comparison purposes, even when the data
are available there is lack of trust in the validity of the data. Data problem is not only
typical in firms in developing countries but also found in the developed world
(Elmuti and Kathawala, 1997; Kouzmin et al., 1999; Hinton et al., 2000; Brah et al., 2000;
Fry et al., 2005; Jaques and Povey, 2007; Adebanjo et al., 2010). People tend not to want
to release information because they believe they are in competition and that if
information is released it could result in loss of their clientele. Also when the data are
available it is not in measurable form to aid comparison. The problem of confidentiality
is not really a problem in countries with developed economies like UK (Hinton et al.,
2000) but is a problem in developing countries as observed by Jain et al. (2008) in India.

Problems of benchmarking Lagos % PHC % Abuja % Total %

1. Difficulty to access data (D) 10 36 3 25 1 12.5 14 29
2. Data validity and accuracy problems (D) 2 7 0 0 2 25 4 8.3
3. Employees lack of confidence in new initiatives
(OCU) 1 3.6 3 25 0 0 4 8.3

4. Poor support of senior management (PL) 2 7 2 17 0 0 4 8.3
5. Lack of awareness of the prospects of the
project (OP) 1 3.6 2 17 0 0 3 6.2

6. Resistance and unwillingness of employees to
change (OP) 2 7 0 0 0 0 2 4.2

7. Lack of comprehensive quality management
program (OCO) 2 7 0 0 0 0 2 4.2

8. Competition problems (M) 0 0 0 0 1 12.5 1 2.1
9. Lack of regulation (M) 0 0 0 0 1 12.5 1 2.1

10. Problem from goals of the organization (OCU) 0 0 0 0 1 12.5 1 2.1
11. Difficulty to access comparable data (D) 0 0 1 8 0 0 1 2.1
12. Poor planning of the exercise (PP) 0 0 1 8 0 0 1 2.1
13. Organization not a learning organization (OP) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
14. Lack of communication practices in the

organization (OCU) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
15. Lack of skills and expertise of staff (OP) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
16. Unwillingness to pay for the project (M) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
17. Problem from location of the property (M) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
18. Trust with information and competition (M) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
19. Lack of clients interest in benchmarking (M) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
20. Networking problems (M) 0 0 0 0 1 12.5 1 2.1
21. Dearth of role models in the market (M) 0 0 0 0 1 12.5 1 2.1
22. Poor execution of the benchmarking exercise

(PP) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
Total number of themes used 28 100 12 100 8 100 48 100

Table I.
Matrix coding of
problems related to
location
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This may be because in developed countries experienced benchmarkers are aware of
the need to address this formally at an early stage, particularly if they are operating
within existing codes of practice recommended by the practitioner literature.

Benchmarking organizational problems
Employees’ lack of confidence in new initiatives (4, 8.3 per cent). This comes from lack of
confidence in building the benchmarking platform.

Lack of awareness of the prospect of the project (3, 7 per cent). This can come from
people not understanding the additional value that benchmarking can bring especially
when the cost of the benchmarked service is higher than the usual cost of the service
provided. Also people do not do not understand of the essence of establishing
standards in the provision of a service. Some people also look at it as a retrogressive
system thinking that it is a measure of downsizing staff size.

Lack of comprehensive quality management program (2, 4.2 per cent). Lack of
communication practices (1, 2.1 per cent). “This is how the exercise can be promoted or
marketed to convince your client that it has added value”.

Problems of benchmarking Small % Medium % Large % Total %

1. Difficulty to access data (D) 1 25 4 25 9 32 14 29
2. Data validity and accuracy problems (D) 0 0 4 25 0 0 4 8.3
3. Employees lack of confidence in new
initiatives (OCU) 1 25 0 0 3 10.7 4 8.3

4. Poor support of senior management (PL) 0 0 1 6.25 3 10.7 4 8.3
5. Lack of awareness of the prospects of the
project (OP) 0 0 1 6.25 2 7 3 6.2

6. Resistance and unwillingness of
employees to change (OP) 0 0 1 6.25 1 3.6 2 4.2

7. Lack of comprehensive quality
management program (OCO) 0 0 1 6.25 1 3.6 2 4.2

8. Competition problems (M) 1 25 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
9. Lack of regulation (M) 0 0 0 0 1 3.6 1 2.1
10. Problem from goals of the organization

(OCU) 0 0 0 0 1 3.6 1 2.1
11. Difficulty to access comparable data (D) 0 0 1 6.25 0 0 1 2.1
12. Poor planning of the exercise (PP) 0 0 0 0 1 3.6 1 2.1
13. Organization not a learning organization

(OP) 0 0 0 0 1 3.6 1 2.1
14. Lack of communication practices in the

organization (OCU) 0 0 0 0 1 3.6 1 2.1
15. Lack of skills and expertise of staff (OP) 0 0 0 0 1 3.6 1 2.1
16. Unwillingness to pay for the project (M) 0 0 1 6.25 0 0 1 2.1
17. Problem from location of the property (M) 0 0 1 6.25 0 0 1 2.1
18. Trust with information and competition (M) 0 0 0 0 1 3.6 1 2.1
19. Lack of clients interest in benchmarking (M) 0 0 1 6 0 0 1 2.1
20. Networking problems (M) 0 0 0 0 1 3.6 1 2.1
21. Dearth of role models in the market (M) 1 25 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
22. Poor execution of the benchmarking

exercise (PP) 0 0 0 0 1 3.6 1 2.1
Total number of themes used 4 100 16 100 28 100 48 100

Table II.
Matrix coding of

problems related to
size of the

organization
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Organization is not a learning organization (1, 2.1 per cent). It is a people problem, for
example:

[…] people not willing to do what it takes to build the platform or keep it relevant thereby
updating or changing it as at when it required.

Lack of skill and expertise of staff (1, 2.1 per cent). This is related to the training and
development of the people involved in benchmarking.

Employee problems are usually caused by the feeling of inadequacy that their
corrupt practices will be exposed or the feeling that if benchmarking is introduced it
may result in the loss of the workforce. This was also observed in studies conducted in
the UK by Hinton et al. (2000).

Project management problems
This comes from poor planning (1, 2 per cent) and poor execution (1, 2 per cent) of the
benchmarking exercise.

Planning and implementation problems are from the embryonic state of the concept
of benchmarking.

Market problems
These are problems not identified in literature but have emerged from the interviews
and can broadly fall under market circumstances.

Problems of benchmarking Private % Public % Consult % Total %

1. Difficulty to access data (D) 9 33 2 20 3 28 14 29
2. Data validity and accuracy problems (D) 1 3.7 1 10 2 18 4 8.3
3. Employees lack of confidence in new
initiatives (OCU) 2 7.4 1 10 1 9 4 8.3

4. Poor support of senior management (PL) 3 11.5 1 10 0 0 4 8.3
5. Lack of awareness of the prospects of the
project (OP) 2 7.4 1 10 0 0 3 6.2

6. Resistance and unwillingness of
employees to change (OP) 2 7.4 0 0 0 0 2 4.2

7. Lack of comprehensive quality
management program (OCO) 1 3.7 0 0 1 9 2 4.2

8. Competition problems (M) 0 0 0 0 1 9 1 2.1
9. Lack of regulation (M) 0 0 1 10 0 0 1 2.1

10. Problem from goals of the organization (OCU) 0 0 1 10 0 0 1 2.1
11. Difficulty to access comparable data (D) 0 0 1 10 0 0 1 2.1
12. Poor planning of the exercise (PP) 1 3.7 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
13. Organization not a learning organization (OP) 1 3.7 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
14. Lack of communication practices in the

organization (OCU) 1 3.7 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
15. Lack of skills and expertise of staff (OP) 1 3.7 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
16. Unwillingness to pay for the project (M) 0 0 0 0 1 9 1 2.1
17. Problem from location of the property (M) 0 0 0 0 1 9 1 2.1
18. Trust with information and competition (M) 1 3.7 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
19. Lack of clients interest in benchmarking (M) 0 0 0 0 1 9 1 2.1
20. Networking problems (M) 0 0 1 10 0 0 1 2.1
21. Dearth of role models in the market (M) 1 3.7 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
22. Poor execution of the benchmarking

exercise (PP) 1 3.7 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
Total number of themes used 27 100 10 100 11 100 48 100

Table III.
Matrix coding of
problems related to
organization sector
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Unwillingness of client to pay for the project (1, 2 per cent). Clients are not always
ready to commit funds into benchmarking exercise:

The fact that benchmarking requires some funding to run it and people must be prepared to
put a lot of money into it.

Problem from location of the property (1, 2.1 per cent). This is from the problem of
location caused by access to quality personnel and infrastructure.

Lack of clients’ interest in benchmarking (1, 2.1 per cent). People do not want to perform
benchmarking because clients sometimes focus only on cost to the detriment of quality.

Networking problems (1, 2.1 per cent). This theme could also mean peer review
networking to obtain benchmarking information.

Dearth of role models in the market (1, 2.1 per cent). There is lack of standard best
practice model facilities.

Data queries using matrix coding
This section is concerned with exploring the barriers to benchmarking among
facilities managers from different locations, organization size and sector (“How do
facilities management benchmarking barriers in Nigeria differ in terms of organization
characteristics?”).

Matrix coding of the Nvivo was used to split the themes used by facilities managers
for the problems of benchmarking into location, size and sector of the organization.

Table I shows all the themes on problems of benchmarking by location of the facilities
manager. The findings in Adewunmi et al. (2013) showed that practice of benchmarking
was better in Port Harcourt followed by Lagos and lowest in Abuja. In Lagos cost of
maintenance is higher in Lagos than in Abuja, the presence of training programs in FM
must have raised the profile of FM in the city. There is also competition arising from
conglomeration of commercial activities. Also, the practice of FM itself started with
multinational oil and gas companies in Lagos (Odiete, 1998) so that could explain why the
practice of benchmarking is higher in Lagos than Abuja. In Port Harcourt, there is high
presence of oil and gas multinational organizations that have policies which compel them
to participate in benchmarking and that may explain why challenges are less severe
there with regards to benchmarking. However, benchmarks based on the organizations
sector were found; one rarely finds formal FM benchmarks.

Problems identifies by those in Lagos (1-7, 13-19, 22). Those in Port Harcourt
identified (1, 3-5, 11-12). In Abuja (1-2, 8-22) were identified as problems. The most
severe problems were from data, people and project leadership and lack of standards
and benchmarking barriers were similar in the study areas. In Lagos the most severe
problems include difficulty to access data, data validity and accuracy, poor top
management support, resistance of employees to change and lack of comprehensive
quality management program. Similarly, in Port Harcourt the top problems were also
difficulty to access data and employees lack of confidence in new initiatives, poor top
management support and lack of awareness of the prospect of the project. In Abuja, the
top problems were difficulty to access data, data validity and accuracy, employees’ lack
of confidence in new initiatives and poor management support.

Table II shows all the themes on problems of benchmarking by organization size.
Problems identifies by small-sized organizations (1, 3, 8 and 21). Medium-sized
organizations identified (1-2, 4-7, 11, 16, 17 and 19) as problems. Those that work in
large organizations identified (1, 3-7, 9-10, 12-15, 18, 20, 22).
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The most severe problems faced exhibited both similarities and differences based on
size. Most severe problems by small organizations were data problems, competition
and dearth of role models in the market. Data problems were also the most severe
problems of medium-sized companies. For large organizations, data, employee lack of
confidence in new initiatives and top management support are most severe problems.

Previous studies in the UK by Monkhouse (1995) showed that small and medium
enterprises also faced data problems. Other barriers were from lack of time, cost issues,
lack of knowledge and poor strategic planning. Others were Bergin (2000), St-Pierre
and Delisle (2006), Cassell et al. (2001) and Zeinalnezhad et al. (2014) who found that
smaller organizations are more constrained than larger organizations with regards to
the conduct of benchmarking. Also managers in SMEs often do not have the required
strategic and global view of their enterprise to conduct a benchmarking exercise when
compared with large organizations ( Julien, 1998 cited in St-Pierre and Delisle, 2006).

Table III shows all the themes on problems of benchmarking by organization sector.
Problems identifies by private sector organizations include (1-7, 12-15, 18, 21, 22). Those
in the public sector identified (1-5, 9-11 and 20) as problems. Those that work in
consultancy preferred (1-3, 7-8, 16, 17 and 19).

The most severe problems faced exhibited both similarities and differences
according to sector. Top problems by those in the private sector include difficulty to
access data, top management support, employees’ lack of confidence in new initiatives,
lack of awareness of the prospect of the project and resistance of employees to change.
Both public and consultancy sector have data problems as top problem.

In the private sector benchmarking is better recognized as a continuous
improvement tool because of competition. According to Kouzmin et al. (1999)
benchmarking in the western world in the public sector introduces competition which is
done between public agencies with very similar goals and other organizational
characteristics so that participants actually perceive differences or qualitative
improvements in delivering similar services to their constituencies. Consultancies are
dominated by SMEs and many of such practices can find it cumbersome.

Extent of benchmarking
The responses in Table IV shows that most of those that responded (62 per cent) said
they benchmark, 29 per cent said no while 9 per cent are not sure. This is affirmed by
the responses of those interviewed across the study areas as shown in Table IV.

Barriers related to informal and formal benchmarking
Matrix coding of the Nvivo was used to split the themes used by facilities managers on
the problems of benchmarking into those that benchmark without using a formal
procedure, those that were not sure of their benchmarking position and those that do
not benchmark at all (see Table V) so as to ascertain problems encountered during
informal benchmarking.

Use of benchmarking Lagos % PHC % Abuja % Total %

Yes 11 69 5 56 5 56 21 62
No 4 25 3 33 3 33 10 29
Not sure 1 6 1 11 1 11 3 9
Total 16 100 9 100 9 100 34 100

Table IV.
Matrix coding of
extent of
benchmarking
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Problem related to informal benchmarking
Table V shows that all the themes on problems of benchmarking in this category (1-22)
found in Table II are used by benchmarkers (1-9, 11, 16, 18, 20 and 21). Non-
benchmarkers preferred themes (1-7, 10, 13-15, 17, 19 and 22).

The most severe problems facing the benchmarkers are (1, 2, 4 and 5 in that
order). The most severe problems for non-benchmarkers are (3, 1 and 4 in that
order). Both data problems and project leadership problems are top problems
faced by benchmarkers and non-benchmarkers. Project leadership comes from
inability of facilities managers to gain top management support since a sizeable
number of them find it difficult to make constructive business case agitations in
playing their role.

Problems related to formal benchmarking
The interview results further showed that those that use formal procedures of
benchmarking (18 per cent of the managers) or those that use best practice
benchmarking face constraints of access to information and employees
unwillingness to change and comply to company set standards. The manager’s
comment was:

None because there is skilled expertise which if absent can be brought in through expatriates,
access to information; employees just have to change because they have to comply with set
standards in the company.

Problems of benchmarking A % B % C % Total %

1. Difficulty to access data (D) 11 39 1 50 2 11 14 29
2. Data validity and accuracy problems (D) 3 11 0 0 1 5.6 4 8.3
3. Employees lack of confidence in new initiatives (OCU) 1 3.6 0 0 3 16.4 4 8.3
4. Poor support of senior management (PL) 2 7 0 0 2 11 4 8.3
5. Lack of awareness of the prospects of the project (OP) 2 7 0 0 1 5.6 3 6.2
6. Resistance and unwillingness of employees to change (OP) 1 3.6 0 0 1 5.6 2 4.2
7. Lack of comprehensive quality management program (OCO) 1 3.6 0 0 1 5.6 2 4.2
8. Competition problems (M) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
9. Lack of regulation (M) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
10. Problem from goals of the organization (OCU) 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 1 2.1
11. Difficulty to access comparable data (D) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
12. Poor planning of the exercise (PP) 0 0 1 50 0 0 1 2.1
13. Organization not a learning organization (OP) 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 1 2.1
14. Lack of communication practices in the organization (OCU) 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 1 2.1
15. Lack of skills and expertise of staff (OP) 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 1 2.1
16. Unwillingness to pay for the project (M) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
17. Problem from location of the property (M) 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 1 2.1
18. Trust with information and competition (M) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
19. Lack of clients interest in benchmarking (M) 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 1 2.1
20. Networking problems (M) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
21. Dearth of role models in the market (M) 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
22. Poor execution of the benchmarking exercise (PP) 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 1 2.1
Total number of themes used 28 100 2 100 18 100 48 100
Notes: Please note that the respondents used more than one theme in most cases. A, those that benchmark
(informal benchmarkers); B, those who are not sure of their benchmarking position; C, those that do not
benchmark at all

Table V.
Matrix coding of

problems of informal
benchmarking
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Other problem was unwillingness of benchmarking partners to understand the
usefulness of the project. Someone’s comment was:

Dearth of data; People do not want to give you information. People do not even want to
understand why you want to benchmark because when you want to ask for information they
think that the reason is that you want to come and take their property from their clients. Lack
of trust.

Also problems can emanate from the quality of data obtained; there are not multiple
users of this tool. A facilities manager said:

Also people do not want to pay for benchmarking and they should realise that benchmarking
requires some funding to keep the tool running.

This shows that the benchmarking barriers faced by those that do formal and informal
benchmarking are similar.

Conclusions
A close look at the themes used based on organizational characteristics exhibited both
similarities and differences. The results of the study showed that the most severe
problems were from data, people and standards and similar in the study areas. Most
severe problems faced by small organizations were data problems, competition and
dearth of role models in the market. Data problems were also the most severe problems
of medium-sized companies. For large organizations, data, employee lack of confidence
in new initiatives and top management support are most severe problems. Top
problems by those in the private sector include difficulty to access data, top
management support, employees’ lack of confidence in new initiatives, lack of
awareness of the prospect of the project and resistance of employees to change. Both
public and consultancy sector have data problems as top problem.

The results of the study showed that those that do informal benchmarking face
challenges with data, employees lack of confidence in new initiatives, poor support of
senior management and lack of awareness of the prospects of the project. The
companies that use best practice benchmarking face constraints of access to
information and employees unwillingness to change and comply to company set
standards. Problems peculiar to those that use formal benchmarking tools were:
unwillingness of benchmarking partners to understand the usefulness of the project,
and problems emanate from the quality of data obtained.

In summary, the assessment of FM benchmarking barriers among FM heads has
further exposed the understanding of analysing qualitative data in FM benchmarking in
Nigeria. The interview results further found an additional category of barriers to
benchmarking called the “market category” and they are: trust with information, market
problems and dearth of role models in the market, unwillingness of client to pay for the
project and lack of client interest in benchmarking, location problems and networking.

Since the results showed that barriers to benchmarking are mainly from data and
people, there should be communication plans to sensitize employees and clients about the
usefulness of benchmarking. Also there should be training programs for practitioners in
the execution of the process of benchmarking which many find cumbersome. IFMA can
assist in increasing the quantum of data derivable from the industry.

In dealing with peculiar benchmarking barriers faced by Nigerian practitioners, the
quality of data used can be enhanced through the help of trusted consultants that can help
verify the quality of data used for the exercise. Also best practice organizations should be
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showcased and promoted so that they can serve as role models for others in the FM
industry. Benchmarking tools that are affordable to clients should be provided to clients
since many are not willing to pay for its use now. Professionals should be encouraged to
network through arrangements of meetings where they can share information. Although
IFMA organizes meetings, members should be encouraged to attend and share
information. Barriers from location come from inadequate infrastructure and unskilled
personnel. Government should provide infrastructure to provide enabling environment for
standard practice of FM to thrive in all the cities in Nigeria. Also artisans should be
provided with affordable and standard training outlets in all parts of the country to
provide access to standard practice rendered by these personnel so that good FM practice
needed for benchmarking will thrive. Also use of benchmarking in public assets can be
enhanced through making benchmarking part of the policy for FM at national level to
help to standardize the management of outsourced services.

This study is part of a PhD study on benchmarking practice in FM in selected cities
in Nigeria. Future studies could adopt mixed method design in the analysis of the
barriers of benchmarking in developing countries.
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