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Maturity Models:  

assessing maturity of IR practice 



Research questions 

> Is IR a profession? 

> ... a “mature” profession? 

> How do we know? 

> What is a “profession” anyway? 
“A disciplined group of individuals who adhere to high ethical 

standards and uphold themselves to, and are accepted by, the 
public as possessing special knowledge and skills in a widely 
recognised, organised body of learning derived from education 
and training at a high level, and who are prepared to exercise 
this knowledge and these skills in the interest of others”  
(Australian Council of Professions) 

 

> A looser definition may be more appropriate: 
Professionals with common characteristics: work practices, 
knowledge and skills, commitment to ongoing professional 
development.  



A working definition of IR 

> “Research conducted within an institution of higher 

education in order to provide information which 

supports institutional planning, policy formulation and 

decision making” (Saupe, 1990) 
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Evolution of IR associations 
 

 

  

                                                                         

 

 

 

                      
                
 
Key 

AIR:  Association for Institutional Research (US) SAAIR:  Southern African Association for Institutional Research 
AAIR:  Australasian Association for Institutional Research SEAAIR:  South East Asian Association for Institutional Research 
EAIR:  European Association for Institutional Research MENA-AIR: Middle East and North Africa – Association for Institutional Research 
CIRPA:  Canadian Institutional Research and Planning Association  
 

 



Enter: “organisational capability maturity 

models” 

> Maturity model: a set of structured levels that describe 

how well the behaviours, practices and processes of an 

organization can reliably and sustainably produce 

required outcomes.  

> Allow institutions to engage with internal stakeholders on 

business value of moving to next stage of maturity in a 

particular field or cultural dimension 

> Provide reference point for specific assessments of 

evolution  



Maturity models: current state of play 

> Have evolved over last two decades in areas as disparate 

as leadership, software engineering, program/project 

management and data management   

> Most models share two basic characteristics: 

1. based on the original work of the Carnegie Mellon 

Software Engineering Institute (SEI) in developing the 

Capability Maturity Model (CMM) for processes around 

the development of software 

2. used to assess “maturity” of related management 

processes as means to achieve organisational goals.   



Maturity models and IR 

> No globally accepted model for IR 

> But there are at least four models with relevance to IR 

(at least planning and decision making): 

1. Performance culture 

2. Business intelligence 

3. Analytical competition 

4. Business process management  

> Your turn: For each model, what level of maturity is 

your institution?  



Model 1: Performance Culture 
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Model 2: BI & Performance Management 



Stage 5 

Analytical 
competitors 

Stage 4 

Analytical 
organisations 

Stage 3 

Analytical aspirations 

Stage 2 

Localised analytics 

Stage 1 

Analytically impaired 

Model 3: Analytical Competition 

Big results 

“What’s possible?” 

Analytics primary driver 

of performance 

Begin integrating 

data & analytics 

“What’s 

happening now?” 

Able to use for 

point advantage 

“How can we use 

analytics to 

differentiate?” 

 

Local & 

opportunistic 

“What can we 

do to improve 

this activity?” 
Flying blind 

“What happened?” 

No metrics 



Model 4: Business Process Management 



Towards a maturity model for IR 

> How did you score out of 19? 

> multi-faceted nature of IR in terms of sub-functions 
and associated activities necessitates a multi-
dimensional model 

> Ideally model needs to makes a distinction between 
dimensions: 

– predominantly intrinsic to IR team (although not 
necessarily within team‟s full control) 

– predominantly extrinsic (and therefore largely 
outside of team‟s control).  



Based on experience in Europe and Australasia, 
functional typology for IR could be: 

> Routine institutional management, including formal 
internal and external reporting and operations support 

> Strategy formation, including modelling and scenario 
planning 

> Quality assurance and quality enhancement 

> Marketing and competitive data analysis 

Add “independent research & study” for North America 

 



Routine Institutional 

Management 

Strategy Formulation Quality Assurance 

and Enhancement  

Marketing and 

Competitive Analysis 

Independent Research 

and Study 

Level 5: All academic 

management processes 

monitored, BI 

Competency Centre 

created 

Collaborative 

international  process 

benchmarking studies  

QM Framework 

adopted (eg. Baldridge, 

EFQM) 

Level 4:  Agreed source of truth 

for all corporate 

reporting, integrated 

data-warehouse  

 

Outcome benchmarking 

studies, predictive 

modelling 

Feedback loops 

between institution, 

students and staff 

operating 

 

Integrated research 

program developed and 

resourced  

 

Level 3: Internal reporting  

delivered via discrete 

functions and systems 

 

Analysis of institutional 

performance drives 

strategy choices/review   

Lifecycle approach  

student and stakeholder 

feedback mechanisms 

Multi-dimensional 

reporting of 

course/program quality   

 

International 

competitors‟ analysed, 

global rankings 

analysed 

Level 2: External reporting 

obligations mostly met 

 

Domestic competitors‟ 

analysed, global 

rankings monitored  

Occasional function-

specific independent 

research commissioned  

Level 1: Ad hoc reporting, 

immature reporting 

systems  

Strategy unquantified 

and/or indistinctive  

Limited student 

feedback mechanisms   

No analysis of 

competitors‟ student 

market share 

No independent 

research commissioned 

Towards a global maturity model for IR?  



How would we use a global model? 

> Application of an agreed model in a global context may: 

– reveal patterns between jurisdictions where IR practice 

in one country may tend to focus on one or more 

dimensions at expense of others. 

– clarify whether „level 5 maturity‟ is still an aspiration for 

all institutions (or at least their IR teams) or has actually 

been attained in some cases.  

– Contribute to “internationalising the IR movement” so 

that a global knowledge base can emerge (Sharma, 

2010) 

 

 


