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Abstract Benchmarking is currently one of the most effeciiv@ustrial performance
improvement processes. For the company, it is astopre of observing, adopting and/or
adapting best practices, and this with the aimrmpioving the performance of some of its
processes. The realization of benchmarking, whathe internal or external, is not however
without its difficulties. The first difficulty fahe company is to manage to clearly define what
a best practice is. We thus built a typology ot Ipeactices which could help to discern more
effectively what could be relevant to exchangeenchmarking. The second difficulty for the
company is to identify its best practices. The Bie#hod (Best Practice Specification) which
we describe in this paper allows the company tate®and to specify the good practices
likely to be transferred within the framework ohbkemarking.



Introduction

Among the approach which can help a company to ongrits performance, the

benchmarking is currently considered as one ofntlost effective: internal benchmarking
when it is about a business comparison of perfoo@smetween manufacturing units of the
same group for example, or external benchmarkingmnwihis about a comparison between
different firms (compared to "best in class" foample).

Sometimes translated into Frenchdmmparative improvemenbenchmarking consists in
carrying out a comparative analysis of performarsgte/een companies (Maire and al, 1998)
and rather aims for a company to observe, adopbaadapt the practices judged best, and
this with the aim to improve the performance of\aeg business process (Camp, 1995).

The success of benchmarking is so great in FrarateQCI (CCl, 2003) estimates that 50
% of the first thousand companies use benchmandgglarly, and 80% of them regard it as
an effective approach of change. And now, the beracking is used by small and medium-
sized companies which see in this tool a meansaofjing out significant improvement in
performance quickly. Benchmarking is also regulaylypted (Brilman, 1998) (Vokurka and
al, 2000) among the key tools in the best practiieranagement, and occupies a privileged
place for some in a system of Total Quality ManageniTQM) (Rahman, 2002):
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Figure 1: A model of Total Quality Management (TQ@glm, 1994)




However and in spite of this success, benchmartto®s not always achieve the unanimity
among those who have to select progress approattteincompany. Many of them indeed
explain that they did not wait for the arrival acfricthmarking to compare their performances
with their competitors with the aims of definindeeant improvement objectives. However, if
this comparison to benchmarks has justified there#t to launch into the benchmarking,
many companies consider that it is rather the &efarc'best practices”, which is the origin of
the performances, which must guide this choice.sThbe process of benchmarking has
passed from a "continuous and systematic procesvaitiation of the products, services"
(Camp, 1989) to a "continuous process of identifice learning and implementation of best
practices in order to obtain competitive advantagésether internal, external or generic"
(Murray and al 1997). We will quickly recall thenaus stages of this evolution.

Many initiatives were launched to count, classifyyda propose best practices
(www.apgc.com, www.bestpractices.com, etc), getessdvcompanies note the lack of
methods enabling to effectively adopt and makentiost of these best practices in order to
improve their performance (O' Dell and al, 1998)orkbver, this is confirmed by the
investigations carried out by the Benchmarking Berwhich show that the process of
benchmarking has been for the last few years theotdhe list of processes which are most
« benchmarked ». There are two principal reasotiseabrigin of this difficulty for adapting
these best practices (Bronet and al, 2003).

The first is to clearly define for a company whai<ibest practice » is, or more precisely, to
determine the type of information or knowledge whis relevant to formalize to improve a
given process. Does the term "practice" refer t® way of carrying out an activity? a
process? the manner in which this process is maale powerful? Does it relate to the
operational activities of the company? the moratsgic activities? So many questions which
we will come back to, and which show that the eggpi@n, "best practices" can lead to
numerous different interpretations. Initially, fos it therefore appeared interesting to check
if, among the many organizations currently delingri'best practices" whether there was
consensus or not on what a "best practice” shogldde.

The other difficulty finally relates to the identi&tion of these practices. And that just as
much regards the entity side (companies, produgilant, service, etc.) wishing to acquire
these best practices, as the entity side havingdeide them. On the one side in fact, the
entity generally encounters difficulties in formiie its requirements about practices,
because the objective of the benchmarking whiaindertakes is precisely for it to discover
new practices that are radically different from itsual practices and generally not yet
considered. On the other side of the exchangegritity generally has difficulties to identify,
among its usual practices, those which was prodigsificant profits in a context of
application different from own.

It also has the difficulty of knowing which praas have a real impact on its processes, as
the effort has generally been concentrated ondietification of the practices at the origin of
the problems of the process rather. These diffesilare found just as much in an external
benchmarking as in an internal benchmarking wheseniot just different companies but
industrial entities from the same company whichiawelved in the exchange of these best
practices. The approach that we describe latervemdh is based on the principle of QFD
(Quality Function Deployment) tool contributes taproving these exchanges by targeting
the transferable practices of an organization usinccessive deployment of matrices. We
show how this method is currently used in the campeEECUMSEH Europe. This company,
European leader in the manufacture of the compressa refrigerating units, carries out a
deployment of its good practices, and more paditylthose related to TPM (Total
Productive Maintenance) and SPC (Statistical Pso€amtrol) process, on its four sites in
France.



Benchmarking and Best Practices

Since its appearance in the Eighties in the fiélthdustrial engineering, benchmarking has
been the object of many books and articles puldishescientific reviews and economic and

financial press. But it should be admitted thah# benchmarking is unanimously presented
as a means of evaluating the performance of aineasl system (a company, a manufacture,
a service, a work station, etc), a real consensaugsadefinition does not emerge from these
contributions. Actually, the multiple definitionshveh were proposed express more various
stages in the evolution of benchmarking. To summeathenchmarking passed four important
stages of evolution (see Figure 2):

(1) Stage 1 concretizing the passage of a priorityrgieethe benchmarks to a priority given
to the action, i.e. the benchmarking ,

(2) Stage 2 concretizing the passage of a product&ssrperformance evaluation to an
evaluation of process,

and, more recently:

(3) Stage 3 conveying the transformation of an evatnatather based on financial indicators
towards an evaluation integrating measurementsmmection with the satisfaction of the
internal or external customers,

(4) Stage 4 conveying the passage of a comparativeuai@l of process (operational
benchmarking) to a comparative evaluation of sgjiate(strategic benchmarking).

Nature
of researched
Operationnal performance Strategic
Best practice Process
(4)
Nature (3) / Object
of Ve of
comparison comparison
(2)
/
(1) Product
Benchmark / Service
Financial Object Customers
of researched
performance

Figure 2 : The evolution of benchmarking

From benchmark to benchmarking

Originally the benchmarks correspond to measurdéaegaof performance of the software or
systems, on which various products from differe@inofacturers can be assessed. The term
has since been adopted in many other fields inetudihat of industrial management. For
example, a benchmark is defined in the Industrmadiieers Handbook as 'physiological or
biological value of reference to which a performan& comparetl: a customer lead time less
than 10 days, a rate of final improvements ancttgjlewer than 1% of the actual sales, a rate
of finished products "right®itime" equal to 97%. By comparing itself to thesmt¢hmarks, a
company can thus identify its weak points, prisgtiobjectives of improvement, and then
carry out analyses to determine the methods béstidor this improvement.



Obviously, such an evaluation is only useful ifisirenewed in time. To know its position
compared to others at a given moment is of onlytéichinterest. On the other hand, what is
interesting is to see how this position evolvesrdiae, if only to validate, and if necessary
re-examine, the improvements in progress. Thisga®es however not problem-free. One of
the characteristics of all benchmarks is indeebtdovery evolutionary. Not only should the
values which it represents evolve considerablynoitea short space of time, but its choice
has to be frequently called into questi®he increasingly demanding nature of customers, the
appearance at increasingly constant intervals of wempetitors on the markets, the
accelerated development of new products, are mastgrs which lead to a readjustment and,
in certain cases, to an almost permanent procasslefining the benchmarks to be used.

As an example, if the capacity of a hard disk cagile, a while ago, a rather significant idea
of the performance of a microcomputer, it no longgpears among the benchmarks currently
recommended to carry out a relevant comparisondmiwlata-processing equipment. It's the
same thing for industry. It is this approach, whigbludes at the same time a follow-up of
benchmarks, and their use within the framework obmparative evaluation between firms,
which some indicate by benchmarking.

A benchmarking, however, goes well beyond an eviaoaising benchmarks. This is on
what the American Productivity & Quality Centre ttht/www.apqc.org /best/whatis.cfm)
insists on : Benchmarking is not the same as Benchmark ! Besmdtsnare performance
measures. Benchmarking is actioh..Let us say, to simplify, that if the evaluatios
significant, the analysis which results from thssjust as important. The comparison of the
performance compared to benchmarks must indeedeadompany to identify, understand,
and then to apply, with the requirement of adaptivegn, the practices which are at the origin
of the values for which a significant variation wagted. And this "action”, to which the
APQC refers, not only forms an integral part ofesa¢chmarking process, just as much as the
evaluation, but undoubtedly makes up its foundatlodeed, what is the point in knowing
that one is "worse" if one is not able to underdtavhy the firm with whom one was
compared is better than you ? Those who launchea im the experiment of the
benchmarking, quickly realized. As a result, whenthee beginning the majority of the
practiced benchmarkings privileged the "benchmarketnpared with the "action" of
improvement which resulted from it, the tendencyswl@en reversed. Indeed a considerable
number of companies placed, as the following ewatuwill confirm, research and the
adaptation of "best practices" at the heart of ther process of benchmarking.

Evaluation of products/services versus evaluatibprocess
The other significant evolution of the

benchmarking is illustrated by the definition of Performanc
the benchmarking suggested by Camp (Campp,or /’ Compa”so"‘\
1989): "...research of the most powerful W
methods for a given activity, allowing to secure N
A

a superiority”. This definition indeed stresses \\ \\_
two characteristics of all benchmarking. b b
The first, it is that this approach is likely to
generate a very significant leap in performance
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even if the company has to radically change \nﬁv
some of its practices. NOW A
The second recalls that the research of the PROCESS

performance is not purely on the basis of a Eé‘%
comparison and an evaluation of the
products/services, but also and rather, on that Figure 3: Benchmarking evolution
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of the activities attached to these products/sesvicCamp thinks, the benchmarks must
necessarily integrate measurements of performahaetivities, that these contribute directly
or not to the realization of the products/servicdfie process, being defined as a structured
whole of finalized activities, benchmarking has ghuoaturally evolved to a role of
comparative evaluation of process, at the same rtegating to a second role the evaluation
of products/services (see Figure 3).

Many companies define benchmarking as a methodrafegs analysis in which the best
practices are identified and evaluated like modetsimprovement. Two reasons with this
focus of benchmarking on the processes. Firstiypraparative analysis of products/services
forces the company to involve its competitors i@ Benchmarking, who are a priori not very
inclined to confide in their best practices on tlesign or the manufacture of their products.
Secondly, while considering in best case scena@ab this company manages to understand
and to adapt the practices of its competitors,aithés are that these same competitors have
developed at the same time even more powerful medugts and/or new practices.

The comparative analysis of process appears orcdh&gary more interesting. Firstly
because, the processes to be compared have thatagkyeof being shared by entities,
external or internal, while not necessarily cargyimut similar products or services. Then,
because these processes being generally perenrtiald, lead to us hope that the practices
which the benchmarking will help to implement, adepted for a fairly long duration.

Many definitions also introduce the expressionBést practice" thus reinforcing the idea
that all "best practices” share by a benchmarking nust necessarily refer to a process
This best practice thus indicates, (we will exantime later) a practice which was considered
as a reference or good, whose success was shothie anprovement of the performance of a
process.

Towards an evaluation integrating measurementati$faction of the customers

The concept of benchmarking also knew a new ewiutelated to the tendency of the
companies to listen to the needs of their custome®gntences such as "the customer is
always right ", "it is the customer who fixes trevél of quality” or "after-sales has to be
reinforced" are currently proposed in all managenpeactices. This tendency was initially
expressed by the progressive transformatioguadlity, with a small "q", which indicated the
regularity of the product reliability, iQuality, with big "Q", to refer to the total quality from
the point of view of the customer. In the same wihgcustomemwho nominated the person
or the organization who pays for the product orghevice is transformed intGustomerto
include the entirely of the people of the chainvafue between the company and the final
customer. In the Same manner, Balm (Balm 1994) phogosed to upgrade benchmarking to
Benchmarking with a big "B" by focusing on the ne&m developing comparative
measurements which interest the internal and/@reat customer, and this in addition to the
traditional financial ratios. This brings to comsllon thatthis type of measurement must
occupy a privileged place in the identification andhe evaluation of the "best practices"

of a benchmarking.

Towards a strategic benchmarking

More recent evolution still, some companies havewegdrom a benchmarking of an
operational level, with the comparative analysiuicess, to a strategic level consisting in
detecting the global solutions able to obtain a petitive advantage (Rao and al 1996). The
elements analyzed in this case refer to key stakethe company, such as, for example, its
strategic choices as regards skills management, ptoelucts differentiation, R&D
development, or of cost reduction. Then, by takagpin the usual stratification of the
structures of organization, the current benchmakiwould rathetend to privilege "best



practices" of the strategic and/or tacticallevelsto "best practices” located at operational
levels. That inevitably has a consequence on the tf best practices to privilege in an
internal or external benchmarking.

Best Practices problematic

«Benchmarking is a process of identifying, sharangl using knowledge and best practices »
(Maire, 2002).Suitably adopted and/or adapted, the best idedtifigactices can indeed
generate for the company considerable profits diop@ance within a very short time. Until
now, these best practices were rather require@nmiéis companies ("best in class"). Now,
it's rather the internal benchmarking that is geged, i.e. the research and the share of good
practices used in its own organization. At the iorgf that, generally the same observation. If
on one side of the company, we developed, triecandtadopted "good" overcome problems
encountered, on the other side, although confromti¢ll the same problems, we persist in
being unaware of these practices, to the poinvefhesometimes reinventing them.

"If only we knew what we know! "(O’Dell and al 189 Jerry Junkins, Tl president, just
summarizing a feeling shared by very numerous compéectors. There is, even inside the
company, a vast whole of knowledge, know-how anddgpractices, whose identification,
transcription and division could be at the origih spectacular improvements for the
company.

Even unanimity to make state of the difficulty odfiing what is a good practice, and
more precisely, of determining the criteria whichka it possible to conclude that a practice
is a good practice to be deployed in the compamtially because there is not uniqueness in
the manner of approaching the company, and thdilseirmanner of describing its practices.
Those which approach the company as an organizatiantured in decisional levels expect
that the practices of the company describe howd#desions are made on each level and/or
how the articulation takes place between theseldevdose which perceive the company
organized around a system of decision, an infoonatiystem and an operational system
expect that the practices detail how the interastibetween the elements are established
constituting these systems. For others still, thesetices must inform about the way in
which the company consumes and manages its filamsaurces, technical or human. For
others finally, and they are currently most numserdbe practices must refer to processes of
management, with operational processes, procedsegea@surement or processes supports
implement in the company.

Then, independently in the way in which one appneache company, we indeed realize
that some practices can cover very operationalcéséd the company, whereas others will
rather refer to strategic aspects. Lastly, theirdisbn which is established in the company
between practices, good practices and best practitakes different levels of practices
emerge.

So, it is indeed difficult to give a precise linhit this expression of "best practice" and that
even if many definitions were proposed by it, sastior example:

"... a technique, a method, a procedure or a progkgsh was implemented and which has
improved the results of the entity."(EQPP, 1998).eVery practical, knowledge or know-

how which showed its effectiveness or its valuepart of the company and which is

applicable to another part of the company.” (PRA&B0Q0) "A best practice is the process of
finding and using ideas and strategies from outgm& company and industry to improve
performance in any given area." (Zahorsky, 2003).



It's difficult also to outline what is a "best ptae" by examining those listed by some
organizations in the field of Quality or IndustriManagemerit If practices are indeed
proposed, these sites do not give in fact truecatthns on what makes it possible to compare
them to "good practices". There is little assistana the side of Knowledge Management
(Prax 2000)(Dieng and al 2000), of which one offtivections is to however capitalize on the
know-how of the company, and thus, to identify éominalize some practices. Indeed, unlike
the benchmarking which rather targets the “macezfpcal” held by the company (a process,
a functional organization, a strategy), Knowledganslgement on the other hand takes an
interest in the “micro-practical” held by the indluals (a know-how, an clever way, a
technigue?). In any case, the distinction showsnded for operating a classification of the
practices likely to be deployed in a company. Tiedtus to propose a classification of these
practices in order to show which are potentiallg thfferent types of transferable practices
within the framework of a internal benchmarking. eTlklassification that we propose
subsequently is partly based on the one proposeithdoyhevron company (O’Dell and al
1998).

A Best practices typology

The common factor in all these practices is thay trefer to a business process, and more
precisely, with the manner of making this processeypowerful. We thus sought to establish
a typology of these best practices. On the one lawbrding to the type of functions
provided by a process (Axis - Action - Assistange)hin the framework of a frequent
operation (Plan A) or an unfrequentone operatidan(B), and on the other hand, according
to the type of means requested in the setting uthefprocess, whether it concerns means
refering to the Knowledge of the company (its Asser means refered to its Know-How (its
Abilities). Table | gives an example for each tygedentifiable best practices.

This typology makes it possible to discern moredfiely what best practice is, and that
while going beyond a simple sentence. But it egkgamakes it possible for the company to
ask itself questions about all of its practiceadopt and to improve a given process. On one
side, it contributes to identifying the practicesrently used by the company and able to be
transferred at the time of an internal or extedmahchmarking. On the other, it helps the
company to discover possible practices to be uset likely to be provided, within the
framework of a "Tit for Tat" strategy, by the diféamt partners of the benchmarking process
concerned.

! www.bestinclass.com, www.benchmarkingreports.com, www.apqc.org, www.smthacker.co.uk,

www.bestpracticedatabase.com, etc.



Table | : A typology of "best practices"

Functions
, *
5 % AXIS ACTION ASSISTANCE
. 2 How Plan A Plan B Plan A Plan B Plan A Plan B
A data baseA spreadshegtA A conventional A maintenance A folder which
synthesizing |to create a manufacturing | machine tg management files
) the dynamic chart | machine reduce software packagé maintenance
Material performance interruptions carried out ang
indicators during that to come
production
All production| Partnership A quality | Same quality A service of| Partnership with
ﬂ sites under thewith an| technician  in| technician  in| knowledge a specialis
L responsibility | auxiliary each workshop| two  different| capitalization for| consultant in the
n Structure | Of the same lawyer with the workshops the whole| capitalization of
7p) director company tq company knowledge
< resolve
litigations
A coordinating| More frequenf To sort by| 100% control Resolution off Use of SIX
meeting every meetings when sampling from| with of the| problems using SIGMA method
week betweemthe workload the produced parts producedto the  4*4|for a particular
Methods | the productior] increases parts when al method problem
sites machine shows
a CPK<1.33
2 To preach Calculation of| To request To congratulate Incite the trainers Form the|
< measurement | customers autonomy on athe operatof to listen to thg trainees using
(D) as thel returns in term work station who improveg trainees needs |real example
= Management federator of g of the cost of the productivity| that the traine
good decision | no-quality and quality off has experienced
his work
station
The ability of| Solidarity in| The capacity of Ability of a | Faculty of the Solidarity by
a managemerjtthe event of andesign to engineering supervisors  tothe loan oOf
n team to define error of | quickly offer a| department tg divide the| personnel
HH] Collective | a clear strategy strategy new product | take account of workforce up| between
— ) the  solutiong between  them supervisors
= skills "on shelf" to|according to th¢when there is a
E develop needs of eachdelay in
< product further | workshop production
The capacity Skills to carry| Know-how on| Emergency Aptitude to| Ability of a
to direct| out anl a know-how with| repair any| person to creatg
several exceptionally | manufacturing | the means breakdown on asolutions for|
factories thorny meeting machine available in| manufacturing | breakdowns
Individual with production machine (when the
skills METAPLAN maintenance
method has not been
carried
regularly)
DECISION PRODUCT or SERVICE RESOURCES

“Strategic or Tactic Axis

"Best practices" identification

The difficulties related to the realization of amternal benchmarking are not limited to
problems of defining a best practice. The iderdtin of the best practices is also one of the
critical stages in any benchmarking process. Filoentgpology of the best practices that we
have established, it was thus necessary for usrdpope a method which could help a
company, on the one hand to locate its best pexcfior a given process, and on the other
hand, to determine among these practices, thos®uriefer in priority at the moment of an
internal benchmarking.



The customer's voice must play an essential rols.ihdeed a question of making sure that
the best practices which are identified have amcéffe contribution in terms of customer
satisfaction for whom the outputs of the processsimered are intended. The approach that
we developed, baptized BPS (Best Practices Spetidio, is based on principles (see Figure

4) similar to those of a QFD (Quality Function
Customers expectations Deployment) since it establishes, in the form of a
successive deployment of matrices, a link betwden t
PHASE | ﬁ customer's expectations of the process (WHAT) drad t
Internal expectations good practices used in this process (HOW). Thik Im
ﬁ built by the successive realization of four phaselead to
PHASE II the specification of a series of practices (besicires)
Functions of process having a real and demonstrated effect on the custem
ﬁ expectations of the process.
Has Sl In the case of a QFD, customer expectations are
MCEET e transformed, at the time of the realization of timual
SR ﬂ specifications to technical specifications on tih@ashed
Practices specifications product. These specifications are then translated i

specific parts (components, materials, informatita) for
Figure 4 : principles of BPS ~ Which the characteristics which are essential speet are
defined. The processes necessary for obtainingethes
characteristics are then examined with the aim dpresent customer expectations as
manufacture operations. These operations are Yirddployed into production or control
specifications.

With BPS, it is on the process and not the finispeoduct that the deployment takes place.
Just like a product, the process must indeed beres and must evolve so as to its
customer's expectations as well as possible. Theds which follow illustrate the way in
which the four phases of the deployment are coexdect

Relationship between customer’s expectations aednal expectations

The first phase of a BPS (see Figure 5) consister@ating the relationship between
customer's expectations expressed by the finabmess of the process and the group of
specifications which have been defined in-housethy actors of the process. These
specifications generally refer to requirements

on ouputs of the process, i.e. the results( Ston9relatonship
delivered by activities of the process. At this () wmoderate refationship
stage it is a question of making sure that theseo Weak relationship
requirements are compatible with the voice of

the customer of the process. It is then a

question of establishing a hierarchy betweenPHASEI

these requirements so as to be able to then
direct the research of the best practigese
towards those which have a significant =
incidence on the satisfaction of the customers
of the process. The requirements considere
to be fundamental, and which will guide the
continuation of the deployment, are thogse?®
which were declared as respected and whose Weighting
relationship to the customer's expectations
were declared as significant.
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Figure 5 : Phase | of BF
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Figure 6 : Phase Il of BF

Relationship between internal expectations and
functions of process

The second phase (see Figure 6) establishes the
link between the fundamental specifications
previously identified and the various functions
to be assured by the process. The inventory of
these functions takes place while following the
axis Functions used in the typology of best
practices: Axis (functions providing the
strategic or tactical decisions of the process),
Action (functions providing the products or
services necessary to obtain the result of the
process), Assistance (functions providing the
resources useful for the realization of the
process). On a principle similar to that of the

preceding phase, this phase leads to the descriptithe main functions, i.e. of the functions
declared as performing well and whose interactioitis the requirements defined in-house on

the process were declared as significant.

Relationship between functions and means of

process

The matrix built during the third phase (see Figure
relationship  between
fundamental functions of the process and all of the

means required for this process. The latter areiAsE
identified by traversing the axis Means defined py
. Assets (materialg,

7)

describes

the

the typology of best practices

organisational supports and methods which h
been put into place to guarantee that the prog¢ess

runs smoothly),

and Aptitudes (managem
techniques, individual or collective skills which,
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©
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nt
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developed or acquired gradually, are useful for the

improvement of the process). At the intersection of

Figure 7 : Phase Ill of BPS

these functions and these means are the practibeh wmave a significant link with the
customer's expectations of the process examinezselpractices will be specified in the next
phase.
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Figure 8 : Phase IV of BPS

Relationship between means and practices of
process

First of all, the last phase (see Figure 8) makes
it possible to describe the practices of the
company within the framework of an
operation routine in the process (Plan A)
and/or within the framework of an exceptional
or unusual operation in the process (Plan B).
This stage then makes it possible to identify
the best of these practices. Three
measurements are used for that. The range (R)
of a practice reveals the extent of its effect in
the company : effect limited to the process



considered or, on the contrary, effect applyingthe company's other processes. The
incidence (I) reports the importance of the effattthe implementation of the practice on the
global performance of the process. Finally Faci(y gives an indication over time which
separates the implementation of this practice ftbenobservation of its first tangible results
on the performance of the process. The practicesidered to be best will thus be those
which will maximize the value of R*I*F between ptaes of comparable nature.

Conclusion

With the BPS method, the company thus has a systefmelp it to identify its "good"
transferable practices within the framework of atetinal benchmarking. This method is
currently in the course of validation in TECUMSEHrBpe on its Cessieu site (France). For
the company it is a question of identifying the theactices currently put in place by the
various sectors of manufacturing of the site onphecess "To deploy progress effort (SPC
and TPM)". The long term objective is for the comp#o apply these practices in all of the
manufacturing sectors of the site, as well as tloosthe other three sites in the group.

Although the results of our research have to beawgd and validated, the prospects for
research currently relate to the acquisition ofséhdest practices. Once identified, the
company encounters some difficulties regarding ¢bbection of information which will
make its appropriation possible by others. Generd#ilis acquisition currently takes place
starting from questionnaires, addressed to the avlntity which is at the origin of these best
practices, and generally collecting values of iathes considered to be significant of the
performance obtained. If these data are signifitartollect, in no way do they describe the
practices which are at the origin. It is a questionparticular of seeing how these best
practices could be represented so as to be moily &amnsferable, with the objective, if
possible, to go beyond a simple textual statemkthtese practices, as is generally the case.

It is obvious that most of the information that plorequire to implement a new practice
cannot be transcribed and even less codified. Thesas to common data bases, just as a
limited transmission of the "explicit" informatioa not enough. Many methods of knowledge
acquisition have been proposed, particularly infibkel of cognitive genius. As an example,
GAMETH (Grunstein, 2000), KADS (Hickman, 1989), MKIS(Ermine, 2001), MACAO
(Aussenac, 1989) and MEREX (Dieng, 2000). Howekies¢ models appear badly adapted to
a context of transferring knowledge within a compahhe models suggested in the field of
Artificial Intelligence very largely exceed for exple the original aim, since they try to
represent knowledge, not only in order to clartierh, but more with the objective of being
able to use them in an automated way (automatisideemaking, automatic generation of
new knowledge...).

The next objective of our work will be to propasenethod of assistance to the acquisition
and the representation of these practices withatimeof facilitating their transfer. From the
definition of the principal characteristics of irgfual knowledge to exchange, it will be a
question in particular of studying if certain maglelirrently proposed to represent knowledge
can be used for the acquisition and the formabnatif these best industrial practices within
the framework of an internal benchmarking. It wallso be a question of studying the
mechanisms likely to support the appropriation #edtraining of these best practices.
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