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ABSTRACT

In collaboration with the University of Ottawa, a tool has been produced to evaluate the
Competitive Intelligence Process exercised by a practitioner/team/corporation. Accepted
principles of CI (as determined by extensive literature review and consultation with CI
experts) have been incorporated into a survey and used to quantify the process as a
whole, as well as break down the process into manageable parts and identify specific

areas of strength and/or weakness.

Face validation of the tool has been demonstrated through its application on four large
firms (a sample of convenience) operating in the telecommunications industry. Analysis
of strengths and weaknesses of the firm’s CI process were highlighted and summarized in
a concise report. The capability of the tool for industry characterization was
demonstrated, as well as the potential for effective benchmarking against best CI

practices.

Finally, areas of future focus and development have been highlighted.
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GLOSSARY

Competitive Intelligence

Employee engaged in CI on a full-time or part-time basis

Team of one or more CI Practitioners

The CI process outlined in this paper

Competitive Intelligence Program

Loop in the CI process involving the DM’s and the CI team
Communication loop in the CI process involving activity specific to the CI team
Strategic Business Intelligence

Levels of knowledge ranging from ignorance to total understanding
Competitive System

Those in the firm who require intelligence to make effective decisions.
Research and Design

Human Resources

Sales and Marketing

Information Technology

Supply Chain Management

Chief Executive Officer

Chief Financial Officer

Vice President

Line of Business

Business Unit

Best In Class

The variables used to determine ratings for the CIF’s

The CI factors used to determine the ratings for each CI process step
Corporation in the software industry used for comparison purposes
The average of all four Test Cases analyzed in this paper

The ratings of the Best-In-Class firm of the four Test Cases analyzed in this paper



1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Purpose

This report is written to successfully address the MB A Thesis Project requirements as defined by the
University of Ottawa. The subject matter of the paper is Competitive Intelligence, and the field of
application is the telecommunications industry. The objectives of the project can be broken down into

the following:

Acquire an in-depth understanding of the Competitive Intelligence (CI) field.

2. Produce a self-diagnostic tool useful for gauging the degree to which the CI process within an
organization follows generally accepted CI principles.

3. Establish the face validity of the tool through its application on randomly selected firms within

the telecommunications industry.

1.2 Motivation

As technology propels us forward and the competitive landscape becomes more volatile, there is an
ever-increasing need for a firm to predict and anticipate this behavior in a timely manner. Competitive
Intelligence (CI) can be defined as the formal process by which fragments of useful information is
combined into a coherent format effective in predicting future outcomes, and subsequently disseminated
to corporate decision-makers (DM’s). CI addresses directly this need to anticipate and predict changes
to the competitive landscape, and when combined with the core competencies of the firm is a useful
tool for not only maintaining competitive position but also shaping the landscape itself in such a way
that complements the firm.

The Futures Group' observes 60% of firms in the US maintain a CI system, while this figure lies at
>80% for large corporations (greater than ten billion $US revenue/year). As CI continues to gain
recognition and acceptance as a standard element in business, there are very few tools in existence
useful for measuring the process against well-established CI principles. There exists an opportunity to

add value to the CI community and firms alike through the creation of such a tool.

! “Ostriches & Eagles 1997""; The Futures Group; http://www.tfg.com/pubs/docs/QO_EIII-97.html ; 1997




1.3 Approach

A review of existing literature on the subject of Competitzve Intelligence (CI) was undertaken.
Modern CI processes were reviewed and consolidated into a single all-purpose CI process. Thirteen
Competitive Intelligence Factors (CIF’s) extracted from the l#terature as being important for the CI
process were identified, as well as specific variables useful for measuring the presence and
effectiveness of the CIF’s. A self -diagnostic CI assessment tool was created that utilized the variables
as the core questions of a survey. Upon completion of the suxvey a quantitative evaluation for the
variables was calculated automatically and subsequently ‘rolled up’ to quantify the CIF’s, and the CIF’s
were subsequently ‘rolled up’ to measure each step of the ovesrall CI process. The quantitative
assessment serves not only to identify the strengths and weakmesses of the CI process, but also (via low
scoring variables and/or CIF’s) highlight very specific areas i n need of improvement.

The effectiveness and face validity of the tool was verified through direct application on, and
engagement with CI practitioners and CI experts in an industry setting. Four of eight firms approached
agreed to participate in the final stages of development of the CI assessment tool - three from the
telecommunications industry, and one from the software industry. Eight CI professionals (ranging from
Analyst to Director level) from the four participating firms aggreed to assist in the final development
stages of the tool through participation in the survey, offering: feedback, and participating in personal
interviews in order to ensure the information collected was handled suitably. The final analysis results
of each of the four firms were processed into a report highligkting its strengths/weaknesses (including
recommendations), and delivered to each survey participant as an incentive for their cooperation.

Each firm studied in this paper has elected to remain anomymous, and as such are referred to as Case
A, Case B, Case C, and Case D respectively. Out of respect for the anonymity request, a less complete
version of the actual survey responses has been included in tiwe Appendix, as well as the assessment tool
output for each respondent. Detailed information describing each corporation has been kept vague and

to a minimum in order that trace-ability is reduced.

1.4 Limitations

Face validity and usefulness of the CI assessment tool hawe been established in this paper; the
validity and reliability of the questionnaire has not been rigorously verified through broad sampling and
statistical analysis techniques. Though the results of this paper originate from firms in the
telecommunications industry; they are by no means truly representative of industry averages, cross-
industry comparisons, or high-tech industry characteristics. T he said elements are beyond the scope of

this paper, though in some cases may have been included for demonstrate of the tool’s capabilities.



2.0

CI LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This section describes the business environment within which Competitive Intelligence exists,
compares and contrasts well-established accepted CI processes, identifies the Competitive Intelligence
Factors (CIF’s) associated with successful application of these processes, and reveals specific variables

which may be used to evaluate the CIF’s within a specific firm.

2.2 Business Environment

To appreciate how Competitive Intelligence fits into the corporate decision-making process, one
must first step back and view all the interrelated elements that can effect the competitive position ofa
firm. The tool chosen here for illustrative purposes is the Competitive System (CS) shown in Figure 2-
1. The CS is broken into three sub-systems, namely the Operations, the Local Environment, and the
External Environment.

At the center of this system are the Operations, which are defined here as the engine(s) within a firm
that transform raw materials into finished goods or services. This includes primary activities such as
manufacturing, SCM, S&M, and customer service... as well as the supporting activities such as HR,
R&D, IT... The Operations segment here is analogous to Porter’s Value Chain®.

The Operations subsystem is not an independent entity — it is very much affected by the second sub-
system — the firms Local Environment. The Local Environment can be viewed as the capability
boundaries of the firm and includes all of the firm characteristics that can impact a particular element
(e.g. leadership style, management capability, organizational culture, stakeholders, life cycle of the
firm, other divisions in the firm, the firm’s core competencies...). Regardless of how well a particular
Operation is designed, the Local Environment must be compatible and fully support any initiative
before optimal success may be achieved.

The Operations and the Local Environment represent the firm as a whole, but of course the firm is
not an independent entity from its surrounding environment. The external environmental elements
impacting on a firm’s competitive position include far more than the firm’s competitors. Of equal
importance (and in some cases more important) are the industry characteristics, the economic and
political climate, customers, suppliers, and even social or demographic factors.

The Competitive Intelligence process is designed to collect information related to every element of
the Competitive System, but also to add value by analyzing their interdependencies such that the overall
effect of any change to any element can be expressed in the context of the firm’s competitive position.
Thus, CI becomes useful for assisting the decision-making process that is likely to effect the

competitive position of the firm.

2 “Marketing Management; Analysis, Planning, Implementation, and Control”; Kotler, Philip & Turner,
Ronald; Prentice-Hall Canada Inc.; Ninth Edition; 1998



Figure 2-1: Competitive System

Figure 2-2: Operations Subsystem
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2.3 Competitive Intelligence Process

Intormation vs. Intelligence
CI can be defined as the formal process by which fragments of useful information are combined into

a coherent format effective in predicting future outcomes, and subseq uently disseminated to corporate
Decision Makers. Prior to any detailed discussion describing the process by which this occurs, it is
important to note the distinction between information and intelligence. Bohn® describes eight stages of
knowledge ranging from complete ignorance to total understanding. These stages have been reformatted
here into six levels, which are defined as the Knowledge Continuum:

Level 0 — Unaware of the output from a given process.

Level 1 — Aware of the output, but unaware of the factor variables determining the output.

Level 2 — Aware of the factor variables, but unaware of the ‘mix’ necessary for ‘tuning’ the output.
Level 3 — Aware of the ‘mix’ necessary for ‘tuning’ the output, but uriaware of the mechanism by which
this happens.

Level 4 — Aware of the mechanisms by which variables affect the output, allowing one to predict future
outcomes.

Level 5 — Total understanding and control over future outcomes.

In this context, information alone grants access to Levels 0, 1, and 2 of the Knowledge Continuum.
For instance, no data whatsoever would leave one at Level 0. Some raw data can provide insight into
the effect of an “event’ (Level 1), and possibly the variables required to produce a desired effect (Level
2), but little understanding is acquired on the mechanism by which this occurs.

Intelligence (or knowledge) reflects an evolution to Levels 3, 4, and 5. Experience interpreting raw
data and information yields the correct recipe for producing a desired effect (Level 3). Further
experience leads to an understanding of the mechanism by which the factor variables interact in the
system to produce the desired effect, allowing for the prediction of fieture system outcomes given a
particular event.

Companies who have not fully engaged in a CI initiative are likely operating in the Level 2/3 range,
i.e. they likely have information at their disposal, but the lack of an organized function to consolidate all
available information and put it in a meaningful context prevents the firm from optimizing their ability
to predict (or better yet shape) their competitive environment. In comtrast, a firm who invests heavily in
acquiring and processing information will more likely develop the understanding of the
interrelationships that make up the competitive system, and be in a position to predict the outcome of
current events. This ability to predict and/or change future events creates enormous value to the firm,

and represents the essence what a Competitive Intelligence process strives to produce.

3 “Measuring and Managing Technological Knowledge™; Bohn, Roger E3 University of California; Sloan
Management Review; 1994
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CI Processes

There are many different Competitive Intelligence process descriptions currently utilized by both
consultants and firms that seek to highlight the steps to effective CI. They range in complexity, but in
most cases they are built on the foundation of four key activities: planning/managing the initiative,
collecting information, analyzing information (i.e. turning information into actionable intelligence), and
disseminating intelligence to those who will use it (see for example InfoSearch Zurich*, Kahaner’
shown in Figures 2-3 and 2-4). The key players involved in this process are the Decision-Makers
(DM’s) and the CI team. The DM’s represent any in the firm who require intelligence to improve the
decision making process; most commonly included in this group are the Strategic Planners, Corporate
Executives, General Managers, Functional Managers, Product Line Managers, Sales Force, etc... The
CI team is defined here as the formal department(s) created to manage the CI process, and meet the
inteliigence needs of the firm. In all CI methodologies researched, the process is illustrated as a
continuous loop, suggesting a continuous self-propagating cycle encouraging feedback between the
DM’s and the CI team.

Figure 2-3: Intelligence Cycle (InfoSearch Zurich Ltd.®)

The Intelligence Cycle: InfoSearch Zurich Ltd.
?Step Action
1. Directing  |[Define Key Questions to be answered,
Plan the research process.
2. Collecting |Gather data from a variety of integrated

; sources.

3. Processing |Evaluate, verify, analyze data. Create
"Intelligence”.

4. Using Communicate the results and integrate

feedback. Close the loop.

4 “Competitive /Business Intelligence (C.I.)”; InfoSearch Zurich Ltd.; hup://www.infosearch.ch/ci.html ;
1998

5 “Competitive Intelligence — How to gather, analyze, and us information to move your business tc the
top”; Kahaner, Larry; Simon & Schuster; 1996

6 “Competitive /Business Intelligence (C.L.)"; InfoSearch Zurich Ltd.; http://www.infosearch.ch/ci.html ;
1998
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Figure 2-4: Intelligence Cycle (Kahaner’)

The Phoenix Consulting Group has added to this fundamental framework and chooses to emphasize
the importance of Information Security and Counter Intelligence activities. CI professionals possess an
excellent understanding of what (and how) information can be used to a firm’s detriment, and therefore
find themselves in a unique position to take on an advisory role in defining the security and
counterintelligence measures.

The Phoenix Consulting Group claims the Collection step in the CI process is successful due to a
few simple-underlying principlessz
e People’s willingness to provide information about their corporation for reasons ranging from simply

wanting to be helpful to purposefully damaging the firm.
¢ The exchange of information that usually occurs with the exchange of money.
e The tendency of researchers/scientists to share their progress in a life’s work.
e The tendency of a firm to maintain a “‘gates and guards, guns and dogs™ security orientation (which

does not suffice to protect information and intelligence.)

7 “Competitive Intelligence — How to gather, analyze, and us information to move your business to the
top”; Kahaner, Larry; Simon & Schuster; 1996
8 “Getting to Know Your Competition Without Them Getting To Know You”; Nolan, John A; Phoenix

Consulting Group, 1997
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It is with a mandate for furthering the competitive advantage of the firm coupled with the understanding
of why CI Collection is successful that the Phoenix Consulting Group integrates counter-intelligence
measures into their overall CI process. They accommodate this with their Competitive Intelligence
Protection Model, and amalgamate this with the Competitive Intelligence Collection Model (the generic
CI process) to produce a combined process as shown in Figure 2-5.

The CI Protection Model introduces the following additional process steps: Assessing the
Competition, Estimating Vulnerabilities, and Developing Countermeasures. The output of this activity
is then merged with the Analysis and Dissemination steps found in the CI Collection Model and

continuously looped into the Define Requirements step.

Figure 2-5: CI Collection and Protection Model (Phoenix Consulting Group”)

NI A

CI Protection Model CI Collection Model

% «“Is Somebody Dulling Your Competitive Edge’"; Nolan, John A; Phoenix Consulting Group

13



The CI Process — A New Model
Recognizing the importance of all the elements discussed in the processes above as well their
limitations, a slightly reformatted process is presented here that is referred to from this point as the CI
process (See Figure 2-6). The elements of the CI process consist of the following:
1. Identify the intelligence needs of the Decision-Makers (Planning).
2. Determine what information is required to generate this intelligence (Planning).
3. Acquire the necessary information (Collection).
4. Transform the information into the required intelligence (Analysis)-
5. Disseminate the intelligence to the Decision-Makers (Dissemination).
6. Actively promote the utilization of intelligence in the decision-making process (Utilization).

7. Actively develop and advise on the Security/Counter Intelligence needs of the firm (Security).

In addition to the DM’s and the CI team present in the Kahaner'® model, the Information Technology
(IT) group is considered an important player and has been integrated into the process. The IT group is
defined here as the formal department(s) created to meet the communication infrastructure and
information security needs of the firm. (The involvement and importance of the IT group will be
discussed in greater detail within the Collection, Analysis. and Dissemination sub-sections.)

As shown in Figure 2-6, the CI process consists of two communication loops. The Outer Loop
illustrates the continuous communication between the Decision-Makers and the CI group. As
actionable intelligence is produced and delivered, new intelligence requirements are constantly
generated. The loop allows for continuous bi-directional feedback between DM’s and the CI team.

The Inner Loop primarily involves the CI team. It reflects the iterative process of translating
intelligence needs to information needs, collecting the information, and producing the intelligence
required. This section also includes the activities surrounding Intelligence Security and Counter
Intelligence.

The color code represents ownership. Though in every step there will be involvement between two
or more of the three groups, the ultimate responsibility for the deliverable of that step lies with the
owner. As can be seen by the color code legend, the IT group, CI group, and the DM’s own
Intelligence Security/Counter Intelligence jointly. The DM’s owns Utilization, and Identifying
Intelligence Requirements. Translating Intelligence Needs to Information Needs, Collection, and
Dissemination are owned by the CI team. The CI team is responsible for managing the overall end-to-
end process.

Each element in the process is important to the success of the overall function. The strength and
effectiveness of the whole process will be limited by the weakest link, and therefore each step should be

given appropriate resources.

10 «Competitive Intelligence — How to gather, analyze, and us information to move your business to the
top™; Kahaner, Larry; Simon & Schuster; 1996
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Figure 2-6: Competitive Intelligence Process
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Planning

Recall that Competitive Intelligence serves two primary purposes:

1. To translate ‘events’ in the Competitive System (whether factual or simulated) into an impact
statement regarding the competitive position of the firm.

2. To translate internal firm decisions (whether real or simulated) into an impact statement regarding
the competitive position of the firm.

The CI group exists to meet the needs of the Decision-Makers. It is the DM’s who initiate the CI

process by expressing what intelligence is required in order that they are equipped to make the most

effective decisions. It is critical that this communication be clear, and non-ambiguous. [t is at this

point that all restrictions or boundary conditions are expressed, for instance the time sensitivity of the

request (perhaps the cycle-time needed to acquire the intelligence exceeds the window within which the

intelligence will be useful).

The Planning step not only initiates the CI process, but also includes managing the end-to-end
process, as well as acting as the forum for feedback between the CI group and Decision-Makers. This
junction provides the opportunity for revisions to the original intelligence request as well as
constructive feedback on the deliverables of previous requests facilitating a continuous improvement
atmosphere.

It should be noted here that the CI process ideally is not a reactive one — i.e. the CI team does not
wait for each individual intelligence request to arrive, and then respond. The CI group will constantly
monitor the Competitive System and process incoming information regularly in anticipation of
Decision-Makers needs. They will raise flags to the Decision-Makers as events occur which threaten
the competitive position of the firm. Scenario and sensitivity analysis should be a constant background
activity in the CI group.

When the intelligence requirements are understood by the CI group, the next step involves
transforming the intelligence requirements into information requirements (the reciprocal of the Analysis
function). The CI group must determine what fragments of intelligence already exists and which need
to be acquired. Then they must then determine what information will be required to provide this
intelligence. Perhaps some of this information already exists, perhaps not — the CI team must determine
what additional information is required and proceed to acquire it.

This process involves rationalizing the intelligence request and scouring the databases and previous
intelligence reports for useful segments before a decision is made to invest in a formal information
acquisition initiative. Under normal circumstances the information sought after will already have been
collected and reside in a database waiting for constructive use. (In these circumstances, the next step

in the process is to analyze the information.)

16



Collection

It is normal practice to establish a mechanism by which information perceived as even remotely
useful is constantly acquired and stored in a centralized, easily accessible location. Thus, in most cases
the information (once identified as necessary to meet an intelligence request) can be accessed
immediately and fed into the Analysis step.

In the event that the information sought has not already been collected via an automated collection
mechanism, then an initiative must be undertaken to acquire it. There are numerous approaches to
acquiring information and/or intelligence. To name just one, Gembiki and Shaker'' describe the
‘Quarterback’ process which focuses on a technique orientated around acquiring information from the
‘Target’ in a conference or convention setting. They recommend the creation of a coordination center
(“War Room’) at the conference that acts as a hub for all incoming and outgoing
information/intelligence, facilitates the briefing/debriefing sessions, and enables real-time transmissions
back to the corporation.

InfoSearch Zurich'? suggests the most important tools for effective Collection are the following:

e Professional Online Information Services

e Interviewing Techniques

e The Internet and World Wide Web

e International Network — targeted at the effective and timely collection of business intelligence
e Electronic, Human, and Conventional print sources

e Top Management Support - goals, missions, and budget

There are literally thousands of sources of information available. Some common primary sources
include government agencies, SEC filings, employees (of both the firm and the firm’s competitors),
suppliers, customers, conferences, conventions, ... Some common secondary sources include
magazines, TV, radio, analyst reports, and professional CI firms'?. It is important to note the necessity
for creativity and innovation in the acquisition — one must assume the firm’s competitors also have an
effective CI group including an initiative to keep potentially useful information from their competitors.
The quality of the analysis will be directly proportional to the accuracy, quantity, and uniqueness of the
information, and the competitive edge enjoyed by the firm can be directly proportional to the quality of

the analysis.

1! «“The War Room Guide to Competitive Intelligence”; Shaker, Steven; Gembiki, Mark; McGraw-Hill;

1999
12 “Competitive /Business Intelligence (C.1.)"; InfoSearch Zurich Ltd.; http://www.infosearch.ch/ci.html ;

1998
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Also important to reote here is the relationship with the IT group. The infrastructure required for
supporting the acquisition, processing, and maintenance of the information/intelligence is significant.
One of the greatest souxces of information comes from the employees of the firm itself; therefore an
effective communication infrastructure must exist to support the acquisition of this information. Also,
as discussed in Section 2.1, Decision-Makers using the intelligence will span to all ends of the firm and
require access rights. The IT group should be very much involved with the Cl initiative and support
their unique needs to the best of their ability.

Though the Collection phase involves gathering and sorting staggering volumes of information, this
is not where the bulk of the CI value lies — it is widely felt the Analysis of this information that should
dominate CI resources- It is expected that the Collection process will fully exploit the IT technological
capabilities (perhaps ewen drive the advancements in this field) to such a degree that the majority of the

CI team’s effort is directed toward Analysis. (This will be discussed in greater detail in Section 2.4).

Analysis

Analyzing information and converting it to intelligence is felt by many to be the most important step
in any CI process (“evaluation and analysis of raw data are critical steps of the CIP"'). It is here that
meaning is attached to volumes of information and put in the context the Decision-Makers require for
effective decision-makiang. Not only must the analysis predict the impact of an event on the
Competitive System (amnd the subsequent impact on the competitive position of the firm), but must also
gauge the accuracy of the prediction and the weight the Decision-Makers should place on the
prediction. When done effectively, the CI output itself becomes a core competency to the firm i.e. the
CI deliverables themselves will be a source of sustainable competitive advantage.

Trained personnel experienced and effective in analysis are rare. Sifting through information and
weaving it into a meaniingful context while observing the harmonics of the perturbation created from the
interaction and interdependencies of the CS elements requires a unique set of skills and training. Itis
critical to this process step that suitable staffing exist with appropriate support. Due to the complexity
of this task, commercial or customized in-house software should be considered. It is the Analysis that
differentiates the CI practitioner from a generic news reporter, and it is the Analysis that is responsible
for adding value to the firm through enhancing the effectiveness of the decision-making management
team.

Typical analysis techniques include: Porter’s Five Forces, SPACE, SWOT, ... and can be found in
most CI or Strategic M.anagement texts. The analysis technique of choice depends largely on the nature

of the CI — E.g. tactically centered or strategically centered etc...

13 A more exhaustive list of sources of information can be found via reference to “Competitive
Intelligence’ by Larry Kahaner, or “The WarRoom Guide to Competitive Intelligence” written by Gembiki
and Shaker.

14«Competitive Intelligence Programs: An Overview “; Malhotra, Yogesh; [WWW document], @BRINT
Research Institute (www.bzint.com) http://www.brint.com/papers/ciover.htm; 1996
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Dissemination

Though straightforward enough in principle, disseminating the intelligence to the Decision-Makers
can present some problems. The first is time — DM’s are under considerable pressure to make quick
decisions. Perfect intelligence does little good if it arrives too late to be included in the decision making
process. There is an inherent trade-off between taking the time to provide intelligence with greater
accuracy vs. providing the intelligence as quickly as possible; a balance must be struck. It is critical
that agreement on this topic during the Planning step is observed.

In some cases, the dissemination occurs via face-to-face debriefing, while in other cases the
intelligence must be transmitted to remote locations. It is critical that the communication infrastructure
exists to support these variants.

The presentation technique adopted for the dissemination is also very important. Most Decision-
Makers are under considerable time constraints and must make very quick decisions — leaving very little
time for lengthy discussions around the intelligence generated. Though effective communication
dictates customizing the content and technique to suit the audience, it is particularly important in this
instance as a great deal could be at stake and the intelligence to be communicated can be very complex.
*“Packaging of intelligence can many times make or break a key strategic or tactical decision. As such,

we can never assume that good analysis stands on its own.”s

Utilization

This step may seem so obviously important to the whole CI effort that it is hardly worth mentioning
— yet unfortunately does require mentioning. ‘A vast volume of intelligence is generated, but only a
fraction of it can be tied directly to decision making.”'® Often there is an inherent conflict between
what the Decision-Makers want to hear and what the CI group have to say. Though one would like to
think that all Decision-Makers act in the best interests of the firm as a whole, the reality is some don’t.
In some cases the intelligence may be rejected in order to save face, in other cases it may be rejected
due to a negative effect on the Decision-Maker’s BU/LOB. In some other cases, the Decision-Maker
simply may not recognize the value CI adds to the firm and reject the intelligence on that principle. In
other cases still the DM’s may appear to be ignoring the intelligence recommendations provided, but
have actually made the correct decision based on factors outside the scope of the CI team’s research.

It is the contention here that the onus lies on the CI practitioner to take the initiative and do
everything in his/her power to ensure the intelligence provided is used. A failure for the DM to factor
the intelligence provided into the decision-making process should be considered as a failure of the CI
team. Great efforts to establish a very positive relationship with the DM’s should be undertaken such

that a mutual respect and understanding of each other’s contribution to the business is achieved.

'3 “Perfectly Legal Competitor Intelligence — How to get it, use it, and profit from it”; Bernhardt, Douglas;
Pitman Publishing; 1993; page 101

16 “Competitive Intelligence: Creating Value for the Organization™; Jaworski, Bernard; Wee, Lang; SCIP;
1993; page 12
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Information Security/Counter Intelligence

Another function of the CI group involves advising on Information Security and Counter
Intelligence requirements. Given the CI groups natural skills in identifying what information is useful
for generating intelligence and what intelligence has the greatest impact on the Competitive System,
few in the firm are more qualified to advise on what needs to be protected and to what degree. In
addition to the relationship necessitated by the need to have an effective IT infrastructure to aid in
Collection, Analysis, and Dissemination, the CI and IT groups with the Decision-Makers should work
very closely defining the information/intelligence security and counter intelligence requirements. One
must presume one’s own competitors also maintain a CI group, and insufficient security on sensitive
information can negate the competitive advantage spawned by the firm’s own CI initiatives. *Critical
to maintaining your company's competitive edge is knowing what the competition knows about you and
how they got it.""”

Another important role of the Information Security/Counter Intelligence section is to filter the
incoming information from the Collection step and screen according to relevance. It is not uncommon

for a competitor to initiate their own counter intelligence initiatives and attempt to mislead their

competitors from their actual strategy with confusing or irrelevant ‘leaks’.

2.4 Competitive Intelligence Factors

Section 2.3 prescribes the structure and dynamics of the CI process itself, but does not break down
the system into factors that are associated with the successful application of these processes. The
literature review, discussions with industry praciitioners, and reviews with CI experts have yielded
thirteen such Competitive Intelligence Factors (CIF’s).

Each of the 13 Competitive Intelligence Factor will be discussed in turn as they appear against the
headings shown in Figure 2-7. The discussion includes: a brief description of the CIF, the CI process

steps impacted, and variables that may be used for measurement.

Corporation Support

Corporation Support is defined here as the receptiveness of the corporation to the presence of a
formal CI process, and its cooperation with respect to assisting and contributing to the overall success
of the program. Corporation Support is not linked specifically to any CI process step, but impacts the
whole CI effort, and as such appears in Figure 2-7 under the Local Environment section. Recall from
Section 2.2 the Local Environment includes the management style, leadership style, stakeholders,
organizational culture, other divisions, the life cycle of the firm, the core competencies of the firm, as

well as the structure of the organization.
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When asked to quote three principle elements necessary for the successful collection and production
of intelligence, the Phoenix Consulting Group'® responded as follows:

I. Senior Leadership Buy-In

2. Active Employee Involvement

3. Ongoing Anticipatory (Proactive) Measures

Both senior leadership buy-in and active employee involvement are considered in the Corporation

Support CIF. (Note: the support provided specifically by the Decision-Makers and the relationship

shared with the CI team are considered sufficiently important that they are not included in this CIF, but

stand alone as independent CIF’s.)

Referring to Figure 2-7 the Corporation Support CIF can be evaluated through a closer look at the
organizational structure, the organizational culture (i.e. is knowledge sharing encouraged or
discouraged within the corporation?), and the level of financial support (i.e. budget as a % of annual
revenue). The alignment of the organizational structure to the CI process can be broken down further
into the following:

e How long has a formal CI team existed? Is the concept of CI relatively new to the firm? Is the CI
team still trying to justify their existence? Has the CI process had an opportunity to mature into a
well-accepted and well-utilized tool?

e How many CI practitioners exist throughout the corporation? To what extent does the corporation
recognize the value contributed by the CI practitioners?

e How high in the organizational hierarchy do CI professionals reside? Does CI representation exist
at the officer level via Chief Intelligence Officer or Chief Knowledge Officer?

e To what degree is the CI process centralized? Is the effort coordinated and consolidated at the
corporate level, or dispersed and disjointed at the LOB/BU level? Will a CI team without a
corporate branch still be in a position to effectively assess the impact of an event on the competitive
position of the firm as a whole or only the LOB/BU exclusively? Will there be an incentive to look

at the firm as a whole with a decentralized CI system?

Relationship with Decision-Makers

The relationship the CI team has with the Decision-Makers is very important. As seen in Figure 2-7
it impacts the Planning stage (i.e. Identifying Intelligence Needs), the Dissemination stage, and
Utilization stage. As depicted by Figure 2-7 continuous unsolicited feedback and a solid relationship
are necessary for the Outer Loop to function. In order to take a proactive stance and understand

customer requirements, communication must be clear and frequent.

'7 «Is Somebody Dulling Your Competitive Edge™; Nolan, John A; Phoenix Consulting Group
18 «Now That You Know How They’re Getting It, What Do You Do Next?”’; Nolan, John A; Phoenix
Consulting Group, 1996
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The relationship can sometimes be strained due to the conflicting agendas - it is not unusual
(particularly if a centralized CI group is servicing a decentralized BU) that the intelligence provided
does not meet the needs of the BU, but does maximize the return for the firm as a whole. It is also
conceivable that the DM may lose face if the CI intelligence conflicts directly with a strategy or tactic
committed to in the past, or the CI team feel ineffective when the DM appears to completely ignore the
intelligence report and recommendations provided. In most cases the high level executives have only a
few minutes to peruse any proposal due to their heavy schedule, and it becomes quite important to
understand what presentation format allows them to receive as much information as possible in the
shortest amount of time. Managing the relationship with the DM’s toward a win-win synergistic
partnership is a must for effective CI. The CI professional should strive to become a trusted advisor to
the Decision ~Makers and seek to establish a mutual respect for one another. A strong relationship is
the foundation for improvement.

As illustrated in Figure 2-7 the DM Relationship is a function of the rapport shared between the CI
team and the DM’s plus the effectiveness of their communication with one another. The rapport
between the CI team and the DM’s can be evaluated through a direct inquiry, and also indirectly
through the hierarchical level of the DM’s serviced by the CI team. (If the DM’s reach the
Director/VP/Pres or even the Officer level, then one can presume that the value of CI to these
individuals is apparent and the relationship strong.)

Communication can be evaluated through the following:

e How frequently do the CI team and DM’s conduct meetings? Does the mechanism exist for
frequent bi-directional feedback? Does the frequency of meetings ailow for a mutual involvement
in the Planning phase?

e How frequently do CI practitioners spontaneously attend DM meetings? Does the CI team actively
attempt to understand the ‘hot’ issues facing the DM’s and pre-empt the intelligence request? Can
the inner workings of the DM meetings provide some feedback on how the CI process might be
optimized further?

e How frequently do the DM’s spontaneously attend the CI meetings? Do the CI practitioners
actively promote attendance by the DM’s to facilitate feedback and continuous improvements?

e How wide is the variety of communication media? Do the CI practitioners have at their disposal

and regularly use customized presentation techniques to suit a particular DM?
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Experience

The experience of the CI practitioners themselves is another important element as it is a determining
factor in the quality of the CI team output. Though it affects every step of the CL process, the talent of
the CI team has the most impact where the most value to the business is produced i.e. the Analysis. It
also impacts the Planning stage (translating intelligence requirements into information requirements) as
this is the inverse of Analysis and relies very much on the same skill sets. Translating an event in the
Competitive System into a tangible effect on the competitive position of the firm is not a trivial task,
and the importance of a highly skilled CI team cannot be underestimated.

As depicted in Figure 2-7, the Experience of the CI team is a function of the following variables:

e What percentage of the CI practitioners has received formal training? Do they have advanced
business degrees such as MBA’s? Have they taken specialized courses at CI conferences? Have
they specialized in CI at a postgraduate level?

e What percentage of the CI practitioners are members of a CI Society? Do the practitioners make
use of the educational CI resources available? Are they keeping abreast of the leading edge CI
practices? Have they established a network of expertise outside of their firm that complements the
Collection, Analysis, etc...?

e What percentage of the CI practitioners has had prior experience in the CI field? What percentage
can bring fresh ideas to the CI process? What percentage may have a more rounded and mature
view of CI?

e What is the average year’s experience of the CI practitioners? What percentage can bring seasoned
time-tested Analysis techniques to fruition? How many individuals are available to mentor the less

experienced?

IT Infrastructure

The importance of a strong IT infrastructure which facilitates the easy collection, storage, and
manipulation of incoming information/outgoing intelligence should not be underestimated. The volume
of information and intelligence necessary can overwhelm an inferior system; typically the most
effective CI team will have the most sophisticated IT system.

As seen in Figure 2-7, the IT Infrastructure impacts quite significantly the Collection, Analysis, and
Dissemination processes. The following variables can be used measure the robustness of the IT

Infrastructure and the support it provides the CI process:
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e To what degree is the Collection of information and intelligence automated? Staggering amounts of
data must be mined and filtered according to accuracy and relevance. This is an extremely
resource-intensive activity. Properly customized IT tools facilitating this will not only free up CI
teamn resources for ‘value-added’ activities such as Analysis, but also improve the quantity of
useful information. As information will not always be accurate (particularly secondary
information), additional information from alternative sources can improve the intelligence not only
through added credibility, but also to through the inclusion of gems of information that may
otherwise have been missed.

e To what degree is the information/intelligence centralized? The degree of centralization can be used
to gauge the efficiency of the Collection process. Centralized systems tend to support a controlled,
end-to-end, well-coordinated initiative. Are separate LOB’s/BU’s operating in silos completely
independently from one-another? Is it possible they each re-invent the wheel rather than building
on the tools and knowledge databases already in existence in another group? Much like the
advantages of economies of scale to a global firm who centralizes operations, a great deal of
efficiencies can be realized from centralizing CI.

e To what degree is the information/intelligence accessible? Accessibility is critical for two primary
reasons: first, it allows information to be entered from virtually everywhere by virtually anyone,
and second it provides users of intelligence full access to assist in the decision-making process.
The infrastructure must span all employees in the firm as these employees represent one of the
largest knowledge pools available, with keen awareness of events both internal and external to the
firm. As stressed in Section 2.1, intelligence users are not restricted to high-level
Marketing/Strategic executives - the intelligence generated reaches all decision-makers in the
business. E.g. a manufacturing operations manager may see the results of an intelligence report
suggesting a competitor’s cost of goods sold has been reduced by 5% due to the adoption of
automated manufacturing equipment. The report might also suggest increased sales to the
competitor would result due to subsequent cost reductions passed on to the customer. The
operations manager might then reprioritize and accelerate an existing plan facilitating automation
in their plant, and interface with the appropriate branch of the CI team on this activity so as to
gauge the impact. (Note: there is an inherent trade-off between accessibility and Security that must
be weighted...)

e To what degree is the information/intelligence scalable? As previously mentioned, the volume of
information/intelligence to be handled can be considerable, and is likely increasing. The IT system
architecture must be scalable to accommodate these increases in volume.

e Does the IT-suite include professional or customized CI software? The CI team may wish to use
professional software packages on the market to help manage CI processes, for which an

appropriate supporting infrastructure must exist.
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Creativity/Innovation

Closely linked to the Experience of the CI team members is their utilization of creative and
innovative means to acquire information and translate this to intelligence. The vast majority of
information necessary for effective CI is public. E.g. if a competitor is planning to expand, they must
register with the government for building permit. If a competitor wishes to patent a design, it becomes
publicly available in the US Patent Office etc.... Multiple sources must me monitored and scoured
regularly for a more complete understanding of the surroundings. A lack of creativity and innovation
can severely limit the usefulness of the information collected, and will therefore also limit the value of
the intelligence that is derived from this information.

As seen in Figure 2-7, the level of creativity and innovation can be evaluated with the following
variables:

L What is the scope of source medium employed? E.g. voice, Internet, face to face, etc... For
instance: acquiring all information through the Internet can be limiting — in some cases physically
locating yourself in the environment of interest and interviewing people face to face can provide a
much deeper insight into the reality of the situation.

e What is the split between primary source usage and secondary source usage? (Primary sources are
defined here as those that are original and have not been ‘filtered’ through another intelligence unit
e.g. SEC filings, patent filings...and tend to be more factual or information based. Secondary
sources have been processed through an external intelligence unit e.g. New Reports, Analyst
Reports...) Primary information is preferred over secondary for two reasons. Firstly secondary
information may not be accurate as it has been processed and potentially biased by another
individual/organization. Secondly, secondary information tends to be widely available, and
therefore by itself is not sufficient to differentiate the value-added by the CI team relative to that of
their competitors. (Granted, the most value is derived from the Analysis of the information, but
nonetheless unique information cannot lead to anything but unique Analysis.) Research by Calof*®
suggests the optimal split between primary vs. secondary sources is 80%/20%.

o Is a wide scope of sources utilized during the collection of information and intelligence? Le. for
primary sources, is liberal use made of Government documents, Conferences, SEC filings,
competitor employees, suppliers, and customers...? Regarding secondary sources, is there liberal

use made of newspapers, magazines, books, TV, radio, analyst reports, CI consultants...?

19 “For King and Country ...and Company”; Calof, Jonathan; Ivey Business School; 1996



Focus:

The focus of effort by the CI team is one of the most critical of the CIF’s identifaed in this paper.
The purpose of the CI group is not to report minute-by-minute news to the DM’s, buit to add value to the
information through expressing it in a context meaningful to the DM (whether stratesgic or tactical in
nature). In this context, the CI group maximizes their value to the firm through investing the majority
of their effort in the Analysis stage of the CI process. If crucial resources are utilizeed on non-value-add
activity, then the CI group may not be optimizing their contribution to the business. Figure 2-7
evaluates the Focus of the CI group based on the following variables:

e Percent of time spent on the steps of CI. Le. the actual split between Planning, Collection, Analysis,
Dissemination, Utilization, as well as Security/Counter Intelligence. For effectave CI it is assumed
that the IT capabilities are fully leveraged, and the majority of effort occurs in the Analysis rather
than in the Collection step. Research by Calof?® yielded specific recommendatiions for the split of
effort as illustrated on the left hand side of the table below. Upon translation to the CI process
cycle outlined in this paper, and the inclusion of effort towards Security, we ob#ain the targets

highlighted on the right hand side of the table below.

Planning 10-15% Planning 20%
Collection 20-30% Collection 25%
Analysis 25-35% _—> Analysis 40%
Dissemination 10-15% Dissemination 10%
Management 15-25% Security 5%

e Scope of intelligence acquired. Recall the concept of the Competitive System, and the impact the
interrelationships between all the system/subsystem elements can have on the competitive position
of the firm. It is important that the CI effort not be focused exclusively on momitoring the activity
of the competitors. Equally important are the events occurring with the Suppliers and Customers,
within the Political, Industrial, Economic, and Social arenas, and within the firrn itself. The split of
effort depends very much on the nature of the CI team; for instance if a CI growp is focused on the
product and tactical level some these factors may be less important relative to the CI group looking
after the corporate and strategic level. Nonetheless, each will still play some role and the CI team

must maintain some minimum level of awareness.

Ethical Behavior:

Ethical behavior is mentioned often?n the literature. Though it does not directly contribute to the
deliverables, a lawsuit (successful or not) can cost the firm considerable amounts in. both dollars and
reputation. The value the CI has brought to the firm may be undone, and the potential value in the eyes

of the corporation diminished.

2 «For King and Country ...and Company”; Calof, Jonathan; Ivey Business School; 1996
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As depicted in Figure 2-7, the ethics held by the CI group can be measured by the presence of a
Code of Conduct specific to CI. The CI team should have a clear understanding of the relevant laws
pertaining to private information, and should operate by a visible code of ethics to minimize the
probability of detrimental legalities. Though the impact of ethical CI behavior will affect the whole CI
process, it is evaluated within the Collection step, as this is where most problems can be avoided given

an appropriate understanding of the laws.

IT Relationship:

The relationship the CI team has with the IT group is another important factor. As seen in Figure 2-

7 it impacts the Collection stage as well as the Security/Counter Intelligence stage. Much like the

relationship with the decision-makers, the CI team should develop a solid relationship with the IT group

with a mutual understanding and respect of each other’s needs. Unlike the CI/DM relationship, there
likely will be less conflicting agendas and the relationship will evolve into a more standard client/server
relationship. It is critical that the CI team recognizes the importance of establishing and maintaining
this relationship such that the services offered by the IT group can be leveraged to there fuil advantage.

As illustrated in Figure 2-7 the IT Relationship is a function of the rapport between the CI team and
the IT group plus the effectiveness of the communication between the two. The rapport between the CI
team and the IT group can be evaluated through a direct inquiry. Communication can be evaluated
through the following:

e How frequently do the CI team and IT group conduct meetings? ILe. does the mechanism exist for
frequent bi-directional feedback? Does the frequency of meetings allow for a mutual involvement
in the Collection strategies?

e How frequently do CI practitioners spontaneously attend IT group meetings? Le. does the CI team
actively attempt to understand and influence the technical direction of the information system?

Can details of the IS architectures provide some feedback on how the CI process might be further
optimized?

e How frequently do the IT group members spontaneously attend the CI meetings? IL.e. do the CI
practitioners actively promote attendance by the IT group to facilitate feedback and continuous
improvements? Representatives of the IT group should be encouraged to sit in on CI meetings such
that they may share their expertise. It is conceivable that an IT representative may be instrumental
in the shaping of the CI operations due to the potential and/or limitations of existing information

technology.
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Response Time:

The importance of adequate response time is referenced frequently in the literature. Much like the
Ethical Behavior CIF, if not observed it can significantly impact the value of the intelligence
deliverable. Particularly applicable in the high tech industry, the rate of technological advancements
and change implies an event and its consequences to the competitive position of the firm can occur
virtually instantaneously. Of course there will be CI work that requires weeks or months of
development, but the CI team must be able to demonstrate an ability to respond very quickly (<lday) if
the need arise. Key to this is a very proactive stance where the needs of the DM’s are anticipated;
information should be gathered and analysis scenarios completed prior to an event occurrence. In fact,
when asked to quote the top three principle elements necessary for the successful collection and
production of intelligence, the Phoenix Consulting Group?' ranked proactive behavior as number three.

The Response Time CIF can be assessed via a direct inquiry as to the best-case possible response
time on an intelligence request (See Figure 2-7). The three CI stages most likely to introduce

unacceptable delays are Collection, Analysis, and Dissemination.

Influence on Decision-Makers
As noted in Section 2.3, the intelligence provided by the CI team cannot benefit the firm if it is not
utilized in the decision-making process. A necessary requirement for this (in addition to the DM
Relationship) is the influence the CI team has on the Decision-Makers (see Figure 2-7).
The level of influence the CI team exerts on the DM’s can be gauged as follows:
e  What is the perceived level of influence?
e  What percentage of the time is the intelligence provided utilized in the decision-making process? Is
it used at all? What weight is allocated to the intelligence recommendations relative to other
factors the DM’s must consider?

e  What percentage of the time are specific intelligence recommendations followed?

Influence on IT:

The influence the CI group can exert on the IT group will determine the extent to which the IT
infrastructure may be customized to the needs of the CI process. It reflects the ability for the CI group
to implement positive change to the existing Collection process, as well as to the Security/Counter
Intelligence programs. As highlighted in the IT Infrastructure CIF, the CI group should strive to
influence the development of IT infrastructure in such a way that complements the activities of the CI
team and enables them to focus on the value-added aspects of Collection and Analysis. As depicted in
Figure 2-7, the variable assigned to evaluate this is a direct inquiry as to the perceived level of influence

currently enjoyed.

2l «“Now That You Know How They’re Getting It, What Do You Do Next?”; Nolan, John A; Phoenix
Consulting Group, 1996
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Continuous Improvement:

A fundamental need of any group within a corporation is a Continuous Improvement program. The

structure and dynamics of the group itself must lend itseif to continuous learning in order that a

competitive advantage or core competency of any kind last a reasonable length of time. Effective CI

can offer a firm a considerable competitive advantage, and as highlighted earlier in this paper the

potential value of CI to a business has not been fully exploited leaving significant room for

improvement.

The presence of a continuous improvement mentality will impact all stages of the CI process, and as

such has been included in Figure 2-7 under the general heading CI Team Dynamics. Also noted in the

figure are the following variables for assessing the presence of a Continuous Improvement program:

Proactive Behavior — The percentage of time engaged in proactive vs. reactive behavior will
provide insight into the overall responsiveness of the CI team to issues. Do they tend to wait for an
event and then react, or do they tend to anticipate, prepare, and/or preempt a situation? The same
mentality may be turned inwards to the CI group’s evolution - does the team wait for a negative
event to inspire change, or will they actively engage in understanding their weaknesses (prior to the
effect being felt by the firm) and address them?

Does an internal metric system exist for the purpose of internal process control? An internal
process control system answers the question ‘how do I know the CI process is operating as
designed?’ This could be characterized by the presence of metrics tracking such things as response
cycle time, audience reach, prediction accuracy rate, etc...

Does an external metric system exist for the purpose of external process control? An external
process control system answers the question *how do I know the CI team is delivering value to the
DM’s?’ Tracking metrics in this case may be the intelligence utilization, market/financial goals
met, new products/lead generated, annual budget increases, growth rate of new intelligence
requests...

What continuous improvement initiatives are undertaken regularly? Do the CI team use ESAT
(Employee Satisfaction) surveys to gauge the satisfaction of the CI professionals, and solicit ideas
for improvement? Is a CSAT (Customer Satisfaction) survey used for the Decision-Makers to
explicitly gauge the value of the service offered? Are ‘post mortems’ utilized to dissect a missed
opportunity or loss in competitive position such that the key weaknesses are addressed and avoided
in the future? Is benchmarking employed by the CI team to understand what the best in class CI

professionals’ employee as their methodology or CI process?
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Performance Record:

The performance record of the CI team is the final CIF highlighted in this paper. Perhaps there are

intrinsic flaws in the CI process that limit the capabilities of the CI team. Perhaps poor performance in

the past has damaged the reputation and credibility of the CI team to the degree where the DM’s have

lost confidence in the intelligence provided, and consequently they do not weight it heavily in their

decision-making.

The performance record of the CI team can affect each CI process stage, and as such appears (as
does the Continuous Improvement CIF) under the CI Team Dynamics section in Figure 2-7. The
Performance Record will be a function of the following variables:

e Influence on the DM’s — though this appears itself as a CIF, it reflects the critical components for
evaluating past performance. Recall, the Influence CIF is determined by the perceived influence
the CI team exerts on the DM’s, the percent utilization of the Cl intelligence in the decision-
making process, and the percent utilization of specific CI intelligence recommendations.

e Percent utilization of CI potential — Past performance will be a function of how welli the CI team
perceives themselves to have done to this point, i.e. to what extent have they maximized their
potential.

e Perceived CI ROI — Similar to the ‘Percent Utilization of CI Potential” variable, this variable
reflects the perceived value of the CI team to the business as a whole in terms of ROL. Naturally,

higher ROI translates into greater value, and better past performance.

a

30



Figure 2-7: CI Process/CI Factor/Variable Conversion Table

C! ProcessiCIF/Variable Conversion Table
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3.0 CI ASSESSMENT TOOL

3.1 Introduction

The CI literature review in Section 2 has yielded the CI process, the CI Factors associated with the
successful application of the CI processes, and variables that can be used to measure the CIF’s within
the CI process of a firm. It is the purpose of this section to illustrate the process followed for
incorporating this information into a tool useful for gauging the degree to which the CI process within
an organization follows generally accepted CI principles. Also covered in this section are the methods

utilized to establish face validity and the usefulness of the tool.

3.2 (I Assessment Tool Construction

The methodology utilized in creating the CI assessment tool is as follows:

1. Generate a closed survey where each question correlates to one of the CIF variables described in
Section 2.4.

2. Incorporate into the tool an algorithm for rating each variable based on the answer selected and its
proximity to the ‘ideal” solution as identified in Section 2.

3. Formally establish within the tool the relationship between variable, CIF, and CI process step.

4. Configure the tool to utilize the relationship defined in step 3 and the rating acquired in step 2 to
calculate a rating for each CIF, CI process step, and the overall CI process. Display the outputina

user-friendly manner.

Step | and 2 were accomplished through the creation of a questionnaire within a Microsoft Excel
worksheet (see Figure 3-1). The survey begins with 13 generic questions collecting general information
on the participant (name, date, etc...) as well as general information on the firm (size, growth rate,
industry ranking...). Next are 45 core questions, each of which correlate to one CIF variable discussed
in Section 2.4. For each question, the available answers are arranged from left to right by their
proximity to the ‘best’ answer as derived from the literature review. A rating for each question is
assigned according to where the user places text indicating their answer of choice i.e. if the user chooses
the left most selection a rating of zero results, while if they choose the right most selection a rating of
10 results. Selections between the left and right most are calculated via linear interpolation. Comments
in the survey are encouraged, and accommodated with room beside each CI question as well as at the
end of the questionnaire. A legend exists at the bottom of the questionnaire to aid the respondent with

any terminology that may be unfamiliar.
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Figure 3-1: CI Survey
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Figure 3-1: CI Survey Con’t
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Step 3 is addressed with the CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table shown in Figure 3-2. The
conversion table illustrates clearly the Area and/or CI process step, the CI Factors impacting each
process step, and the variables measuring each the 13 CIF’s. The figure also highlights the relevant
survey question quantifying that variable, and the rating (ranging from 0-10) the variable receives
according to the answer in the survey (the ratings found in Figure 3-2 are fictitious and for illustrative
purposes only).

The variables are broken down into two levels reflecting the instances where a second set of
variables is required to fully characterize the first. Also, some CIF’s reflect a strength or weakness in
one or more CI process step while some others affect the whole CI process yet cannot be linked
exclusively to one or more process steps. It is for this reason that two additional headings were added

i.e. the Local Environment, and the CI Team Dynamics. The Local Environment refers to the

environment within which the CI process operates (as defined in Section 2.2), while CI Team Dynamics

refers to the way the team operates and manages itself outside of any specific CI process step.
It should also be pointed out that the CIF’s are not unique to each Area/Cl process step, i.e. as
discussed in Section 2.4 a CIF may (and more than likely do) impact more than just one process step.

CIF’s that have been repeated appear in Figure 3-2 in italics.
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Figure 3-2: CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table

Cl ProcessiCIF/Variabie Conversion Table
Pm“:;’gep Ol Factor Level 1 Variables Lews! 2 Variables " i::;;_
Local Corporation Support _|Org Structure |Ageofgroup i1] 10
‘Environment | . __|Qty Cl Practitioners o o._..j2]1 25
I R o B L Pasition on hierarchy 3 8]
S N __ . _|Centralization 45
- Org Culture } _|Sharing o orientation o 151 75
Financial Budget (% Rev) 6| 25
Identifying ~_ |Hierarchical level of DM's serviced A7) 10
inteiligence o . - Perceived Regor with DMs 8] 7.5
Needs e Communication with DM's . _ |Frequency of meetings. 8} 75
e B o _|Presence of Cl at D_e_g;_qpn—Maker meetmgs 10] 25
(Pl ing} Presence of Decision-Maker at Cl meetings {11} 2.5
Translating Experignce of Cl Staff Formal training 12] 10
‘Intell. into ~ ~_ |Member of Society (SCIP) _ o B B o - |13} 75
Information o o ~ |Prior Expenence ) I |14 5
T i Avg Years Experience o - R E
(Planning) __[Focus B % of effort allocated to Planning 31| 75
‘Gathering (T Infrastructure _|Automation . |6l 25
information _ _|Centralization . N7l 75
: {\'ct;ess ility e _ . o 18] 75
(Collection) Scalability o 19 25
, » ] 4R
Craatwﬂy___ovatlon o Source Medium (voice, intemet,, face to face) L _ o Bl 5
Primary vs. Secondary Seurces L 21y 25
~ |Sources of information |Primary 2 5
_ _|Secondary I 23] 10
Focus _{Scope of Cl targets (competitors, industry, ...) {4 5
o % of effort allocated toward Collection 31| 5 7
Ethical behavior Cade of Conduct 5| 75
Relationship with IT group _ [Repor with IT group B A -] B
. Communication with T Frequency of meetings 27l O
Presence of Cl at [T meetings 28] 0
T B 1 ) S Presence of IT at Cl meetings || o
Response time_ Timely Information Acquisition 10| 75
Analyzing |Expenence of CY Staff | L . B} B T R
Information Focus i |% of effort allocated toward Analysis [31] 10 7‘
IT Infrastructure Use of professional or customized software B 2] 75
(Analysis} Regponse time Timely Analysis 3] 75
Disseminating |Response time |Timely disseminaticn 34] 10
Intelligence Relationship with DM's Repor with OM's o i
o |Communication with OM's Array of presentation techniques |38 75
(Dissemination) |/7 Infrastructure Degree of Accessibilty
IT Influgnce S L SRR (N
Focus % of time allocated toward Dissemination 31| 10 Y
Using Intell.  |Relationship wath OM's A .
Provided Influence on DM's _|Perceived Influence 1% 5
% intelligence utilization 13810
(Utilization} % recommendations followed 3| 75
Security & Relationship with IT 1. R S
‘Counter Intel. |Focus |% of effort aliocated toward Secunty 3t 10
1T Influence
Cl Team Continyous Improvement  |Proactive Behavior 40| 5
Dynamics o __|Metric tracking system-internal 141 O
i ) ) Metric tracking system - extemal 421 25
o ___{Continugus Improvement Initiatives 8 5
Performance Record _ _ |Influence on OM's o _ S )
) % Utilization of Ci potential _ 4] 7.5
Perceived ROI Cl brings 45} 7.5

36



Regarding step 4, the tabular output of the CI assessment tool is divided into four segments:
» CI Process Assessment
» CI Factor Assessment
» CI Process/CI Factor Analysis
>» CI Variable Analysis

Each of these will be discussed in turn.

CI Process Assessment

The assessment tool provides a high level assessment of the CI process as a whole. As illustrated in
the example provided in Figure 3-3, each step in the process receives an overall rating ranging from 0 to
10 (10 implies no room for improvement, O implies things could not be worse) that has been calculated
from the individual CIF variable ratings according to the relationship highlighted in Figure 3-2. The
rating can be interpreted as the alignment of the CI group to best practice (as identified in the literature
review) given the CI system currently in place. The ratings for each CI process step are averaged to
produce an overall CI process rating.

It becomes very easy looking at the ratings to determine the relative strengths and weaknesses of the
CI process. For instance, in Figure 3-2 the strengths (highlighted in green) are Analysis, Dissemination,
and Collection while the weaknesses (highlighted in red) are Security, Utilization, and Planning. The
overall rating is 5.9 (or 59%) while the CI group believes themselves to have achieved 83% of their

potential.

Figure 3-3: CI Process Assessment

Cl Process Assessment - Case X

Metric Survey 1 Survey 2 FSuwey3 Average

Planning 6.0 57 5.8
Collection 58 6.4 5.6
Analysis 7.0 8.6 8.4
Dissemination 7.0 76 6.7
Utilization 6.3 50 38
Security 6.5 20 1.5
Perceived Effectiveness 75 7.5 100
Total
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CI Factor Assessment

At this point the key strengths and weaknesses of the CI process are visible, and one would like to
know more specifically what is wrong (or right) with the process, i.e. a breakdown of the issues. This
can be found through examination of the CI Factor Assessment example illustrated in Figure 3-4. Here
one can find the thirteen Competitive Intelligence Factors discussed in Section 2.4, each with a rating
calculated from the relationship between CIF’s and variables illustrated in Figure 3-2. The rating
ranges from 0-10 and it becomes relatively easy to identify strengths vs. weaknesses. In figure 3-4 the
five strongest CIF’s have been highlighted green while the five weakest CIF’s have been highlighted

red as a visual aid.

Figure 3-4: CIF Assessment

Cl Factor Assessment - Case X

Metric Survey 1 Survey 2
Corporation Support 7.9 6.7
DM Relationship 6.6 5.0
DM Influence 58 5.0
Experience 4.4 556
Creativity/Innovation 56 5.0
Focus of Effort 6.8 4.5
Ethical Behavior 10.0 7.5
Response Time 6.9 8.1
Continuous Improvement 75 38
Past Performance 6.3 6.3
IT Infrastructure 6.3 8.8
IT Influence 6.0 9.0
IT Relationship 33 3.3
‘Total 6.1

CI Process/CI Factor Analysis

Figure 3-3 highlights the relative strengths and weaknesses of the CI process, while figure 3-4
highlights the relative strengths and weaknesses of the CIF’s. Prior to determining which areas require
attention and/or corrective action, a firm may also be interested in its strengths and weaknesses relative
to their competitors in the field. For this reason a Deviation Score has been developed that compares
the ratings against a sample average, sample best in class (BIC), and against a perfect rating of 10. The
Deviation Score is calculated as follows: Rating — Benchmark. For example, in Figure 3-3 the Planning
CI process rating is 5.8 and the perfect rating is 10, therefore the Deviation Score against a perfect
rating is (5.8-10) = -4.2. Similarly, in Figure 3-4 the Corporation Support CIF rating is 7.1 and the
perfect rating is 10, so the Deviation Score is (7.1-10) =-2.9.
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A negative Deviation Score implies a weak rating relative to the benchmark of choice, while a
positive score denotes a strong rating relative to the benchmark of choice. The absolute value of the
Deviation Score allows one to rank the strengths and weakness according to impact. For instance,
given limited resources available for corrective action (not an uncommon situation), one can choose to
invest effort in the area with the lowest Deviation Score against a sample average, BIC, or perfect
rating. For instance, if a firm is a clear leader in the CI field and would like to maintain its leadership, it
would likely reference the perfect rating Deviation Score. If a firm has some strengths and some
weakness, it might want strive to match or beat the BIC. (Note: for the cases analyzed in Sections 4
through 7, the average and BIC are calculated from the firms analyzed in this paper i.e. 2 sample set of
four firms. The purpose in this paper is to demonstrate the scalability of the tool beyond simply
benchmarking against a perfect score as opposed to drawing any statistically significant conclusions
from an industry/cross-industry comparison.)

Figure 3-5 calculates the Deviation Scores for each of the CI process steps as well as the
Competitive Intelligence Factors. The worst three CI process steps have been highlighted and the
character ‘X’ have been placed in the recommendation column as recommended areas of focus. The
worst five CIF’s have also been highlighted, again noted with the character ‘X" placed against those in
particular that should receive focus. If the assessment tool is used as in automatic mode (i.e. the results
are not reviewed by a consultant and customized with a more in depth study) then the character ‘X" will

automatically appear beside any negative Deviation Score as referenced to the perfect score.

Figure 3-5: CI Process/CIF Analysis

Cl Process/Cl Factor Analysis - Case A

Cl Process/Cl Factor Average 81C Perfect Recc
Planning 0.16 0.83 4.19 X
Collection 1.56 0.00 -4.07

Analysis 1.80 0.00 -1.98
Dissemination 0.28 0.67 -2.93

Utilization 0.63 2.50 5.00 X

2.04 0.00 6.67 X

DM Relationship 0.10 .77 4.79 X
DM Influence 09.52 2.64 5.4 X
Experience 0.4 0.83 -4.58
Creativity/Innovation 0.31 .67 4.79 X
Focus of Effort 0.19 -0.50 4.75 X
Ethical Behavior 5.00 0.00 -0.83
Response Time 0.94 0.00 -2.29
Continuous Improvement 1.61 0.00 5.42 X
Past Performance 0.26 1.04 -3.54
[T Infrastructure 1.75 0.00 -2.50
[T Influence 2.3 0.00 -2.67
{T Relationship 1.62 0.60 5.1 X
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The assessment tool summarizes Figures 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4 graphically, as shown in Figure 3-5.

Figure 3-6: Assessment Tool Output — Graphics (Sample Only)
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CI Variable Analysis

Though there is value in knowing which CI process steps are weak vs. strong and which CI
Competitive Inteiligence Factors require attention, most firms are looking for specific actions that may
be taken to address the situation. The assessment tool provides this added level of resolution, as this is
how the ratings for the CIF’s and process steps were generated in the first place. Referring to Figure 3-
2, one can use the CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table to isolate exactly which variables have
contributed to the low score. The last column in the table (labeled Survey Rating) denotes the rating
each variable received based on the answer provided in the survey. The survey question itself can then
be referenced if necessary, to determine what specifically can be done to improve the rating.

For instance, referring to the Corporation Support CIF in Figure 3-6, one can see that a particularly
low scoring variable is the level at which CI representation exists in the firm hierarchy. As previously
discussed, the general algorithm for scoring the survey questions is as follows: from left to right, answer
1 scores zero, answer 2 scores 2.5, answer 3 scores 5, answer 4 scores 7.5 and answer 5 scores 10 (NA
carries no rating and is not included in the calculations). A score of zero on the survey rating for this
question therefore implies that CI representation only exists at the senior manager level in the firm
hierarchy (see Figure 3-1), vs. an ideal representation at the officer level.

This ease in extracting specific low-rating variables as well as the direction required for
improvement becomes very helpful while drafting the recommendations for a particular firm, and leads

the firm well on its way toward strengthening the CI process and enhancing its overall effectiveness.

3.3 CI Assessment Tool Validation

The effectiveness and face validity of the tool was verified through direct application on, and
engagement with CI practitioners and CI experts in an industry setting. Four of eight firms approached
agreed to participate in the final stages of development of the CI assessment tool - three from the
telecommunications industry, and one from the software industry. Criteria for firm selection included
location (Ottawa area), industry (primarily telecommunications), and the presence of an internal CI
group. Though the firms analyzed represent a convenience sample, they were targeted to deliver the
foliowing:

1. Feedback on the usage of the tool for incorporation as improvements.

2. Demonstration of some of the features and capabilities of the tool.
At the request of the four firms assessed each will remain anonymous throughout this paper, and as

such are referred to as Case A, B, C, and D respectively (Case D being the reference corporation outside

of the telecom industry market segment).
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Eight CI professionals (ranging from Analyst to Director level) from the four participating firms
agreed to assist in the final development stages of the tool through participation in the survey, offering
feedback, and participating in personal interviews in order to ensure the information collected was
handled suitably. Feedback from this manual assessment of each firm was then incorporated into the
final version of the tool. The final analysis results of each of the four firms were processed into a report
highlighting its strengths/weaknesses (including recommendations), and delivered to each survey
participant as an incentive for their cooperation.

For the largest firms studied (Case A and B) three CI professionals filled out the survey and the
results were averaged. For the two smaller firms (Case C and D), only one individual represented the
firm’s CI process. Their respective positions in the firms were as follows:

Case A — Director SBI, Senior Manager Knowledge Management, Senior Manager CI
Case B — Manger CI, Market Analyst, Research Analyst CI

Case C — VP Marketing

Case D — Senior Manager CI

It is not the purpose of this paper to generate an accurate industry average with respect to the CI
assessment or to identify a best-in-class CI leader (the statistical significance of the test case sampling
obviously does not permit this). What is demonstrated in this paper is the potential of the tool (should it
be applied more broadly across an industry with much larger sampling) to produce the sample average,
identify the BIC CI leader, and draw some effective comparisons across industry segments as well as
the state of CI in the high-tech industry in general.

Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7 summarize the survey responses, assessment tool output, and the subsequent

analysis of cases A, B, C, and D respectively.

Figure 3-7: Industry Standings (Case A, B, C, D)

Case A Case B Case C Case D
industry Growth Rate 12% - 24% 6% - 12% 24% - 48% 24% - 48%
Firm Growth Rate 12% - 24% 12% - 24% 12% - 24% 24% - 48%
Firm Market Share 6% -12% 6% - 12% 12% - 24% -
Firm Leadership Position 2 4 4 1
Number of Employees >50,000 1000 - 10000 1000 - 10000 1000 - 10000
Annual Revenue ($US) >10 B 1-10B 1-108 100 - 500 M
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4.0 CASE A - CI ASSESSMENT
4.1 Corporation Background

Case A is the largest firm analyzed in this study with more than 50,000 employees located world-
wide and annual revenue in excess of 10 Billion USS$. In its telecommunications market space, they

rank #2 with an annual expected growth rate of between 12% and 24%.

4.2 CI Group

The structure of the CI team can be seen in Figure 4-1. Case A maintains a corporate level CI team
reporting in to the VP of Business Planning and hence through to the CFO. CI units are also created to
support each Line of Business, and as well each Business Unit. Transcending the entire corporation are
virtual CI teams who are mandated to coordinate and foster cross-LOB cooperation and sharing of
information and intelligence.

A formal group has existed more than five years, with greater than 50 CI practitioners (actually
greater than 400 if one considers the scope of the virtual teams), which translates into roughly 0.5% of
the employee population. CI representation exists to the director level in the corporate hierarchy, (a VP
position is currently being generated) servicing the needs of everyone up to and including a presidential
level in the corporation. The group receives an annual budget ranging from 1-3% of annual revenues,
and the degree of sharing in the corporate culture is considered to be ‘A Lot’.

50% - 75% of the CI practitioners have received formal CI training in the past, 25% - 50% are a
member of a professional society such as SCIP, and 25% - 50% have had CI experience prior to their
current position. The average year’s experience of a CI practitioner is three to five years. The CI group
believe the Decision-Makers utilize the intelligence 25%-50% of the time, and specific intelligence
recommendations are followed 25% - 50% of the time. They believe they have reached approximately
80% of their potential effectiveness, and bring to the firm a ROl in excess of 20% (though admittedly a

difficult number to provide).

Figure 4-1: CI Structure (Case A)

Case A CI STRUCTURE

CEO
C ] ]
(o) [ (o]
| 8y ]
BU ClI
[
[ ]

Virtual CI Teams
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4.3 Assessment Tool Results

Figure 4-2 tabulates the overall assessment of the CI process. As shown, Case A receives an
average rating of 5.9 while the CI practitioner’s assessment of its effectiveness lies at 8.3. Relative
strengths are Dissemination, Collection, and Analysis. Relative Weaknesses are Security, Utilization,
and Planning. The difference between the perceived effectiveness vs. that computed from this survey

comes largely from weaknesses sighted above, and are addressed in greater detail in the CIF analysis.

Figure 4-2: CI Process Assessment (Case A)

" Cl Process Assessement - Case A
: Metric Survey 1 | Survey2 Survey 3 | Average
(Planning 6.0 57 5.8

i{Collection 58 6.4 56

fAnalysis 70 8.6

‘Dissemination 1 70 | 76 |

Utilization 1 83 | 80 |

Secuty | 65 20

\Perceived Effectiveress | 75 | 75

Total |

Figure 4-3 tabulates the CIF ratings. The top five strengths (highlighied green) are Ethical
Behavior, Response Time, IT Infrastructure, [T Influence, and Corporation Support. The top five or six
weaknesses (highlighted red) are flagged as IT Relationship, Continuous Improvement, Focus of Effort,

DM Influence, Creativity/Innovation, and DM Relationship.

Figure 4-3: CI Factor Assessment (Case A)

Cl Factor Assessment - Case A

Metric Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 3
Corporation Support | 7.9 6.7 - 67
DM Relationship 6.6 50 4.1
DM Influence = | 58 .50 38
Experience 4.4 5.6
Creativity/lnnovation | 56 | 50
Focus of Effort 6.8 45
Ethical Behavior =~ | 100 75
Response Time 6.9 8.1
Continuous Improvement 75 38
PastPerformance | 63 | 63 | 6
IT infrastructure 6.3 8.8
IT Influence 6.0 S0
[TRelationship | 33 | 33
‘Total 6.1




Figure 4-4 tabulates the CI process strengths and weaknesses relative to the sample average, sample
Best-In-Class (BIC)%, and a perfect score of 10 (i.e. the Deviation Score as explained in Section 3.2).
Displayed graphically in the CI Process Rating Evaluation (Figure 4-2), one can see immediately that
Case A rates above average in all cases with the exception of the Utilization step of the CI process. In
fact, of the six CI process evaluation areas, Case A is equivalent to the Best-In-Class (BIC) on three
(Collection, Analysis, and Security). Relative to the sample average, the single CI process area in need
of attention is the Utilization. Relative to the sample BIC, Planning, Dissemination, and Utilization are
highlighted. Relative to a perfect score all stages are less than ideal and the weakest areas are the
Security, Utilization, and Planning steps. Because Case A is a global leader and currently enjoys the
BIC on three of six CI processes, in order to maintain and further enhance their CI effectiveness relative
to the industry, they should be deriving the areas in need of improvement from the perfect score. It is
thus recommended Case A focus particularly on improving their Security, Utilization, and Planning.

Figure 4-4 also tabulates the CIF strengths and weaknesses relative to the sample average, sample
BIC, and a perfect score (i.e. the Deviation Score), which is also displayed graphically in Figure 4-2.
Referencing the perfect score column and ranking in according to impact, the following CIF’s have

been identified as important in addressing the CI process weaknesses:

IT Relationship
Continuous Improvement
Focus

DM Influence
Creativity/Innovation
DM Relationship

SO S ol

2 sample Average and Sample BIC are calculated from the four firms analyzed in this paper.
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Figure 4-4: CI Process/CIF Analysis (Case A)

ClI Process/Cl Factar Analysis - Case A

Cl Pracess/Cl Factor Average BIC Perfect Recc
Planning 0.16 483 4.19 X
Collection .15 | 000 -4.07
Analysis | 180 | o000 198
Dissemination

Utilization

ecurit

Corpion Support

DM Relationship 0.10 A.77 4.79 X
DM Influence 0.52 2.64 514 X
Experience  _ 0.94 .08 | -458 o
Creativity/Innovation 4.31 -1.67 4.79 X
Focus of Effort 0.18 -0.50 4.75 X
Ethical Behavior 5.00 0.00 -0.83

Response Time 0.94 000 | 228
Continuous [mprovement 1.61 0.00 542 X
Past Performance 0.26 -1.04 -3.54

IT Infrastructure 1.75 0.00 -2.50

IT Influence 2.31 0.00 -267

IT Relationship 1.62 0.00 £.11 X

4.4 Recommendations

Referring to Figure 4-6 (CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table for Case A), one can identify
which surveyed areas led to a low CIF rating. Each CIF highlighted above will be discussed in turn,

with some recommended actions presented.

IT Relationship

As shown in Figure 4-6, Case A scored particularly low on the impromptu presence of CI

practitioners at IT meetings (0.8 vs. 0.4 sample average and 0.8 sample BIC), the impromptu presence

of IT representatives at CI meetings (0.0 vs. 0.0 sample average and 0.0 sample BIC), as well as the
frequency of scheduled meetings between the CI and IT group (2.5 vs. 1.1 sample average and 2. 5

sample BIC). It is therefore recommended that frequency of scheduled meetings is increased from

quarterly to monthly, and the frequency of impromptu attendance to each other’s meetings is increased

from virtually never to quarterly.
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Continuous Improvement

As shown in Figure 4-6, there is room for improvement on all the variables used to measure the
presence of a continuous improvement atmosphere. Presence of metrics gauging the value delivered to
the firm by the CI team scored 2.5 vs. the sample average of 2.1 and sample BIC of 3.3. Emphasis on
proactive vs. reactive behavior scored 4.2 vs. the sample average of 4.7 and sample BIC of 5.0.
Presence of metrics gauging the successful internal operations of the CI team scored 5.0 vs. the sample
average of 3.6 and sample BIC of 5.0. Though Case A clearly has a number initiatives in place to
facilitate continuous improvement such as ESAT, CSAT, ‘Post Mortems’ etc... it is recommended that
they install (across all the CI teams in the firm) some regular tracking of the following metrics:
External — Project Solicitation Growth and Utilization of Intelligence by DM’s

Internal — Average Response Time and Accuracy Rate

Focus

The primary issue with respect to focus of CI effort is the scope of intelligence activity (i.e.
competitor, industry, economy, politics, internal operations, social/demographics etc...). Against this
variable Case A scored 3.3 vs. the sample average of 4.1 and sample BIC of 5.0. Case A tends to
restrict their focus primarily to the industry and competitors, with a slight interest in internal operations,
and as explained in Sections 2.1 and 2.3 the strong interaction of the elements in the Competitive
System require intelligence on every element. It is therefore recommended that Case A invest some
resources in acquiring information and processing intelligence in these areas, with particular attention

on internal operations, economic, and political events.

DM Influence
As shown in Figure 4-6 DM Influence has been measured by the ‘perceived influence’, *percent of

time intelligence provided by the CI team is used by the DM’s’, and ‘percent of the time specific CI
recommendations have been followed’ variables. The score for each is 5.0 (vs. 5.0 sample average and
5.0 sample BIC), 5.0 (vs. 7.1 sample average and 10 sample BIC), and 5.0 (vs. 6.0 sample average and
7.5 sample BIC) respectively. It is recommended that Case A invest a significant amount of time in
attempting to understand what exactly the DM’s are looking for in terms of intelligence, and for what
reasons they may not be using the intelligence provided. The CI team may wish to re-focus the
intelligence delivered base on the feedback. (It should be noted, that Case A results were not
homogeneous i.e. some CI teams scored low on DM Influence while some CI teams were well within
industry standard. This should be leveraged and the CI team with low DM Influence should consider

consulting other CI teams on the subject.)
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Creativity/Innovation

As shown in Figure 4-6, Case A relies too heavily on secondary sources vs. primary sources, with
only 25%-50% primary source usage against the recommended split of 80% primary and 20%
secondary (reference Section 2-4). As such, a score on the primary vs. secondary split variable scores a
0.8 vs. the sample average of 1.9 and sample BIC of 5.0.

In terms of the scope of primary and secondary sources utilized, Case A scored a 5.0 (vs. sample
average of 5.9 and BIC of 7.5) and a 5.9 (vs. the sample average of 7.2 and sample BIC of 10)
respectively. Though Case A covers the majority of primary information sources, it does not appear to
exploit the wealth of information available from the Government. As discussed previously a great deal
of competitor activity must be formally registered with the local Government, most of which is publicly
available. Case A may need to modify the Collection process and the IT infrastructure to support a
greater emphasis on (and scope of) primary sources.

Once again, the responses from Case A were non-homogeneous and while some CI teams scored
very well on the scope of primary and secondary sources, some others scored poorly and dragged the

average down.

DM Relationship

As shown in Figure 4-6, Case A rated particularly low on the ‘spontaneous presence at each others
meetings’ metric. For impromptu CI practitioner attendance at DM meetings a score of 0.8 was
achieved vs. the sample average of 1.9 and sample BIC of 3.3. For impromptu DM attendance at CI
meetings a score of 2.5 was achieved vs. the sample average of 2.1 and sample BIC of 2.5.

Case A CI representatives should make more of an effort to sit in on DM meetings, and similarly
invite DM’s to sit in on CI meetings. This will improve understanding of the other’s operation and
promote ideas for improvements while strengthening the overall relationship. Case A should also
consider scheduling more frequent meetings between CI and DM representatives; perhaps increase the

frequency from quarterly/monthly to monthly/biweekly.

Summary
Case A - Assassment Summa
Strengths Weaknesses Recommended Focus
Collection Security Security
Analysis Utilization Utilization
Dissamination Planning Planning
.Ethical Behavior {T Relationship [T Relationship

Reé'poné'é Time

Continuous Improvement

Continugus Improvement

IT Infrastructure

Focus of Eﬂ'on%

T Influence

_|DM Influence

"'|DM Infiuence

Fopus of Effort

Corporate Support

_|Creativity/lnnovation
DM Relationship

Creat_jv_ity/lnnoyation_

oM™ Rélaiionship
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Figure 4-5: CI Process & CIF Rating (Case A)

Cl Process Rating Evaluation - Case A

Average Rating = 5.9

Planning Collection Analysis Dissemination Utilization Security Perceived
Effectiveness

Cl Factor Rating Evaluation - Case A

Corporation Support
DM Relationship
DM Influence
Experlence
Creativity/Innovation
Focus of Effort
Ethical Behavior
Response Time
Continuous
Improvement

Past Performance

IT Infrastructure

IT Influence

IT Relationship
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Figure 4-6: CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table (Case A)

Cl ProcessiC! FactorfVariable Conversion Table

Area Key Success Factor Level 1 Variables Level 2 Variables #
‘Local [Corporation Suppod__ __1Org Structure il
Environment - o 12|
. . . |Position on higrarchy ~ _ _ 43l
L ) o ___ICentralization 14
fOgCuture _|Shanng arientation 5
Financial Budget (% Revi &
‘Identifying _{Rapport with DM's _ |Hierarchicat level of DM's semced | 7 |
‘Intelligence T R o . _|Percead d Rapport with DMs 18
Neads CommunicationwithOM's ~ |Frequencyofmeetings |8
o L B Presence of Cl at DM meetings |10
{Presence of DM at C! meetings 111
Translsting  |Expenance of CI Stafi___|Formal training B |2
Intelligencs into | o e Momber of Socmty (SCIP) _ B 13]
Information Prior Expenance o R O .1
| ______|Avg Years Expanence_ S _ 15
Focus % of effort allocated to F’Ianmng 31
Gatharing IT Infrastructure Astomation _ } . |6
Centrafization =~ R R . e 17
U N _|Accessibility _ _ _. .8
_|Scatability ) B I
. —L : o o . E24
e __ |Source Medium (vaice, intemet,, face to face) |20
I S Primary vs. Secondary Sources 2
—— Sources ofinformation . __ . __ 2
3
— o Focus ) Scape of CI targets (cumpemors mdustry L N 2.
N % of effort allocated toward Collectlon . 13
T Ethical behavior __|code of Conduct R I -]
- Relatnoqig[p with [T group Rappou with [T gruup o - |
i Communication with [T ] Frequency ofn meetlngs o 1z
o o Presence of Cl at [T meetings p.:}
— S S i _|Presence of IT at Cl mestings 2
Response time Timely Information Acquisition 0
‘Analyzing Expenence of Cl Staff B I o
Information [Focus e % of effort allocated toward Analys:s . |31} 00 88 | 100
IT Infrastructure __ _|Use  of f professional or customized software _ B . 32 5
Response time TmerAnaIysus 33} 9.2 78 92
Disseminating |Response time Timely dissemination ~ _ . |341_83 | 81 100
intelligence Refationship vath DM's  |Rapport with DM's _ 1 : . e
__|Communication wath OM's _|Asmray of prasentation techniques 35| 58 63 | 75
I Z»lpfraslmclure | Degree of Accessibitity B
T Influence 1o ] . . -
Focus % of time aliocated toward Dissemination 31 9.2 9.4 10.0
Using Relationship wthOMs __ } 1l . .
Intelligence Influence on OM's _|Perceived influence . 3| 50 50 | _50
Provided _ |% intefligence utilization 38| 50 71 | 10 30
% recommendations followed 3] 50 6.0 75
Intelligence Relationship with IT o B o o B . I
Security Focus _|% of effort allocated toward Security . o o 31| 33 1.3 33
1T Influence
Ci Team Continuaus Impravement |Proactve Behavior _.jao) 42 | 47 | 50
Dynamics o __|Metric tracking system - internal f41] 50 | 38 | 50
__|Metnic tracking system - extemal - 42| 25 | 21 | 33
o ___ . __ __[Continugus Improvement Inhiatives o _ - |43} 100 | 54 | 100
Performance Record  _|InfluenceonOMs . _ i S _
o _|% Utilization of Ct putantlal L 1 o iiilea) 83 75 8.3
Percered RO! Cl brings 45) 10.0 8.0 10.0
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5.0 CASE B - CI ASSESSMENT
5.1 Corporation Background

Like Case A, Case B is a global firm though considerably smaller with between 1,000 - 10,000
employees located worldwide. Annual revenue lies between 1 and 10 Billion US$, and ranking #4 in
its telecommunications market space, it is experiencing 12% - 24% growth corporate growth in a

market segment growing only at 6% - 12%.

5.2 CIGroup

The structure of the CI group can be seen in Figure 5-1. Case A maintains a Business Unit level CI
team with no team dedicated to supporting the CI needs at a Line Of Business or Corporate Level.

A formal group has existed for more five years with between one and five CI practitioners, which
translates into roughly 0.1% of the employee population. CI representation exists only to the manager
level in the corporate hierarchy, servicing the needs of everyone up to and including the officer level
with whom they have a ‘Very Good’ rapport. The group receives an annual budget ranging from 1-3%
of annual revenues, and the degree of sharing in the corporate culture is considered to be “A Lot’.

75% - 100% of the CI practitioners have received formal CI training in the past, 50% - 75% are a
member of a professional society such as SCIP, and 25% - 50% have had CI experience prior to their
current position. The average year's experience of a CI practitioner is one to three years. The CI group
believe the Decision-Makers utilize the intelligence 75% - 100% of the time, and specific intelligence
recommendations are followed 50% - 75% of the time. They believe they have reached 50% - 75% of

their potential effectiveness, and bring to the firm a ROI ranging from 10% - 20%.

Figure 5-1: CI Structure (Case B)

Case B Cl STRUCTURE

CEQ
I

[ |

LOB CORP

BU

— BU Cli
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5.3 Assessment Tool Results

Figure 5-2 tabulates the overall assessment of the CI process. As shown, Case B receives an
average rating of 5.6 while its CI practitioner’s assessment lies at 7.5. Relative strengths (highlighted
green) are Analysis, Dissemination, and Utilization. Relative weaknesses (highlighted red) are
Security, Planning, and Collection. The difference between the perceived effectiveness vs. that
computed from this survey comes largely from weaknesses sighted above, and are addressed in greater

detail in the CIF analysis.

Figure 5-2: CI Process Assessment (Case B)

] Cl Process Assessement - Case B
Metric Survey 1 | Survey 2 | Survey 3 | Average

i

Planning 6.6 6.8 6.6
Collection 4.3 46 4.3
Analysis 7.2 7.2 7.2
Dissemination 7.7 7.8 7.7
Utilization 75 75 7.5
Security a.0o 0.3 0.0

iPerceived Effectiveness 75 75 7.5
i
iTotal

Figure 5-3 tabulates the CIF ratings. The top five strengths (highlighted green) are Past
Performance, Response Time, Ethical Behavior, DM Influence, and DM Relationship. The top five
weaknesses (highlighted red) are flagged as IT Relationship, IT Influence, Continuous Improvement,

Corporation Support, and IT Infrastructure.

Figure 5-3: CI Factor Assessment (Case B)

Cl Factor Assessment - Case B

Metric Survey 1 | Survey2 | Survey 3 | Average
Corporation Support 4.6 5.0 456
DMRelationship | 6.9 72} BS
DM Influence 75 75 75
Experience 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3
‘Creativity/Innovation | 56 75
Focus of Effort 5.8 58
Ethical Behavior 7.5 75
Response Tims 75 1. .15
Continuous Improvement | 31 | 50
Past Performance 75 7.5
T Infrastructure 5.5 55
[T Influence o 40 40
‘[T Relationship 0.0 1.3
‘Total 5.7
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Figure 5-4 tabulates the CI process strengths and weaknesses relative to the sample average, sample
Best-In-Class (BIC)Z, and a perfect score of 10 (i.e. the Deviation score as explained in Section 3.2).
Displayed graphically in the CI Process Rating Evaluation (Figure 5-2), one can see immediately that
Case B rates above average in every step of the CI process with the exception of Security. Of the six CI
process evaluation areas, Case B is equivalent to the Best-In-Class (BIC) on three (Planning,
Dissemination, and Utilization). Relative to the average, the CI process area in need of attention is
Security. Relative to the BIC, Analysis, Collection, and Security are highlighted. Relativeto a perfect
score all stages are less than ideal and the weakest areas are the Security, Collection, and Planning
steps. While ranked fourth in its market segment, Case B is clearly a leader in the CI community and
enjoys the BIC on three of six CI processes. In order to maintain and further enhance its CI
effectiveness relative to the industry, Case B should be deriving the areas in need of improvement from
the perfect score. It is thus recommended Case B focus particularly on improving the Planning,
Collection, and Security stages.

Figure 5-4 also tabulates the CIF strengths and weaknesses relative to the sample average, sample
BIC, and a perfect score (i.e. the Deviation Score), which is also displayed graphically in Figure 5-2.
Referencing the perfect score column and ranking in according to impact, the following CIF’s have

been identified as important in addressing the CI process weaknesses:

IT Relationship
IT Influence
Continuous Improvement

Corporation Support

A

IT Infrastructure

3 Sample Average and Sample BIC are calculated from the four firms analyzed in this paper.
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Figure 5-4: CI Process/CIF Analysis (Case B)

Cl Process/C1 Factor Analysis - Case B

Cl Pracess/Cl Factor Average BIC Perfect Recc
Planning 0.99 0.00 3.36 X
Collection go1 | A58 | 862 | X
Analysis ~} 0% | 083 | -28 1 )
Dissemination 685 | 000 227 )

Utilization o T 1.88 T 0.'00 - - - .2.50 S
it

‘Corparation Support D42 | 236 528

DM Relationship 1.67 0.00 -3.02

DM Influence 2.12 0.00 -2.50

Experience | 177 | o000 | 375 [
Creativity/Innovation 0.73 -0.63 -3.75

Focusof Eflot | 069 000 | 425

Ethical Behavior 3.33 -1.67 -2.50

Response Time 073 | ©O21 } 280 | .
Continuous Improvement 141 | 021 | 663 | X
Past Peformance | 1.30 .00 |} 250

[T Infrastructure 0.25 2.00 450 X
Mlinfluence | 102 0333 | s00 | X

[T Relationship -1.85 3.47 9.58 X

5.4 Recommendations

Referring to Figure 5-6 (CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table), one can see which areas in

particular led to a low CIF rating. Recommendations for each CIF highlighted above will be discussed

in turn.

IT Relationship
As shown in Figure 5-6, Case B scored 0 from a possible 10 on all aspects of IT Communication;

i.e. they have virtually no relationship whatsoever. This relative to the sample average of 1.1,04, and
0.0 and sample BIC of 2.5, 0.8, and 0.0 for the frequency of scheduled CU/IT meetings, impromptu CI
attendance at IT meetings, and impromptu IT attendance at CI meetings respectively. Itis highly
recommended that Case B begin to schedule regular meetings (weekly or biweekly) to discuss IT
strategy and implementation. It is also recommended that CI representatives attend IT meetings and CI
members encourage IT representatives to sit in on CI meetings in order that an appreciation of how they
can help one another begins to flourish.

Case B must also get involved very closely with the IT group in establishing the

information/intelligence security needs of the firm.
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IT Influence

As shown in Figure 5-6, Case B scored a 0.0 on IT Influence vs. the sample average of 2.9 and a
sample BIC of 6.7. This is not surprising given the relationship the CI team shares with the IT group.
It is recommended here that Case B work very hard (primarily via developing the IT Relationship) to
establish a positive relationship with the IT group and begin to leverage what they have to offer towards

improving the Collection phase of the CI process.

Continuous Improvement

As shown in Figure 5-6, Case B scores particularly low on the Continuous Improvement Initiatives
variable, pulling in a 4.2 vs. the sample average of 5.4 and a BIC of 10. With emphasis on ‘post
mortems” and benchmarking, Case B does not appear to make extensive use of customer satisfaction
surveys or employee satisfaction surveys. It is recommended both are issued and processed on a semi-
annual basis in order to solicit ideas for improvement. (Note, though there may be a corporate-wide
ESAT or CSAT, it is recommended here that the CI team utilize surveys customized specifically to the
DM’s and CI practitioners.)

Corporation Support

As shown in Figure 5-6, Case B rated particularly low in the ‘hierarchical level CI representation
exists’ section, collecting a rating of 0.0 vs. the sample average of 1.6 and sample BIC of 5.0. Case B
has CI representation only to a managerial level vs. an optimal target of officer level. Case B also
scored low in the Quantity of CI practitioners (1-5 vs. target of greater than 50 for that size of
corporation) as well as the budget allocated to the CI group (1-3% of annual Revenue). The scores
received for each were 2.5 (vs. 5.3 sample average and sample BIC of 10) and 2.5 (vs. 1.8 sample
average and 2.5 sample BIC) respectively.

It is recommended that the CI team aggressively promote the value they add to the business, and
attempt to secure a presence higher up the corporate ladder. Case B should aim to establish a corporate
group, preferably with a VP or presidential level in the hierarchy. Success in this will also increase the

probability of a larger budget and larger CI headcount.

IT Infrastructure
With respect to IT Infrastructure there are two primary areas of weakness. Firstly is the level of

autornation. As shown in Figure 5-6, Case B rates 2.5 vs. the sample average 5.0 and the sample BIC of
7.5. Second is the scalability on which Case B rates 2.5 vs. the sample average of 3.8 and the sample
BIC of 5.8.

It is recommended Case B works closely with their IT group towards implementing an infrastructure
which both would groups would agree maintains a great deal of scalability and automation vs. the

‘Little’ in existence today.
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Summary

Case B - Assessment Summary

Strengths Weaknesses Recommended Focus
Dissemination Security Security
Analysis Collection Callection
Utilization Planning Planning
Past Performance IT Relationship IT Relationship
Response Time IT Influence IT Influence

Ethical Behavior

Continuous Improvement

Continuous Improvement

DM Influence

Corporate Support

Corporate Support

iDM Relationship

IT Infrastructure

IT Infrastructure
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Figure 5-5: CI Process & CIF Ratings (Case B)

Cl Process Rating Evaluation - Case B

Average Rating=5.6 |

0 v Y v
Planning Collection Analysis Dissemination Utilization Security Perceived
Effectiveness

Cl Factor Rating Evaluation - Case B
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Figure 5-6: CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table (Case B)

" "ClProcessiCi FactorfVariable Conversion Table

Area Key Success Factor Level 1 Variables Level 2 Variables #
Local Corporation Support _ |Org Structure _ ~ _|Ageofgroup 1]
‘Environment . . B B aty €t Practitioners 2
e . lPosition on hierarchy |3
_ _ . _ - _|Centralization 14
e Org Culture o _ . §hamggnentahon 15
Financral Budget (% Rev} 6
Identifying s___|Rapport with DMs _ |Hierarchical level of DM's serviced | 7 |
‘Intelligence S o _Percelved RappotwithOMs | 8
Needs __|Communication with DM's _____|Frequency of i 9
I ~[Presence of Cl at DM meetings__[10
Prasence of DM at Cl meetings {11
Transiating Experience of Cl Staff _{Formal training o B 12
Intelligenceinte} IMember of Saciety scPy _ 13
Information Prior Expenance . I S 1.1
R . __|Avg Years Expenence B L _ _ R 1.1
Focus % of effort allocated te Planning 31
Gathering IT Infrastructure Automation I . L)
o _|Cemrabzation | ) I 14
_ e ~ __|Accessibility B _ 18|
SUSU E __|Scalability } 18
IT Influence 37
—___{Creativityinnovation ____|Saurce Medium (wice, intemet,. faceto face} | _ . 75 | 10
. _ _|Pramary vs. Secondary Sources I _o_f21p 25 § 1€ 50
— —.._._|Sources of nformation e . _ |PAmary |2} 8. E :
... |Secondary _ ..]8j w00} 72 | 00
Focus Scope of Cl targets (competitors, industry. ... 24] 50 4.1 50
I ]% of effort aliocated toward Collection B 31] 50 | 53 100
o Ethical behavior Code of Conduct } . _ ~_1258].75 5.3 9.2
—_|Retationship with T group [Rapport with IT group S |8l 25 ] 50 } 67
_ I N Cemmunication with T " [Frequency of maetings~ 27| 00 | 11 | 25
o o Presence of Clat Mmeetings |28 00 | 04 | 08
I N . _._ . _|presencecfmatCimeenngs _ {23] 00 | 00 | 00
Response time Timely Information Acquisition 3] 75 7.2 9.2
Analyzing | Experience of Cf Staff B I O e
Informati Focus e % of effort allocated toward Analysis _ 1 e 131 100 8.8 10.0
/T Infrastructure _|Usa of professional orcustomized software | ~ R} 75 75 | 00 _
Response time Timely Analysis 33] 75 78 9.2
Disseminating [Responsetime  |Timely dissemination = o |34} w00 8.1 100
Intelligence Relationship wRh { DM‘s Rapport with OM's B . i N
| Communication wih DM's _ |Aray of presentation techniques |35} 7.5 63 | 75
il Ii@smum B | Degree of Accessibilty B
IT Influence A . o B b .
Facus % of time aliocated toward Dissermination 31 100 9.4 10.0
Using |Relationship with OMs | . . . I
Intelligence influence on DM's Percerved Influence 13| 50 | 50 50
Provided _|% intelligance utdization 38} 100 71 | Q0
% recommendations follswed 3} 75 6.0 75
Intelligence Relationship with IT 1 .
Security Facus |% of effort allocated toward Secunty : 31] 00 | 13 | 33,
1T Inflvence
Cl Team Continuous Improvement |Proactive Behavior {40 50 | 47 | S0
Oynamics o ) Metric tracking system - internal _{41] 50 | 36 | 50 _
o __ |Metnc tracking system - external 142] 33 | 21 | 33
L _|Continuous improvemnent Initiatives 43| 4.2 54 10.0
Performance Record tnfluence on DM's _ 1. B
L 1% Uullzatmn qul potemlal ~ _J44) 75 75 | 83
45| 75 8.0 10.0

Perceived ROI CI brings
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6.0 CASE C - CI ASSESSMENT

6.1 Corporation Background

Very similar to Case B, Case C is a global firm with between 1,000 - 10,000 employees. Annual
revenue lies between | and 10 Billion US$, and ranking #4 in their telecommunications market space,
they are experiencing 12% - 24% growth corporate growth in an industry segment growing at a
phenomenal 24% - 48%.

6.2 CIGroup

The structure of the CI group can be seen in Figure 6-1. Case C maintains a corporate level CI team
with no team dedicated to supporting the CI needs at a Line Of Business or Business Unit level.

A formal group has existed for one to three years with between one and five CI practitioners, which
translate into roughly 0.1% of the employee population. CI representation exists only to the manager
level in the corporate hierarchy, servicing the needs of everyone up to and including the manager level
with whom they have a ‘Reasonable’ rapport. The group receives an annual budget less than 1% of
annual revenues, and the degree of sharing in the corporate culture is considered to be ‘Little’.

None of the CI practitioners have received formal CI training in the past, 1% - 25% are a member of
a professional society such as SCIP, and 1% - 25% have had CI experience prior to their current
position. The average year’s experience of a CI practitioner is one to three years. The CI group believe
the Decision-Makers utilize the intelligence 25% - 50% of the time, and specific intelligence
recommendations are followed 10% - 25% of the time. They believe they have reached 25% - 50% of

their potential effectiveness, and bring to the firm a ROI ranging from 10% - 20%.
Figure 6-1: CI Structure (Case C)

Case C CI STRUCTURE

CEO

LOB CORP

BU I— Cl Team

59



6.3 Assessment Tool Results

Figure 6-2 tabulates the overall assessment of the CI process. As shown, Case C receives an
average rating of 3.4 while their assessment of their own effectiveness lies at 5.0. Relative strengths
(highlighted green) are Dissemination, Utilization, and Planning. Relative weaknesses (highlighted red)
are Security, Collection, and Analysis. The difference between the perceived effectiveness vs. that
computed from this survey comes largely from weaknesses sighted above, and are addressed in greater

detail in the CIF analysis.

Figure 6-2: CI Process Assessment (Case C)

Cl Process Assessement - Case C I
Metric Survey 1 | Survey2 | Survey3 | Average

Planning 37
Caliection 23
Analysis & 27 |
Dissemination 5.6
Utilization 50
Security 1.3
{Perceived Effectiveness 50 5.0
iTotal IR

Figure 6-3 tabulates the CIF ratings. The top four strengths (highlighted green) are Past
Performance, Response Time, Focus, and DM Influence. The top four weaknesses (highlighted red) are

flagged as Ethical Behavior, Continuous Improvement, Experience, and DM Relationship.

Figure 6-3: CI Factor Assessment (Case C)

Cl Factor Assessment - Case C

: Metric Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 3 | Average
Corporation Support 3.8 3.8
DM Relationship 3.1 .

DM Influence 4.2

Experience 19

Creativity/Innovation 3.8 38
Faocus of Effort 4.0

Ethical Behavior 0.0

Response Time 4.4

Cantinuous Improvement 1.7

Past Performance 5.0

[T Infrastructure 3.8 3.8
IT Influence 3.8 38
[T Relationship - -
Total 3.3
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Figure 6-4 tabulates the CI process strengths and weaknesses relative to the sample average, sample
Best-In-Class (BIC)Z“. and a perfect score of 10 (i.e. the Deviation Score as explained in Section 3.2).
Displayed graphically in the CI Process Rating Evaluation (Figure 6-2), one can see immediately that
Case C rates above average in none of the CI process. Neither is Case C considered equivalent to the
Best-In-Class (BIC) in any of the CI process areas. Relative to the sample average, the CI process areas
in need of attention are Analysis, Collection, and Planning. Relative to the BIC, Analysis, Collection,
and Planning are also highlighted. Relative to a perfect score all stages are less than ideal and the
weakest areas are the Security, Collection, and Analysis steps. While ranked fourth in their market
segment, Case C is clearly a follower in the CI community. It is thus recommended Case C focus
particularly on improving the core process steps of Analysis, Collection, and Planning stages, though
recognizing significant improvement is required everywhere.

Figure 6-4 also tabulates the CIF strengths and weaknesses relative to the sample average, sample
BIC, and a perfect score (i.e. the Deviation Score), and is also displayed graphically in Figure 6-2.
Recognizing the fact resources may not exist to address all the CIF’s in need of attention, it is

recommended that the following be addressed as a starting point:

IT Infrastructure

1. Ethical Behavior

2. Continuous Improvement
3. Experience

4. DM Relationship

S. Corporation Support

6.

7.

Creativity/Innovation

24 Sample Average and Sample BIC are calculated from the four firms analyzed in this paper.
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Figure 6-4: CI Process/CIF Analysis (Case C)

Cl Process/Cl Factor Analysis - Case C

C1 Procass/Cl Facter Average BIC Perfect Recc
Planning 1.97 2.96 -6.32 X
Collection ~ X
Analysis '
Dissemination

Utilization

Secu

il o

Corporation Support R X
DM Relationship 2.19 3.85 5.88 X
DM Influence -1.22 -3.33 -5.83

Experience 2.60 4.38 8.13 X
Creativity/Innovation -1.77 -3.13 £.25 X
Focus of Effort -1.06 -1.75 -6.00

Ethical Behavior 4.17 9.17 -10.00 X
Response Time 2.40 -3.33 -5.63

Continuous Improvement -1.30 -2.92 $.33 X
Past Performance -1.20 -2.50 -5.00

IT Infrastructure 2.00 3.75 6£.25 X
{IT Influence - - -

{IT Relationship - - -

6.4 Recommendations

Referring to Figure 6-6 (Conversion Table Summary of Results), onse can see which areas in
particular led to a low CIF rating. Recommendations for each CIF highilighted above will be discussed

in turn.

Ethical Behavior

As shown in Figure 6-6, Case C does not have any guidelines regardding appropriate behavior of the
CI practitioners scoring a 0.0 vs. the sample average of 6.3 and sample IBIC of 9.2. Given the often-
murky legalities of CI and the potential damage of a lawsuit, it is recomsmended here that Case C

develop a code of ethics specifically addressing CI and subsequently traain the CI staff on this subject.

Continuous Improvement

As shown in Figure 6-6, Case C scored a zero against the presence ©f a system tracking metrics
intended to monitor the internal CI process as well as the value delivere=d to the customer (the Decision-
Makers). The sample average for these two variables was 3.6 and 2.1 reespectively, while the sample
BIC was 5.0 and 3.3 respectively. It is recommended that Case C set upp a system that tracks the
following:
Internal CI process Metrics: Accuracy Rate and Response Cycle Time

External CI process Metrics: Utilization of Intelligence and Repeat Bus:iness
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Experience

Case C scored very low on all aspects of CI experience (See Figure 6-6). With no members with
formal CI training, 1-25% of the members with previous CI experience, and an average of only 1-3
years experience per CI practitioner, Case C desperately needs to recruit in some experience. Itis
recommended that Case C pull in some experienced CI professionals such that the 50% - 75% of the
team have had previous CI Experience, and the average years experience increase to 5 — 10 years. Itis
also recommended that the existing CI practitioners engage in an aggressive training and CI conference

attendance (e.g. SCIP...).

DM Relationship
As shown in Figure 6-6, Case C scored very low on the variables used to gauge the relationship
shared with the Decision-Makers. With a score of 0.0 on the ‘hierarchical level of DM’s serviced’ (vs.
the 7.8 sample average and sample BIC of 10) Case C clearly has not established much of a presence in
the corporation. (A score of zero implies the CI activity addressees the needs of lower management but
no one further up the corporate ladder. This is particularly unusual given that the CI group exists
exclusively as a corporate group without LOB/BU units.) In addition to this, there is a very low
perceived rapport with the DM’s (score of 2.5 vs. 6.6 sample average and 10 sample BIC), and very
little in the way of regular communication with the DM’s.
At the very least, Case C should consider the following:
e  Sitin on monthly high-level DM meetings and acquire and understanding of their intelligence
needs.
e Set-up monthly meetings with high-level DM’s in the firm to discuss what the CI team can do to
address the DM intelligence needs.
e Invite the DM’s to sit in on monthly CI meetings.
A great deal of effort and time needs to be invested in earning a place at the DM’s side as a respected

advisor.

Corporation Support

Case C rated 2.5, 0, 2.5, and O on Quantity of CI practitioners, CI Representation in Hierarchy,
Sharing Orientation, and CI Budget respectively. The sample average lies at 5.3, 1.6, 6.9 and 1.8
respectively, while the sample BIC lies at 10, 5.0, 7.5, and 2.5. With only 0.01 to 0.1% of the
workforce practicing CI, it is recommended Case C increases their CI headcount by a factor of 2 at the
very least (for reference, the CI practitioner ratio for the BIC is approximately 0.5% of the workforce).
The CI team should strive to have representation extending far above the management level and extend
into the director or VP regime. With this in place, the CI team might be more successful in acquiring a
larger budget that is currently lying at less than 1% of annual revenues. The CI team should be actively

lobbying for executive support and promoting the potential value CI brings to the firm.
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IT Infrastructure

As shown in Figure 6-6, Case C has a weak IT infrastructure. Scoring lower than the sample
average (and by necessity lower than the BIC) on all variables, it is clear investment into this area is
required. With ‘some’ automation, ‘some’ centralization, ‘little’ accessibility, and ‘little’ scalability,
Case C needs to draw the IT group into the problem and brainstorm some solutions. One option may be
to consider outsourcing the infrastructure to an external firm specializing in the IT tools required for

effective CI.

Creativity/Innovation

Referring to Figure 6-6, the variable with the most significant effect on the rating for Creativity and
Innovation is the split between primary and secondary sources. Case C relies far too heavily on
secondary sources vs. primary sources scoring a 0.0 on this variable vs. the sample average of 1.9 and
sample BIC of 5.0. With only 20% primary source usage against the recommended split of 80%
primary and 20% secondary (reference Section 2-4), it is recommended that Case C rely more heavily
on Government Documents, SEC Filings. Conferences, Employees, Suppliers, Customers etc. rather
than Newspapers, Magazines, Television, and Analyst Reports. This change in focus will require

significant modifications to the Collection methodology, and quite possibly the supporting IT

Infrastructure.
Summary
Case C - Assessment Summary

Strengths Weaknesses Recommended Focus
Dissemination Security Collection
Utilization Collection Analysis
Planning Analysis Planning
Past Performance Ethical Behavior Ethical Behavior
Response Time Continuous Improvement {Continuous Improvement
g?’ocus of Effort Experience Experience
DM Influence DM Relationship DM Relationship

Corporate Support

IT Infrastructure
Creativity/Innovation




Figure 6-5: CI Process & CIF Ratings (Case C)

Cl Process Rating Evaluation - Case C

Average Rating = 3.4

«—BICRating /

7 4
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Planning Collection Analysis Dissemination Utitization Security

Perceived
Effectiveness

Cl Factor Rating Evaluation - Case C

Corporation Support
DM Relationship
DM influence
Creativity/innovation
Focus of Effort
Ethical Behavlor
Response Time
Continuous
Improvement
Past Performance
IT Infrastructure
IT Influence
IT Relationship
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Figure 6-6: CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table (Case C)

Cl ProcessiCl FactorfVariable Conversion Table

Area Kay Success Factor Leval 1 Variables Level 2 Variables #
‘Lacal Corporation Support __ |Org Structure _. [|Aeeofgroup 4L
Environment i = 12
3
B 1 ) Centrahzatlon . _ ;477
R __{Org Culture ... _|Sharing orientation _ _ 5
Financial Burget (% Rev) 6
Identifying Relationship with DM's _|Rapport with DM's Hierarchical level of DM's serviced | 7
Intelligence o o Percerved Rapport with DMs 8
Needs e Communication with DM's - Frequency of meatings 9
L - [Presence of Cl at DM meetings
Presonce of BM at Cl meetings
Translating Experience of Cl Staff __ [Formal training - .
Intalligence inta i _|Member of Society sePy . B B
Information e Prier Expenence
e |Avg Years Experience i - L
Focus % of effort allocated to Planning
Gathering ____{IT Infrastructure Automation
e o _|Centraiization - -
SR |Accessibility
) . |Scalability
e B T influence . _ -
o CreatityAinnovation | Seurce Medium (wice, intemet,, facetoface) [ T
_ R  |Primary vs. Secondary Sources 7 211
e B |Sources of mformation |Prmary ]z
B 1 |Secondary 13
. _ |Focus Scope of ci largels (competitors, mdustry ~ |24
_ N % of effort allocated toward Collection | o 31
" |Ethical behavior Code of Conduct - B 25
_ B Relauonshm with [T group Rapport with IT group 126
e _|Communication with IT Frequency of  meetings 7}
I Presence of Cl at [T meatings |28
S N . __ [Presence of IT at Cl meetings 129
Responseﬁtime Timely Information Acguigition 30
Analyzing |Expenence of CI Staff ) : b ! .
Information Focus | % of effort allocated taward Analysis 31} 0o | 88 | 100
[T Infrastructure |Use of professional or customized software | B _ 2 75 0.0
[Respanse time [Timely Analysis 33| 50 78 g2
Disseminating |Response time Timely dissemination 341 75 9.1 100
Intelligence Relationship with OM's ___ | Rappont with DM's. I R DU SRR o .
__|Communication wth o8F's _.__.. |Anay of presentation techniques 351 75 } 6.3 75 .
" | Degree of Accessibility. .
% of time allocated toward Dissemination 31} 75 9.4 10.0
Using Relatonship with OMs 4ot o
Intelligence Influence on DM's _|Percewed Influence |36 50 1 58 50
Provided T % intelligence utilization 18] 50 | 71 10.0
% recommendations followed 3| 25 6.0 75
intelligence Relationship wath (T .. N D
Security Focus 1% of effont allocated toward Secunty . i3l oo | 13 | 33
T Influence
Cl Team Continuous Improvement |Proactive Behavier 40| 50 47 | 50
Dynamics Metric tracking system - intemal 411 00 | 36 | 50 _
. o Metric tracking system - extarnal 142] 00 | 21 33
o ) {Continuous Improvement Inttiatves 3| 54 | 100
Performance Record Influence on OMs - b
B % Utilization of C! potential j44| 50 | 75 | 83 _
Perceived ROI Cl brings 45| 75 8.0 10.0
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7.0 CASE D - CI ASSESSEMENT
7.1 Corporation Background

Case D was chosen as a reference point within the high-tech industry but outside the telecom
industry. Case D is a software firm similar in size to Cases B and C (1,000 — 10,000 employees) though
with less annual revenue (100 — 5S00M). It occupies a market space that is growing between 24% and
48% annually, and the firm’s revenue is keeping pace. Case D is ranked number one in its market

space.

7.2 CI Group

The structure of the CI group can be seen in Figure 7-1. Case D maintains a corporate level CI team
with no team dedicated to supporting the CI needs at a Line of Business or Business Unit level.

A formal group has existed for more three to five years with between one and five CI practitioners,
which translate into roughly 0.1% of the employee population. CI representation exists to the Vice
President level in the corporate hierarchy, servicing the needs of everyone up to and including the
Officer level with whom they have an ‘Excellent’ rapport. The group receives an annual budget less
than 1% of annual revenues, and the degree of sharing in the corporate culture is considered to be ‘A
Lot’.

1% - 25% of the CI practitioners have received formal CI training in the past, 25% - 50% are a
member of a professional society such as SCIP, and 1% - 25% have had CI experience prior to their
current position. The average year’s experience of a CI practitioner is five to ten years. The CI group
believe the Decision-Makers utilize the intelligence provided 25% - 50% of the time, and are unaware
of how frequently specific intelligence recommendations are followed 50% - 75%. They believe they

have reached 50% - 75% of their potential effectiveness.

Figure 7-1: CI Structure (Case D)

Case D CI STRUCTURE

CEO

LOB CORP

BU l— Cl Team
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7.3 Assessment Tool Results

Figure 7-2 tabulates the overall assessment of the CI process. As shown, Case D receives an

average rating of 5.1 while their CI practitioner assessment lies at 7.5. Relative strengths (highlighted

green) are Dissemination, Planning, and Analysis. Relative weaknesses (highlighted red) are Security,

Collection, and Utilization. The difference between the perceived effectiveness vs. that computed from

this survey comes largely from weaknesses sighted above, and are addressed in greater detail in the CIF

analysis.

Figure 7-2: CI Process Assessment (Case D)

'
I

Cl Process Assessement - Case D

; Metric Survey 1 Survey 2 | Survey 3 | Average
‘Planning 6.5

iCollection 49

Analysis 7.0

Dissemination 6.8

Utilization 5.0

{Security 0.5

iPerceived Effectiveness 75 75
'Total 5.1

Figure 7-3 tabulates the CIF ratings. The top four strengths (highlighted green) are Response Time,

Creativity/Innovation, IT Infrastructure, DM Relationship, and Past Performance. The top five
weaknesses (highlighted red) are flagged as Ethical Behavior, Continuous Improvement, IT

Relationship, Focus, and Experience.

Figure 7-3: CIF Assessment (Case D)

Cl Factor Assessment - Case D

Metric Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 3 | Average
Corporation Support 50
DM Relationship 59 )
DM Influence 50
Expsrience 4.4
Creativity/Innovation 6.9
Focus of Effort 53
-Ethical Behavior 0.0
ResponseTime | 75
Continuous Improvement | 1.3 | -
Past Performance 5.8
IT Infrastructure 6.3
Minfluence 50 | .
MRelationship 25 } |
Total 4.7
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Figure 7-4 tabulates the CI process strengths and weaknesses relative to the sample average, sample
Best-In-Class (BIC)”, and a perfect score of 10 (i.e. the Deviation Score as explained in Section 3.2).
Displayed graphically in the CI Process Rating Evaluation (Figure 7-2), one can see immediately that
Case D rates equal to or above the sample average in four of six CI process steps (Planning, Collection,
Analysis, and Dissemination), and rates equivalent to the sample BIC for none of the steps. Relative to
the sample average, the CI process areas in need of attention are Dissemination, Utilization, and
Security. Relative to the sample BIC, Collection, Utilization, and Security are also highlighted.
Relative to a perfect score all stages are less than ideal and the weakest areas are the Security,
Utilization, and Collection steps. Case D is a global leader in their field, and have a ‘middie of the
road’ CI group. In order to maintain and further enhance their CI effectiveness relative to their peers in
the high-tech industry, Case D should be deriving the areas in need of improvement from the perfect
score. It is thus recommended Case D focus particularly on improving the Security, Collection, and
Utilization stages.

Figure 7-4 also tabulates the CIF strengths and weaknesses relative to the sample average, sample
BIC, and a perfect score (i.e. the Deviation Score), and is also displayed graphically in Figure 7-2.
Referencing the perfect score column and ranking in according to impact, the following CIF’s have

been identified as important in addressing the CI process weaknesses:

1. Ethical Behavior

2. Continuous Improvement
3. IT Relationship

4. Focus

5. Experience

% Sample Average and Sample BIC are calculated from the four firms analyzed in this paper.
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Figure 7-4: CI Process/CIF Analysis (Case D)

Cl Process/Cl Factor Analysis - Case D

Cl Process/Cl Factor Average BIC Perfect Recc
Planning 0.81 -0.18 -3.54

Collection 0.50 -1.06 5.13 X
Analysis 0.81 -0.99 -2.97
Dissemination .03 -0.98 -3.25

Utilization 4.63 2.50 5.00

Securit

orporatlon upp

DM Relationship

DM Influence 2.50 -5.00
Experience -1.88 5.63 X
Creativity/Innovation 0.00 -3.13
Focus of Effort -0.50 4.75 X
Ethical Behavior 9.17 -10.00 X
Response Time -0.21 -2.50
Continucus Improvement 3.33 8.75 X
Past Performance -1.67 -4.17
IT infrastructure -1.25 -3.75
[T Influence 2.33 -5.00
IT Relationship -1.39 .50 X

7.4 Recommendations

Referring to Figure 7-6 (CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table), one can see which areas in

particular led to a low CIF rating. Recommendations for each CIF highlighted above will be discussed

in turn.

Ethical Behavior

As shown in Figure 7-6, Case D does not have any guidelines regarding appropriate behavior of the

CI practitioners scoring a 0.0 vs. the sample average of 6.3 and sample BIC of 9.2. Given the often-
murky legalities of CI and the potential damage of a lawsuit, it is recommended here that Case D

develop a code of ethics specifically addressing CI and subsequently train the CI staff on this subject.

Continuous Improvement

As shown in Figure 7-6, Case D scored a zero against the presence of a system tracking metrics
intended to monitor the internal CI process and the value delivered to the customer (the Decision-
Makers), as well as the presence of any continuous improvement initiatives. The sample average for

these three variables was 3.6, 2.1, and 5.4 respectively, while the sample BIC was 5.0, 3.3, and 10

respectively.
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It is recommended that Case C set up a system that tracks the following:
Internal CI process Metrics: Accuracy Rate and Response Cycle Time
External CI process Metrics: Utilization of Intelligence and Repeat Business

It is recommended both Employee Satisfaction surveys and Customer Satisfaction Surveys are
issued and processed on a semi-annual basis in order to solicit ideas for improvement. (Note, though
there may be a corporate-wide ESAT or CSAT, it is recommended here that the CI team utilize surveys
customized specifically to the customers and CI practitioners.)

Finally, it is recommended that time be taken for such activities as benchmarking and post-mortems.

IT Relationship

As shown in Figure 7-6, Case D scored O from a possible 10 on all aspects of IT Communication;
i.e. they have virtually no relationship whatsoever. This relative to the sample average of 1.1, 0.4, and
0.0 and sample BIC of 2.5, 0.8, and 0.0 for the frequency of scheduled CI/IT meetings, impromptu CI
attendance at IT meetings, and impromptu IT attendance at CI meetings respectively. It is highly
recommended that Case D begin to schedule regular meetings (weekly or biweekly) to discuss [T
strategy and implementation. It is also recommended that CI representatives attend IT meetings and Cl
members encourage IT representatives to sit in on CI meetings in order that an appreciation of how they
can help one another begins to flourish.

Case D must also get involved very closely with the IT group in establishing the
information/intelligence security needs of the firm. (Case D invests no effort into addressing the
Security or Counter Intelligence needs of the firm as indicated by the score of 0.0 vs. the sample

average of 1.3 and sample BIC of 3.3.)

Focus

The primary issue with respect to focus of CI effort is the scope of intelligence activity (i.e.
competitor, industry, economy, politics, internal operations, social/demographics etc...). Case D
restricts its focus primarily to the industry and competitors, ignoring the potential impact of the
political, economical, social, and demographic events as well as those occurring in the firms own
internal operations. It is reccommended that Case D direct some activity towards acquiring information
and producing intelligence stimulated in particular by event occurring in the political, economical, and

internal operations sectors.
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Experience .
As shown in Figure 7-6, Case D rated low on the Formal Training, Member of a Society, and the

Previous Years Experience metric. (Scores were 2.5, 5.0, and 2.5 respectively, vs. sample averages of
6.6, 5.9, and 4.1 respectively, and sample BIC of 10, 7.5, and 5.0 respectively.) With only up to 25% of
the CI practitioners leveraging previous CI experience, and only up to 25% with any formal CI training,
Case D should enhance their CI capabilities through recruiting more experienced professionals from the
field. Case D should strive for > 75% of the team having had previous CI experience, and virtually
100% of the team with some form of formal training. Both existing and new CI practitioners should

make a point of attending CI conferences and training with short courses etc. (e.g. SCIP...).

Summary

; Case D - Assessment Summary

? Strengths Weaknesses Recommended Focus
‘Dissemination Security Security

{Planning Collection Utilization

{Analysis Utilization Caliection

'Response Time Ethical Behavior Ethical Behavior

. Creativity/Innovation Continuous Improvement  |Continugus Improvement
T Infrastructure IT Relationship IT Relationship

‘DM Relationship Experience Experience

'Past Performance
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Figure 7-5: CI Process & CIF Ratings (Case D)

Cl Process Rating Evaluation - Case D
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Figure 7-6: CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table (Case D)

Cl Process/C| FactorfVariable Conversion Table

Area Key Success Factor Level 1 Variables Level 2 Variabl #
Local Corporation Suppot_ [OrgStructure  |Agecfgroup |1
‘Environment . S S : - . . _|Qty Cl Practitioners |2
- S I _ _|Posttion on hierarchy |3
— - B Centralization _ 14
| . ... _|Ormg Cuiture _|Sharing crientation 15
Financial Budget (% Rev) 6
-ldentifying Relationship with DM's __|Rapport with DM’s ~___|Hierarchical level of DM's senviced | 7
Intelligence - |Perceivad Rapport with DMs 18]
Needs _»777 " |Cammunication with DM’s_ Frequency of meetings NELS
o e Presence of Cl at DM meetmgs |10
Presence of DM at Cl mestings |11
Transiating Expenence of Cl Staff_ |[Farmaltraining ~ B 12
Intelligenceinte| ___{Member of ‘Saciety (SCIF) ) B 13
Information o Pnor Expenence 14}
e Avg Years Expenence_ . 5]
Focus % of effort allocated mila_anl 31
_Gathering M infrastructure.  jAutomation 18]
e — __ __|Centraiization B _ 17
N _|Accessibility B _ 18]
. Scalability_ 119
. _| T infiuence L 37
Creativity/lnnovation Source Medium (voice, intemnet,, face to face) p.1]
e _|Primary vs. Secondary Sources i I _ 211
I R ____ISources of information _ _ |Pnmary |22
Secondary 3
= ~ ~ Scope of Cl targets (competiters, mdustry, ...) ]24
e 1% ofell'un allocated toward Collection L 31
o " "|Ethical behavior Code of Canduct - {25
_______|Relationship with T group jRapport with [T group ) 126
~ _ I __ICommunication with IT Frequency of meetings |27
B L Presence of Cl at [T meetings |28
—_ N S B . U |Presence of IT at Cl meetings _ |23
Respanse time Timely Information Acguisition 30
Analyzing | Expenence of Cf Staff N o
Information [Focus | of effont : allocated toward Analysis |3t} wo | 88 | 100
ITInfraslmclure o Use ol’ giq(efgngnal or cuslormzed soﬂware B 3=y }.75 | 00
Response time [Timely Analysis 3! 75 78 8.2
Dk inating |Respanse time __|Timely dissemination B - 34| 100 9.1 100
‘Intelligence Relationship with OM's |Rapport vath OM's _ o I T S SENR NN RN
Communication with DM's Array of presentation techniques [35] 25 63 75
IT Infrastructure Degree of Accessibiity .
{T Influence _ o - . o ok
Focus % of time allocated toward Di ination 31} 100 9.4 10.0
Using Relationship with DMs | - )
Intelligence linfluence on DM’s  [Perceived Influence - |38 50 | 50 | 50 _
.Provided R 1% mtell:gence utiization 38 50 | 71 | 100
% recommendations followed 39 6.0 75
Tntolligence _ |Relationshp wih 1T | . - T N
R T % of effort allocated toward Secunty |31} 068 | 13 | 33
) IT Influence 1 )
‘Cl Team | Continuous Improvement |Proactive Behavior Jagf 50 | 47 | 50
Dynamics Metne tracking system - intemal 41} 00 36 50
o IMetric tracking system - extemal e . ]42} 00 1 21 33
[Continuous Improvernent intiatrves | o 43] 00 54 10.0
Performance Record___|Influence on DN's _ _ I R N A
o % Utilization of Cl patential ~ B |44} 75 | 75 | 83
Percerved ROl Cl brings 45 8.0 10.0
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8.0 RELATIVE COMPARISONS

8.1 Relative Comparison (Case A, B, C, D)

Figure 8-1 depicts the average ratings for Cases A through D. One can see that Case A maintains
the highest average rating followed by Case B, D and C. As discussed in Sections 4 through 7 and
displayed graphically in Figure 8-2, Case A’s weaknesses lie in Security, Utilization, and Planning.
Case B’s weaknesses lie in Security, Planning, and Collection. Case C’s weaknesses lie in Collection..
Analysis, and Planning. Case D’s weaknesses lie in Security, Collection, and Utilization.

Though Case A scores the Best-In-Class (BIC) for total CI effectiveness of 5.9, a noteworthy metmric
is the benchmark of 6.8. The benchmark is determined by averaging the BIC CI process Rating. The=
difference between the BIC and the Benchmark represents the room for improvement should the BIC
firm adopt a benchmarking strategy on a CI process resolution, and successfully optimize each of the CI
process steps according to the best practice currently utilized in the sample. Le. one could say that thee
‘state of the art” at this point for CI in the telecommunications industry (as determined by this CI

assessment tool on a limited sample) lies only at 68% of its potential.

Figure 8-1: Relative Average Ratings (Case A, B, C, D)

Cl Process Ratings (Case A, B, C, D)

O @ - - - - - e e e e
Average = 5.0

oI T I TR BIC = 5.9
BenchMark = 6.8

Case A Case B Case C Case D
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Figure 8-2: Relative CI Process Ratings (Case A, B, C, D)

Cl Process Ratings Evaluation (Case A, B, C, D)
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Figure 8-3 illustrates the relative CIF ratings vs. case studied. While the strong and weak CIF’s for
each case have been discussed in depth in Sections 4 through 7, it is interesting to note the range of
ratings for each CIF across the cases studied. This is illustrated graphically in Figure 8-4 where one can
see that the range is surprisingly well behaved (averaging approximately 3.3) with the exception of the
Focus and Ethical Behavior CIF’s. In the case of the Focus CIF the ratings were much more tightly
distributed, with a range of only 1.8. (Recall, the focus CIF refers to the allocation of CI effort across
each of the CI processes coupled with the scope of CI targets.) In the case of the Ethical Behavior CIF,
the range is an enormous 9.2. This is most likely due to the binary nature of the question i.e. a firm will
either have a policy looking after ethical considerations of CI, or they will not. Overall, an average
range of 3.3 (though consistent) is quite large when one thinks of the rating as the percent of the

potential of that particular CIF that has been realized (i.e. a range of 33% across the cases studied for

each CIF).
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Figure 8-3: Relative CI Factor Ratings (Case A, B, C, D)

Cl Factor Ratings Evaluation 1-7 (Case A, B, C, D)
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Figure 8-4: CIF Rating Range (Case A, B, C, D)

ClI Factor Rating Range (Case A, B, C, D)
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CIF

Figures 8-5 and 8-6 look more closely at the Variable ratings used to calculate the CIF ratings, and
how they vary across the cases studied. Similar to Figure 8-4, Figure 8-6 plots the rating range for each
variable assessed making it easy to identify those that have a tight distributior vs. those without.

Those variables with a tightly distributed rating are:
e  Proactive behavior (~ rating of 5)

e Perceived DM influence (~ rating of 5)

e  Presence of IT reps at CI meetings (rating of 0)

e  Presence of ClI reps at IT meetings (~ rating of 0.25)

Those variables with a widely distributed rating are:
e  Quantity of CI practitioners

e Level in hierarchy of the DM's who are serviced
e  Perceived rapport with DM’s

e Extent of formal CI training within the CI team
e Code of conduct specifically referencing CI

e Response time of the collection activity

e Presence of continuous improvement initiatives
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Figure 8-5: CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table (Case A, B, C, D)

"Cl ProcessiCl FactorfVariable Conversion Table

Area Key Success Factor Level 1 Variables Level 2 Variables ¥
-Local Carporation Suppont __|Org Structure _ _JAgeofgroup _ S
Envirenment | . _|aty QF Pral:tltlunm: 12
o B (il osition an hierarchy 13
4
| . lomcuture ) _ o 5[
Financial Budget (% Rev) [
‘Identifying Relationship with DM's Rapport with DM's Hierarchical level of DM’s servid 7
Intelligence | R N . N Percaivad Rappart with DMs 8
‘Needs _ e Commumcauon withDMs ~~~  |Frequency of i g
-~ __|presence of Ct at DM meetings |10
Presence of DM at CI meatings 11
‘Translating |Experience of CI Staff _ {Formal training 12
intelligence | . Member of Society sCPy. _ 113
‘into . Prior Experience _ 114
Information | '|Avg Years Experience ~ o 15]
Focus % of effort allocated to Planning 31
Gathering IT Infrastructure _|Automation 1 _ _ 118
Infermation | = “[Centralization N B 17
I - Aceeulhlllty 118
Scalability 19
IT Influence e 137
Creativityflnnovation_ ___|Source Medium (voice, intemet.. facs ta face) | - B p.1]
] E'_n'mary vs. Secondary. Sources _ N B I il
| Sources of information - _|Primary 2
1 _|Sacondary I =
BE Scape of Cl targets {compatttors, ., industry, . R 24
1% of effort allocated toward Collection R 131
vCodeofCondua o N . . _ 138
_{Rapport with [T group ] P}
| Communication with IT _ Frequency of meelxngs . YA
o - Presence of Cl at M meeungs |28
L - o _|Presence of IT at Cl meetngs |23
Response time | Timely Information Acquisition 30
Analyzing Expenience of Cf Staff
Infarmation  |Focus  _ ) |% cof effort allocated toward Analysis 311100100} 00 | 00
IT Infrastructure |Use of professianal or customized scftware 2| . ) o
Response time Timely Analysis B 92| 75150175
‘Disseaminating |Response time __|Timely dissermination |34] 83 (100 75 | 100
Intalligence Ralalaonsh;Lwth ou's _|Rapport with DM's . | e S R R
 ICommurication wth OM's __ . __lAmay of presentation techniques _[35] 58 | 7.5
id Ian;lggwe o Degree of Acceeabdaty | - _ o _
Focus [% of time allocated toward Dis 3192|100} 75|00
Using Relationship with OM's . . .
Intelligence |influence on DM's '[Perceived infiuence %B{ 5050|5050
-Provided o e % intelligence utifization 138y 50 | 100 50 | 50
| % racommendations followed 29} 50 ) 75|25
Intelligence |Relationship wthiT B R ) S . _
Security Focus _ |% df effan atlocated toward Securty _ i3} 33}100]|00;00
IT Influence
Cl Team Continuous Improvemant _|Proactive Behavior 40{ 42 1 50 | 501 50
Dynamics [Metric tracking system - intemal 41} 50 | 50 | 00 | 0O _
= o ) Metnc tracking system - external . {42] 25| 33 | 00 00
L . Continuous [mprovement | Inidatives 43| 100} 4.2 | 0.0
Performance Record  {nflvence on DM's ~ 1 T R
I _|% Utilization of Cl potannal ~ 4| 83 | 75 | 50 | 75_
Perceived ROI Cl bnngs 45]1100) 75 | 75
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Figure 8-6: Variable Rating Range (Case A, B, C, D)
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8.2 Relative Comparison (Telecom vs. Reference Corporation)

Though statistics are relatively weak and really only apply to a relatively large, global corporations
in the telecommunications industry, it is worth pointing out the cross-industry analysis capability of the
tool by illustrating the contrasts between the telecom industry and the reference corporation (Case D)

operating in the software industry.

CI Process & CIF Ratings

The CI process ratings for the telecom industry and reference corporation are illustrated in Figure 8-
7. There is remarkably little difference in the average rating of each (5.0 and 5.1 respectively).
Looking at the CI process steps individually, there is little difference in the ratings with the exception of
Security. Though neither the telecom industry nor the reference corporation appear to be lending their
expertise towards Security or Counter Intelligence, the telecom industry has achieved a slightly higher

CIF effectiveness of ~15% vs. 5% respectively.
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Figure 8-7: CI Process Ratings (Telecom vs. Reference)
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Though the CI process ratings did not highlight any major differences between the telecom
corporations and the reference corporation, there were significant differences in a few of the CIF’s.
Figure 8-8 illustrates the relative ratings of the CIF’s, while Figure 8-9 graphs the range of the ratings
across the CIF’s. As shown, Ethical Behavior, Continuous [mprovement, Creativity/Innovation, and
Response Time had the largest rating difference. The telecom industry rated significantly better than
the reference corporation with the Ethical Behavior (5.6 vs. 0.0) and Continuous Improvement (3.5 vs.
1.0) CIF’s. The reference corporation rated considerably better with the Creativity/Innovation (6.9 vs.

5.1) and Response Time (7.5 vs. 6.5) CIF’s.
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Figure 8-8: CIF Ratings (Telecom vs. Reference)
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Figure 8-9: CIF Rating Range (Telecom vs. Reference)
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Figure 8-10 and 8-11 break the comparison down further to the variable resolution. The following
was observed:
Those variables with a tightly distributed rating are:
e  Membership in professional societies (~ rating of 5.2)
e [T automation (~ rating of 5.0)
e  Percent of effort towards analysis (~ rating of 2.1)
e Timely analysis (~ rating of 7.3)
e Proactive behavior (~ rating of 4.9)

e Percent of CI potential realized (~ rating of 7.2)

Those variables with a widely distributed rating are:
e Continuous improvement

e  Presentation techniques for dissemination

o Code of conduct

e (I practitioner: average years experience

e Rapport with DM’s

e  Hierarchical position of DM’s serviced

e  Hierarchical position of CI practitioners

o AgeofCIteam
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Figure 8-10: CI Process/CIF/Variable Conversion Table (Telecom vs. Reference)

_CiProcessiCl FactoriVariable Conversion Table

Area Key Success Facter Lewval 1 Variables Level 2 Variables # 1:;':; c'};f
Local Corporation Support ___|Org Structure __._|Ageofgroup (1192150
Envionment | & T T |otycrPractitioners |2} 50| 25

e . __|Paosition on hierarchy |13} 68|50
T : ______ICentralization ~ |4} 83 [100
Org Culture Sharing orientation 5|1 58|75
Financial Budget (% Rev) 6] 1.7 | 00
Identifying Relationship with DM's Rapport with DM's - Hierarchical level of DM's serviced{ 7 | 58 | 100
-Intelligence o e o Perceived Rapport with DMs 8| 53 | 100
Needs __ Communication with DM's Frequency of meetings 9|1 67150
T _ |Presence of Cl at DM meetings __|[10) 2.2 | 0.0
Presence of DM at Cl meetings  [11] 2.5 | 0.0
Translating |[Experience of Cl Staff  |Formal training . o 12
Intelligence e — Memge_( of Society scP) ~ B 113
into o - Prior Experience ~ ) |14} 38
Information | o _|Avg Years Experience 181 331758
Focus % of effort allocated to Planmng 311 75 {100
Gathearing IT Infrastructure _|Automation 16| 50 | 50
Information | L  |Centralization ~117] 6.7 | 100
. __Accessnblmy - B 18| 64 | 75
o Scalability B 19| 36 | 25_
IT Influence 1 . , 7| 33 | 0a
Creativity/Innovation |Source Medium (voice, intemet,, face to face) 20| 6.7 | 100
o Primary vs. Secondary Sources 21] 1.1 | 50
Seurces of information Primary _ _ 2| 56 | 75
o ) o Secondary |231.69 |.50_
Focus |Scope of Ci targets (competitors, industry, ...) 24| 44 | 25
) |% of effoert allocated toward Callection 31} 36 | 100
Et@c;l_ggthwor Code of Conduct 251 56 | 00
Relationship with T group Rapport with IT group 26| 39 | 50
Communication with IT Frequency of meetings 27) 13 { 00
L Presence of Clat [T meetings  |28] 0.4 | 00
T ) {Presence of IT at Ci meetings (23] 00 | 00
Response time Timely Information Acquisition 30 56 | 75
Analyzing Experience of CI Staff o
Information  {Focus % of effort allocated toward Analysis 31| 6.7 [ 100
IT Infrastructure _ Use of professional or customized software 32 .
Response time Timely Analysis 37275
Disseminating {Response time Timely dissemination 34| 86 | 100
Intelligenca |Refationship with DM's. Rapport with OM's _ 1. )
- Communication with OM's Array of presentation techniques [35| 63 | 25
T infrastructure Degree of Accessibiity
T Influence _ N
Focus % of time allocated toward Dissemination 31} 89 | 100
Using Relationship with OMs | - 1.
Intelligence |Influence on DM's |Percewed Influence 136] 50 | 50
‘Provided |% intelligence utilization |38 67 | 50
% recommendations foliowed 33| 5.0
Intelligence |Relationship wath IT B o o . B ~ o I
Security Focus _ |% of effort aliocated toward Secunty .3y oo
IT Influence
Cl Team Continugus Improvement |Proactive Behavior 40( 47 | 50
Dynamics . . IMetnc tracking system - intemal . ~ |a1] 33 ] 00
| 7 |Metnctracking system - ¢ extenal R } 421 19 ] 00
. IContinuous Improvement t Intiatives . . o ~ |43 7.1 ] 0.0
Performance Record Influence on OM's o o I I
e I k.3 Utxllz_gtlon of Ct g_tentlal B B _ |441 88 | 75
Percerved ROI Cl brings 45| 8.3
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Figure 8-11: Variable Rating Range (Telecom vs. Reference)
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8.3 General Observations

Observations regarding competitive intelligence in the high-tech industry are summarized in this

section. Figure 8-12 and 8-13 portray the average high tech CI process and CI factor ratings (across our

sample size of four firms), while Figure 8-14 highlights the most frequently noted strengths/weaknesses

on a competitive intelligence factor resolution. Most frequently note strengths were Response Time and

Past Performance, while the CIF’s most frequently noted as a weakness were Continuous Improvement

and IT Relationship. It is also worth mentioning Experience emerged as a weakness in 50% of the

cases studied, while it emerged as strength in 0% of the cases.

Overall, the strengths and weaknesses of CI can be generalized as follows:

Strengths

Formal CI teams have existed within the firms studied on average 3-5 years.

In 75% of the cases studied, a CI group exists at the corporate level of the business.

Most of the firms studied have a centralized IT infrastructure for information/intelligence
management.

Most firms studied do not rely exclusively on one source medium (e.g. electronic), but recognize
the importance of a variety of mediums.

Most firms studied have an acceptable cycle time for Dissemination.

Most firms studied have did not spend too much (or too little) time on the Dissemination phase.

All firms felt that the ROI of the CI group exceeded 10%.

Weaknesses

Generally CI representatives did not rise to high levels on the corporation’s hierarchy
(mgr/director on average).

Most firms allocate less than 3% annual revenue to support the CI groups.

There is virtually no spontaneous presence at CI or DM meetings by the opposite party.

There tends to be too much reliance (greater than 75%) on secondary sources of information vs.
primary.

Virtually no formal relationship existed between the CI group and the IT group. Even regularly
scheduled meetings between the two are non-existent or quarterly at best. Only 25% of the
firms studied considered themselves to have any influence on the IT group.-

Only 25% of the firms studied invested any effort into Security or Counter Intelligence.

All firms studied had a relatively weak concept of internal and external continuous

improvement metrics to quantify success and promote continuous improvement.
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Figure 8-12: CI Process Evaluation (High Tech Industry)
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Figure 8-13: CI Factor Evaluation (High Tech Industry)
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Frequency CIF’s Sighted as a Strength or Weaknesses

Figure 8-14

Frequency of CIF's Sighted as Strengths or Weaknesses
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9.0 CONCLUSIONS

The objectives of this report were as follows:

L. Acquire an in-depth understanding of competitive intelligence field.

2. Produce a self-diagnostic tool useful for gauging the degree to which the CI processes within an
organization follow generally accepted CI principles.

3. Establish the face validity of the tool through its application on randomly selected firms within the
telecommunications industry.

A detailed CI literature review was conducted. Emerging from this review was a CI process
aggregating expert opinions and accepted CI principles. Also emerging from the literature review were
thirteen competitive intelligence factors associated with the successful application of the CI process, and 45
variables that may be used to measure the CI factors.

The self-diagnostic CI assessment tool was created targeting the individual/s responsible for the CI
system within a firm. The tool includes a closed survey where each question correlates to one of the
variables, and an algorithm for rating each variable based on the answers proximity to the ‘ideal’ solution
as identified in the literature review. The relationship between variable, CIF, and CI process step was
formally established, and the tool was configured to utilize this relationship and the variable rating to
calculate a rating for each CIF, CI process step, and the CI process overall. The tool has been programmed
to output these results (both tabular and graphically) - plus highlight the strengths and weaknesses on both a
CI process and CIF resolution.

The face validity and usefulness of the tool has been established through direct application on firms
within the telecommunications industry, and interaction with CI experts. Eight CI professionals
representing three firms in the telecommunications industry and one firm in the software industry
responded to the questionnaire, and participated in interviews as appropriate to ensure the tool algorithm
handled incoming data appropriately and addressed sufficiently the areas necessary to map out the CI
process.

The power and versatility of the tool was highlighted. Reports for each firm in the study were
generated highlighting the strengths and weaknesses of the CI process, followed by specific
recommendations presented to address the weaknesses. Detailed CI comparison/contrasts were made
across the firms within the telecommunications industry, and across the telecom and software industries
themselves. Finally, observations regarding competitive intelligence in the high-tech industry as a whole
were produced.

The scope of the objectives does not include rigorously verifying the validity and reliability of the
survey through broad sampling and statistical analysis techniques. Nor does the scope of the objectives
extend to include accurate industry averages, cross-industry comparisons, or high-tech industry
characteristics. What has been produced is a self-diagnostic tool that may be used by a CI professional to
help assess the CI process within an organization, but also holds the potential to deliver considerably more

value.
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Looking forward, the following areas of research and development will considerably augment the value

the CI assessment tool offers to the CI community and firms alike:

1. Apply the tool more broadly across the telecommunications industry. Follow this with a rigorous
verification of the validity and reliability of the survey questions via statistical analysis techniques
such as Cronback’s Alpha, Factor Analysis, etc... The output of this exercise will ensure the survey
questions measure what they are intended to measure and do so in an accurate, repeatable, and
unbiased fashion. Also emerging from this activity will be a complete CI characterization of the
telecom industry, facilitating a more rich analysis of individual firms while contributing

significantly to the CI community at large.

2. Apply the tool across other industries to verify its ubiquitous nature and facilitate cross-industry
comparisons. The tool (though augmented through interaction with telecommunication industry
practitioners) is founded on generally accepted CI principles and as such will be useful to
characterize CI in any industry. The cross-industry comparisons will allow one to establish best-in-

class CI execution on a CI process, CI factor, or CI variable resolution.

3. Develop weighting factors for the CI process steps and the CI factors; possibly customized to
specific industries, industry segments, etc... On a CI process resolution, one might argue
successfully that Analysis is more important than Security/Counter Intelligence and thus elect to
weight that particular step more heavily while analyzing the ratings. Similarly, at a CI factor
resolution one might argue Corporation Support is more important than Ethical Behavior. A simple
algorithm for accomplishing this involves assigning a percentage to each step such that the sum is
equal to 100% and multiplying with the rating derived in the tool as it currently exists — the sum of
the weighted scores for each step will yield an overall rating also on a scale of 0-10. Developing
and verifying the weighting factors for industry and/or industry sub-segments would thus enhance

the accuracy and power of the tool.

4. Couple with the CI assessment tool a means to quantify the value of the CI process from the
perspective of the Decision Makers, and incorporate this in the results and recommendations for CI
improvement. Though the tool does insist the CI team establish external ‘continuous improvement’
metrics including a customer satisfaction survey geared to the decision makers, such a survey would
make a potentially useful add-on to the tool. The subsequent ratings blended into the overall CI
analysis of the firm not only provide direct feedback to the CI team on their value added, but

provide an additional means for validating the generally accepted CI principles.
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S. Extend the scope of application of the tool to include firms with no formal CI initiative in place,
allowing the tool to function as a guide for creating and establishing a CI process. Though geared
exclusively toward firms with established CI processes in place, the tool has been derived from
sound theoretical CI principles tempered with industry experience, and as such provides the

foundation ingredients for producing a CI initiative from the ground up.

6. Investigate the application of prescriptive vs. descriptive techniques in developing the CI process.
The model utilized in the CI assessment tool is very much prescriptive. An alternative (and/or
addition) to the derivation of the CI process steps and CI factors principally from literature includes
a broad body of descriptive research illustrating how CI is actually done across an industry or
industry segment. This combined with an accurate assessment of the value added by the CI group
(e.g. as described in point four above) could very well redefine CI theoretical best practices as

defined in literature today, and subsequently redefine the variables and algorithms of the tool.

7. Modify the tool consistently to reflect leading edge CI concepts. Naturally CI is not a static entity,
and as effective CI redefines itself over time, the tool must keep abreast of these developments in

order to retain or enhance its value to firms and the CI community.

Following through with the above will allow a quantification of the competitive intelligence process
with much higher accuracy. Armed with these statistics, the tool would then be an ideal instrument for
consulting individual firms, facilitating BIC benchmarking, and guiding CI teams toward achieving their

full potential.
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APPENDIX A - CI Survey (Case A-1)

‘Industry growth rate 06% - 12;34% 24.48% >15%

Firm growth rate 06% 517% TZ26% 2448% % NA
‘Firm market share 06% 5—13% 12-24% 24-48% >48% NA
Firm leadership position 1 3 3 4 >4 A
Number of firm employees 1-500 500-1000 1000-10000 | 10000-50000 >5[1:m NA
Firm annual revenue -100M 100-500M 500-1B -108 >1;JB NA

Ravenus)Yiincloding!perso B
‘Highest leve! in higrarchy of the Dacision

Lower Mgmt Upper Mgmt \ﬁce Pres. P nt NA
Makers who are serviced x
.Repor batween Decision Makers and the Poor R bl Good Very Goad Ex NA
Cl Practitioners X
‘Frequency Cl representatives and Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
‘Decision-Makers meet? X
Frequency Cl representatives attend Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
Decision-Maker meetings? X
Frequency Dec:smn-Makar Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA

£ 50.75% 2 "’75‘-1(!)&'&* S NAs R R
At e L R WAt ot ey
: :75% ﬁ'z&1 KNS
CHEONEIEW ok ad Sy mxﬂ&wpmmwmmm mmxm 7.
K 3 c a et A M )b' zee T B g o5

Aver — xperisnce ofa:Cl: Felty e : .S‘IBZ‘" } ;1 gt i\
Degree of automation in the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA
gathering/storage process x
Degrae of centralization of the None Little Some A lot Great Deal NA
information/intelligence acquired x
:Dagree of accessibility of the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA
‘& intelligence storage system x
-Degree of scalability of the information Nane Little Somse Alot Great Deal NA
‘gathering/starage process x
-% utilization of the following Intemnet Audio Video In Person - NA Must add to 100%.
‘communication medium: 1% 1% 1% 1% Other - pl speci
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APPENDIX A — CI Survey (Case A-1 Con’t)

1% Utilization of Primary vs. Secondary Primary Secondary - - - NA Must add to 100%
.information sources 5% 75%
i e . . Government " Suppliers/ Must add to 100%.
.‘)6 uhhza_tlon of the f?llawmg Primary Documents Conferences | SEC Filings | Employees Customers NA Other - please specify
Iinformation Sources:
0% 0%

" . . Magazine/ . Analysts | Cl Specialists Must add to 100%.

7?:;'"::?::"52222:"':”"9 Secondary | Newspaper Books TVRadio Reparts /Consuftants NA Other - please specify
) 0% 2% 40% 10%
% of information gathering effort directed c'm;':;:'ns Competitors Industry Economy Palitics 0 Somv.. g‘t‘;f::"‘f to "Isl::cify
toward the following concems: 759 S S v
Utilization of a Cade of Conduct Never Sometimes Usually Very Often Always NA
:Specifically referencing Cl x
‘Repor between Ci Practitioners and (T Poor R bl Goed Very Goad Excellent NA
ro X

Frequency Cl representatives and IT Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
:group meet? x
‘Fraquency Cl representatives attend [T Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
mastings? x
‘Frequency [T representatives attend Cl Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
.meetings? x
:Best Case cycle time for acquiring >4 wks 2-4 wks 1-2 wks 1day-1wk <1 day NA
[1:] uestad mformatlon X

.Best Case cycle time for completmg the >4 wks 2-4 wks 1-2 wks 1day-1wk <1 day
intelligence Dissemination Process X
% use of the following Infarmation/ . Voice . Must add to 100%.
.Intelligence as a primary p tation Report Only | Presentation Message Video E-Mail NA Other - pl specify
techm ue 1% 1% 1% 1%
K y e S o --T s 1 30y ‘uo- x wvv‘ T j,iﬂ"ﬂ“ﬁ‘iﬁ{"ﬁf '-f‘_ié E ‘ Py ’i’é‘g ‘-‘-‘-- *r’ A e xmgggs 'G-- iﬁni‘ -.“rl»k 5 Rk g oY .;.-. e

Some A lot Great Deal

| X

m&m &’;’Zﬂ)ﬂs‘%
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APPENDIX A ~ CI Survey (Case A-2)

JIndustry grawth rate NA
{Firm growth rate 06% 812% 12:24% 4 NA
‘Firm market share 05% 6-12% 12-24% 24-48% >48% N;A
‘Finm leadership position 1 2 3 4 >4 NA.
‘Number of firms employees 1-500 1000-10000 | 10000-50000 >5[_Em NA
:Firm annual revenue 1-100M 500-18 1.108 >1)l('JB NA,

‘Highest level in hlemchy ofthe Dacision|{ Lower Mqmt | Upper Mgmt | Vice Pres. Prasident Officer NA
Makers who are serviced X

Repor between Decision Makers and the Poor Reasonable Good Very Goad Excellent NA
‘Cl Practitioners X

Fraquency Cl representatives and Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
Decision-Makers meet? X

‘Frequency Cl representatives sttend Never Quarterdy Monthiy Wasgkly Daily NA
Decision-Maker meetings? x

Frequency Decision-Maker Never Quartedy Monthly Weekly Daily NA
rep rasantatlves attend CI meeting s? X

791

Degrse uf automatlon in the information j Great Deal NA

gathering/starage process x

Degree of centralization of the None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA

‘information/intelligence acquired X

.Degree of accessibility of the infermation None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA

‘& infelligence storage system X

‘Degree of scalability of the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA

-gathering/storage procass x

"% uiization of the following Intemet Audio Video In Person - NA Must add to 100%.
‘communication medium: 40% 5% 5% 10% Other - piease specify
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APPENDIX A — CI Survey (Case A-2 Con’t)

1% Uhilization of Primary vs. Secondary Primary Secondary - - - NA Must add to 100%
.information sources 15% 85%

; e o . . Gavemment - Suppliers/ Must add to 100%.
?:fou;::::;lzns zz trl:: :llowmg Primary Documents Conferences | SEC Filings ; Employees Customers NA Other - please specify

: . 60% 20% 20%

% utlization of the following Sacondary | Newspaper | M3832ne/ | pyp,g, | Analysts [ClSpecialists| . Mustaddto 100%.
information Sources: Books Rep JConsultants Other-p spacify
) 10% 10% 30% 50%

. B . . : Intemat y . Social/ Must add to 100%.
% of information gathering effort directed Operations Competitors Industry Economy Palitics Demographic |Other .
K - - please specify
‘toward the following concems: 0% 2% 35 are
‘Utilization of a Cade of Conduct Never Somstimes Usually Very Often Always NA
‘Specifically referencing Cl x
:Repor bety Cl Practiti and T Poor Reasonable Good Very Good Excellent NA
.group x
:Frequency Cl representatives and [T Never Q ry Maonthly Weekly Daily NA
umeet? x
:Freqt y Cl rep tatives attend [T Never Quarterly Maonthly Waekly Daily NA

meelmgs? X
‘Fraquency IT represantatives attend C! Naver Quartery Monthly Weekly Daily NA
-mestings? X
Best Case cycle time for acquiring >4 wks 2-4 wks 1-2 wks 1day-1wk <1 day NA

‘raquested information

'Bsst Case cycle time for completing the
intelligence Dissemination Process

:% use of the following information/
lmelligence as a primary presentation

>4 wks 2-4 wks 1-2 wks 1day-1wk <1 day NA
x
Veice . Must add tc 100%.
Report Only | Presentation Message Video E-Mail NA Other - please specify
5%
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APPENDIX A - CI Survey (Case A-3)

R e S

PBN I -
Eon L v o ) 10 . 3 PR e B o e e
R A P e P N

0-6% 6-12% 12-24% 24-48% >48%

%Industry growth rate 2

{Firm growth rate 6% 512% 12-)2(4% 24-48% >48%
{Firm market share 86% 612% 1234% 24-48% >48%
‘Firm leadership pasttion 1 2 ,3( 4 >4
:Number of firm employees 1-500 500-1000 1000-10000 | 10000-50000 >5t?'.0
Firm annual revenue 1-100M 100-500M 500-18 1-108 >1Ea

Tk dngiparsonneti PN BRI Yl ke £ RN
‘Highast leve! in hisrarchy of the Dacision| Lower Mgmt | UpperMgmt | Vice Pres. Prasident Officer NA
‘Makers who are serviced X
:Repor between Decision Makers and the Poor R able Good Very Goad Excellent NA
-Cl Practitioners x
‘Freg y Cl rep tives and Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
.Decision-Makers meet? X
-Frequency Cl representatives attend Never- Quartery Monthly Weekly Daily NA
Decision-Maker meetings?_ X
'Frequency Decision-Maker Never Quartery Moanthly Weekly Daily NA
‘rapresentatives attend Cl mestings?

Degree of automation in the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA

-gathering/storage process X

‘Dagree of centralization of the Naone Little Some A lot Great Deal NA

‘information/intelligence acquired x

-Degree of accessibility of the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA

‘& intelligence storage system X

‘Degree of scalability of the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA

-gathering/storage process X

% utilization of the foilowing Intemet Audio Video In Parson - NA Must add to 100%.
‘communication medium: 70% 20% 10% Other - pl speci
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APPENDIX A — CI Survey (Case A-3 Con’t)

% Urilization of Primary vs. Secondary Primary | Secondary - - - NA Must 2dd to 100%
‘information sources 0% 50%
; e e . . Govemment e Suppliers/ Must add to 100%.
: foll P
??:fou::::i::ns :, t::: ; owing Primary Documents Conferences ;| SEC Filings | Employees Customers NA Other - plaase spacify
: i 10% 70% 10% 10%

o . Magazine/ : Analysts | Cl Specialists Must add to 100%.
% u1ﬂ|za.1wn of the fflllawmg Secondary | Newspaper Books TV/Radic Reports IConsultants NA Other - please specify
information Sources:

60% 40%
; . - . . intemal s . Sociall  jMust add to 100%.
% of information gathering effort directed . Competitors industry Economy Politics . .
toward the following concems: Operations - o Demographic |Other - please specify
Utilization of a Cade of Conduct Never Sometimes Usually Very Often Always NA
‘Specifically referencing Cl x
‘Repor bety Cl Practiti and T Poor Reasonable Good Very Goad Excellent NA
group X
Fraquency Cl reprasentatives and [T Never Quartery Monthiy Waeekly Daily NA
-group meet? X
:Frequency C! representatives attend IT Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
meetings? .
‘Frequency IT representatives attend Cl Never Quarterty Monthly Waeekly Daily NA
meetings? X
‘Best Case cycle time for acquiring >4 wks 2-4 wks 1-2 wks 1day-Twk <1 day NA
X

‘requested information

‘Best Case cycle tlme for completing lhe
‘Intelligence Dissemination Process i x
% use of the following Information/ ) Report Only | Prasentation “Vmce Video £-Mail NA Must addl to 100%.
lnlalllgence as 3 primary presentation g8 Other - p specify
50% 50%
None Lmlé Some Alot Great Dealﬂ NA ‘
]
S>7BSCNT NANRR SRR
= ! : 2 Bt
= = 37 - ~ =
ics oo M e : T
i -~ — (¥ . a £t
o N % € N!.& - T Ot
A GoMEN
: o o

ﬁ_‘_géﬁf i ﬁ;oﬁ(wmmnﬁ?:f:j
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APPENDIX A - CI Survey (Case B-1)

iIndustry growth rate ~06% 613% | 1278% | 6% A
Firm growth rate 0-6% 6-12% 12-34% 24-48% >48% NA
:Firm market share 0-6% 5'1‘2% 12-24% 24-48% >48% NA
‘Firm leadership position 1 2 3 : >4 NA
Number of fim employees 1-500 500-1000 1[[0-:[[11'1 10000-50000 >50000 A
Firm annual revenue 1-100M 100-500M So-18 1-1‘08 >108 NA

‘Highest level in hierarchy of the Decision| Lower Mgmt | Upper Mgmt | Vice Pres. Prasident Officer NA
Makers who are serviced X
Repor between Decision Makers and the Poor Ri bl Good Very Good Excellent NA
Cl Practitioners X
Frequency Cl representatives and Never Quarery Monthly Waeekly Daily NA
Decision-Makers meet? X
Frequency Cl representalives attend Never Quarterly Monthiy Waeekly Daily NA
Decision-Maker mestings? x
-Frequency Decision-Maker Never Quarterly Monthly Waeekly Daily NA
‘representatives attend C! meetings? X
4 C e R s R A P K g o i e Rihg X SR 25
% oo . 9GE 5 B 26 N0 S H SE 7 S it TR 7o 0 A2 NI
p raclitions 25-50%:%5 % R 751 INA T 2
: : = i maeack <
e —— S0 S0 SNATE
Degree of automation in the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA
-gathering/storage process X
‘Degree of centralization of the None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA
information/intelligence acquired x
Degree of accessibilty of the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA
-& intelligence storage system X
Degree of scalability of the information None Little Some Alot Graat Deal NA
gathering/storage procass x
i% utilization of the following Intemet Audic Video in Person - NA Must add to 100%.
‘communication medium: 40% 60% Other - pl spect
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APPENDIX A - CI Survey (Case B-1 Con’t)

:% Lrilization of Primary vs. Secondary Primary Secondary - - - NA Must add to 100%
‘information sources 0% 70%
| e g . N Govemment : Suppiiers/ Must add to 100%.
?:fo u,::l::.:;:ns :L tr:: sf:)llovwng Primary Documents Conferances | SEC Filings | Employees Customers NA Other - please specify
3% 33% 33%
: o . Magazine/ " Analysts | Cl Specialists Must add to 100%.
?:fou;:l::: :nszt;lr!é:sffllamng Secandary | Newspaper Baoks TV/Radio Reports /Consultants NA Other - please specfy
- 10% 20% 10% 40% 2%

; . . . . Intemal ] . Social/  {Must add to 100%.
% of information gathering effort directed | .. Competitors Industry Economy Politics Demo . .

: . p graphic {Other - please specify
‘toward the following concems: 5% 0% 0%
Utilization of a Code of Conduct Never Sometimes Usually Very Often Always NA
:Specifically referencing Cl x
'Repor between Cl Practitioners and IT Poor R bl Good Very Goad Excelient NA
.group x
‘Fraquency Cl reprasentatives and T Never Quarterly Monthly Weekiy Daily NA
:group meet? x
:Fraquency Cl reprasentatives attend T Never Quartery Manthly Weekly Daily NA
‘maetings? x
‘Fraquency IT representatives attend Ci Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
:meetings? X
:Best Case cycle time for acquiring >4 wks 2-4 wks 1-2 wks 1day-1wk <1 day NA

X

‘e

vested information

A0 T4 H 5 i, 8T 2
‘Besl Case cycle time for completmg the >4 wks 1 1day—lwk <} day
[Intelfigence Dissemination Process x
‘% use of the following Information/ . Voice . Must add to 100%.
lntell'gence as a primary presentation Report Only | Presentation Message Video E-Mail NA Other - piease specify

0% 20% 10% 40%
“ Ciier o Pt Some 52 A IO s [ Graat Deal s 10y NAE S 6

Uitle Some | At Groat Deal | NA
i
FE TRy L S Sy e S L e s 3
SO R a D 0% o >75m A
e e
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e v

o oy Ay

Egtmﬁidyt. termsi ' - ative
Team:brngeto’ l&!ﬁﬂfﬁi‘&«ﬁ“ﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁlw@:
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APPENDIX A - CI Survey (Case B-2)

‘Industry growth e oo% 51 T221% A
fFirm growth rate 0-6% 6-12% 12-34* 24-48% >48% NA
'Firm market share 06% 513% 12-24% 24-48% >48% NA
ﬁrm leadership posttion 1 2 3 : >4 NA
‘Number of fim employees 1500 500-1000 1lIlJ-:(IlII 1000050000 | >50000 NA
1-100M 100-500M 500-18 1-108, >108 NA

'Firm annual revenue

‘nghest level in hlerarchy of the Decision

Upper Mgmt

Vice Pres.

Officer

{Makers wha are serviced X
‘Repor between Decision Makers and the Poor Reasonable Good Very Good Excellent
C1 Practitioners X
iFrequency Cl representatives and Never Quarterly Monthly Woeekly Daily
'Decision-Makers meet? X
Frequency Cl representatives attend Never Quartedy Monthly ‘Weekly Daily
‘Decision-Maker mestings? x
_Frequency Decision-Maker Never Quanterly Manthly Weekly Daily
ragresematms anend Cl meetlngs? X
W’E hﬂ!-rlcm = X 26-509%:42 ﬁm?!i%ﬁﬂ- 75-1m&! Y
s r Y Y Elg i N e et SRS S :
ractitionarswhoia a7 25 00T s [ 25 SN 9GISE 75% ] %
S0-75%% .79;1&1% =
e e i

gDegree of automation in the information None Little Same Alot Great Deal NA
g ing/storage process X
Degma of centralization of the None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA

fi nfintelligence acquired X
:Degree of accessibility of the information| Nong Little Some Alot Great Deal NA
& intelligence storage system X
‘Degree of scalability of the information None Littie Some Alot Great Deal NA
:qathaering/storage process X
1% utilization of the following Int t Audig Videa In Person - NA Must add to 100%.
communication medi 40% 80% Other - pl Speci
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APPENDIX A - CI Survey (Case B-2 Con’t)

% UWilization of Primary vs. Secondary Primary Secondary - - - NA Must add to 100%
‘information sources 0% 70%
; e A . Govemment - Suppliers/ Must add to 100%.
:f:r::i:;:l:ns zf u:l;: ::Ilomng Primary Documents Conferences | SEC Filings | Employees Custamers NA Other - please specify
i . 3% 3% 3%

I . Magazine/ " Analysts | Cl Specialists Must add to 100%.
?:fou;:lh:;::nsgﬁz: llowing Secondary | Newspaper Hooks TViRadio Reports /Consultants NA Other - please specify
' i 10% 30% 10% 0% 2%
; R . . - Internal . . Social/  [Must add to 100%.
;::: :f;'n:;tl:z:n ?‘agt::r:‘r::% :‘?n directed Operations Competitors Industry Economy Politics Dermographic |Othar - please spacify
. - 70% 20% 10%
‘Utilization of a Code of Conduct Never S i Usually Very Often Always NA
‘Specifically refe ing Cl X
:Repor batween Cl Practitioners and IT Poor R bl Good Very Good Excellent NA
‘group x
:Frequency C! representatives and (T Nevar Quarnterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
_group meet? x
Frequency Cl representatives attend IT Never Quarnterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
meetings? X
:Frequency IT representatives attend Cl Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
-maetings? X
‘Best Case cycle time for acquiring >4 wks 2-4 wks 1-2 wks 1day-1wk <1 day NA

X

requested information

Besl Cass cycla time for completmg lhe
Intelligence Dissemination Process

% use of the following information/
‘Intelligence as a primary presentation
'technigue

gt
T ST

B e

1day-1wk
X
. Voice " Must add to 100%.
Report Only | Presentation LY ge Video E-Mail NA Other - I specify
30% 20% 10% 40%
1 DAes e ne N IBEEAIEER N Ceat:Deal
y AloL__| Great Deal NA
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APPENDIX A - CI Survey (Case B-3)

‘Industry gromth rate NA
Firm growth rate 0-6% 24-48% >48% NA
'Firm market share 0-6% 4 24-48% >48% NA
'Firm leadership position 1 2 3 : 24 NA
:Number of fim employees 1-500 500-1000 1@-:0‘.!1] 10000-50000 >50000 NA
Firm annual ravenue 1-100M 100-500M 500-18 1“;08 >108 NA
e e T T o =
‘Highest level in hierarchy of the Decision| Lower Magmt | Upper Mgmt | Vice Pres. President Officer NA
‘Makers who are sericed x
‘Repor between Decision Makers and the Paoor R b Good Vary Goad Excellent NA
‘Cl Practitioners x
.Frequency Cl representatives and Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
.Decision-Makers meet? X
iFrequency Cl representatives attend Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
‘Decision-Maker meetings? x
.Frequency Decision-Maker Never Quanerly Monthly Waeekly Daily NA
‘representatives attend Cl meetings? X
ENASHIER
R

Degree of automation in the information Some

gathering/starage process x

Degree of centralization of the None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA

information/intelligence acquired X

Degree of accessibility of the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA

‘& intelligence storage system X

Degree of scalability of the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA

gathering/storage process x

% utilization of the following Intenet | Audio Video In Person - NA Must add to 100%.

c ication medium: B60% | 10% 30% Other - pl specify
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APPENDIX A - CI Survey (Case B-3 Con’t)

‘9% Wilization of Primary vs. Secondary Primary Secondary - - - NA Must add to 100%
‘information sources 0% 70%

; e . . Gavemmant - Suppliers/ Must add to 100%.
?:f;“n?\l::‘;:ns :, :2: sf:ollomng Primary Documents Conferences | SEC Filings { Employees Customars NA Other - please specify
: 6% 0% 4% 0% 0%

. PO . Magazine/ : Analysts | Cl Specialists Must add to 100%.
;?:fou:':l,::::::nszﬁ:i: llowing Secondary | Newspaper Baooks TV/Radio Reports /Consultants NA Other - please specify
: ) 10% 0% 10% 0% 2%

. . . . " internal y . Social/ Must add to 100%.
‘% of information gathering effort directed N Compatitors Industry Economy Politics . 8

: : Operations Demographic {Other - please specify
toward the following concems: 7% 0% 0%

‘Utilization of a Code of Conduct Never Sometimes Usually Very Often Always NA

‘Specifically refe ing CI x

‘Repor between Ci Practitioners and IT Poor R bl Good Very Gaaod Excellent NA

aroup X

‘Frequency Cl representatives and IT Never Q rly Monthly Weekly Daily NA

:group meet? x

‘Fraquency Cl rapresentatives attend IT Never Quarterly Monthly Weekiy Daily NA

maetings? X

Frequency [T represantatives attend Ci Never Q iy Monthly Weskiy Daily NA

meetings? X

;Best Case cycle time for acquiring >4 wks 2-4 wks 1-2 wks 1day-1wk <1 day NA

requested information

:Best Case cycle time for completing the
[Intefligence Dissemination Process

1% use of the following Information/
‘Intelligence as a primary presentation

>4 wks 2-4 wks <1 day NA
X
. Voice . Must add to 100%.
Report Only | Presentation . Video E-Mail NA Other- p specify
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APPENDIX A - CI Survey (Case C-1)

“ >

et Y eans ek SeTice Wil

e

{Industry growth rate 612% | 4

Firm growh rate 06% E12% 7% 2045% >8% NA
Firm market share 36% B12% 12-’2‘4% 2448% >48% NA
‘Firm leadership position 1 2 3 : >4 NA
‘Number of firm employees 1-500 500-1000 mm-:am 10000-50000 | _ >50000 NA
.Firm annual revenue 1-100M 100-500M 500-18 1-1)(03 >108 NA

iHighest level in hierarchy of the Decision] Lower Mgmt | Upper Mgmt | Vice Pres. Prasident Officer NA
'Makears who are serviced X

‘Repor between Decision Makers and the Poor Reasanable Good Very Good Excellent NA
-Cl Practitioners X

‘Frequency Cl representatives and Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA
‘Decision-Makers meet? X
‘Frequency Cl representatives attend Never Quarterly Manthly Weekly Daily NA
Decision-Maker r ings? X

‘Frequency Decision-Maker Never Quartery Monthly Weakly Daily NA

representatives attend C! meetings?

Degree of automation in the information

ot

Alot

& T R e

i : B ol

Great Deal

Nane NA

:gatharing/storage process X
.Degree of centralization of the None Little Some Aot Great Deal NA
information/intelligence acquired x
‘Degree of accessibility of tha information Nons Little Some A lot Great Deal NA
‘& intelligence storage system X
:Degree of scalability of the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA

athering/starage procass X
‘% utilization of the following Internet Audio Video In Person - NA Must add to 100%.
communication medium: 75% 25% Other - pl speci
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APPENDIX A — CI Survey (Case C-1 Con’t)

1% Wrilization of Primary vs. Secondary Primary Secondary - - - NA Must add to 100%

.information sgurces 8% 80%

: P . - Govemment - Suppliers/ Must add ta 100%.

:fot:r“r:az;:::ns zt"l t’:: :Ilmng Primary Documents Conferences | SEC Filings | Employees Customers NA Other - please spacify

: ) 20% 60% 20%

. e e . Magazine/ : Analysts | Cl Specialists Must add to 100%.

?:f;nn:l:;::nszz:: :_) flowing Secondary | Newspaper Books TVRadio Reports /Consultants NA Other - please specify

: y 5% 15% 0%

. N . . N Internal " . Social/ |Must add to 100%.

‘% of information gathering effort directed N Competitors Industry Economy Politics . .

; : . Operations Demographic |Other - please specify

toward the following concems: 10% % %

-Utilization of a Code of Conduct Nevaer Sometimes Usually Very Often Always NA

:Specifically referencing Cl X

-Repor between Cl Practitioners and T Poor R bt Good Very Goad Excell NA

group_ x

‘Frequency Cl representatives and [T Naver Quarterly Monthly Weakly Daily NA

‘group meet? x

‘Frequency C! representatives attend [T Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA

‘maetings? x

:Frequency [T representatives attend Cl Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily. NA

meetings? x

.Best Case cycle time for acquiring >4 wks 2-4 wks 1-2 wks 1day-1wk <1 day NA

‘requested information X

v P T T AT - = a P Nﬁm " T s

;Basl Case cycle time for completing the >4 wks 2-4 wks 1-2 wks 1day-Twk <1 day NA

.Intelligence Dissemination Procass X

% use of the follawing Information/ - Vsice i Must add to 100%.
Report Only | Presentation a Video E-Mail NA Other - pl specify

iIntefligence as a primary presentation
‘technique

e
(=]
02



APPENDIX A - CI Survey (Case D-1)

DUSTRY:ZQUESTIONNAIREER: &

iIndustry growth rate

'Firm growth rate 86% 6-12% 12-24% 24-:8%
Firrn market share 0-6% 5-12% 12-24% 24-48%

‘Firm leadsrship posiion

Number of firm employees

:Firm annual revenue

: b
‘Highest level in hierarchy of the Decision| Lower Mgmt | Upper Mgmt

NA
‘Makers who are serviced X
{Repor between Dacision Makers and the Poor Reasonable Good Very Goed Excellent NA
iCl Practitioners X
-Frequency Ci representatives and Never Quarnterly Monthly Woeekly Daily NA
.Decision-Makers meet? X
‘Fraquency C! representatives attend Never Quarterly Monthly Weakly Daily NA
‘Decision-Mak tings? x
‘Frequency Decision-Maker Never Quanterly Monthly Waeekly Daily NA

‘representatives attend Cl meetings?
SCofCEPad

Great Deal NA
\gathering/starage process X
:Degree of centralization of the Nons Little Some Alot Great Deal NA
‘information/intelligence acquired x
:Degree of accessibility of the information None Little Some Alot Great Deal NA
‘& intelligence storage system X
:Begree of scalability of the information None Little Some A lot Great Deal NA
gathering/storage process X
-% utilization of the following intemet Audio Video In Person - NA Must add to 100%.
.communication medium: B60% 15% 10% 15% Other - pl specify
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APPENDIX A - CI Survey (Case D-1 Con’t)

'% Utilization of Primary vs. Secondary Primary Secondary - - - NA Must add to 100%
{information saurces 60% 40%

1% utilization of the following Primary ,..pfass Conferences | SEC Filings | Employees g: :g:::ls Rf.rass Press Release - 5%
{information Sources: 5% 0% 0% %

: P : Magazine/ Analysts CI Speciaitsts Must add to 100%.
:?:h";i';?g:"szt’zzgnmng Secondary | Newspaper Books TV/Radio Reponts /Consultants NA Other - please specify
: %% 10% B65%

| . " . . Internal - e Social/  |Must add to 100%.
.% of information gathering effort directed . Competitors Industry Economy Politics . .
‘toward the following ¢ . Operations = T Demagraphic |Other - please specify
‘Utilization of a Code of Cenduct Never Sometimes Usually Very Often Always NA

Specifically refe ing Cl X

'Repaor bety r Cl Practiti and IT Poor R bl Good Very Good Excell NA

‘grot x

iFrequency Ci representatives and IT Never Q rly Manthly Weekly Daily NA

‘group meet? X

Frequency Cl representatives attend [T Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA

meetings? x

‘Frequency [T representatives attend CI Never Quarterly Monthly Weekly Daily NA

meetings? x

‘Best Case cycle time for acquiring >4 wks 2-4 wks 1-2 wks 1day-1wk <1 day NA

‘requested information

e cycle time
\Intelligence Dissemination Process

’Y;‘:'-.
1day-twk

% use of the following Information/
‘Intelligence as a primary presentation

Video

Must add to 100%.
Other - please specify

e 75A0%

P PR 54
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