Does training policy help to attract, retain angtlelep human resources?

Does training policy help to attract,
retain and develop valuable human
resources? Analysis from the Mondragon
case

IMANOL BASTERRETXEA and ENEKA ALBIZU*
University of the Basque Country, UPV/EHU, Spain

This is an electronic version of the accepted pap#re journal:
Advances in the Economic Economic Analysis of legraitory and Labor-
Managed Firms, Volume. 12

Copyright of the manuscript is assigned to Eme@iolup Publishing
Limited.

Pleasecite this article as:

Basterretxea, | and Albizu, E. (2011): "Does trnagnpolicy help to attract,
retain and develop valuable human resources? Asdhpsn the
Mondragon case’Advances in the Economic Analysis of Participatmg
Labor-Managed Firms. Volume. 1Emerald Group Publishing Limited,
pp. 231 - 260.

The final published paper is available at
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/books.htm?chapter@s3578

1 Imanol Basterretxea (Corresponding author): Tel.34 + 946013868. E-mail address:
imanol.basterretxea@ehu.efostal address: Universidad del Pais Vasco. featutle Ciencias
Econdmicas y Empresariales. Avda. Lehendakari Aguin® 83. 48015 Bilbao (Spain). Eneka Albizu:
Tel.: +34 946013119. E-mail addressieka.albizu@ehu.ePostal address: Universidad del Pais Vasco.
EU Relaciones Laborales. B° Sarriena s/n. 489464 pain).




Does training policy help to attract, retain angtlelep human resources?

Abstract

Purpose- The aim of this article is to ascertain the degi@ which a training policy
developed through corporate training centers isgeized as a source of competitive
advantage for attracting, developing and retainalgable staff.

Design/methodology/approack The fieldwork is based on a survey of Human
Resource managers from 66 cooperatives of the SpdMwndragon cooperative group.

Findings — The empirical test carried out confirms that M@&gon's training policy,
backed up by its corporate training centers, isgigeed by HR managers as a tool that
provides advantages to attract, develop and re&uable human resources. The results
also suggest that those advantages are more medbeat has been cited in classic
literature on Mondragon.

Practical implications- The results of this study can be helpful for gh@wing number
of companies choosing to create and reinforce catpotraining centers. The link
between training policy and the perceived ability attract and retain valuable
employees showed in this case, can also be hefpfubther companies that, as
Mondragon, face limitations in wage policy.

Originality/value — This paper contributes to titerature on the educational fabric of
Mondragon adding updated empirical evidence andrparating the point of view of

HR managers of the group's cooperatives.

With respect to the contribution of this paper e titerature on training policy, the
paper's findings, in particular those regardingedffect of training on worker attraction
and retention, add empirical evidence to the fewliss on the subject.
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Introduction

In a business environment in which people, withirtHeowledge, skills,
experience and motivation, are counted as a resauth great potential for generating
sustainable competitive advantages, the war fentadcquires an increasingly sharper
profile. Among the different HR policies designedhin this competitive environment
to attract, develop and retain valuable staff,niraj policy has gained in prominence
over recent years, with a growing number of comgmrthoosing to bolster their
internal training structures.

As shown intable 1 15% of European companies with more than 10 eyepl®
that provide continuous training have their owrnireg centers (Cedefop, 2010; p. 37).
A comparison of the 1999 and 2005 figures shows tie percentage of companies
with their own training centers increased in mastdpean countries (séable J).

Table 1.- Businesses with more than ten employeegthva training center in 1999 and 2005

FIE|S|IN|H|E|C|D|F|L|P|R|L|I|P|E|BJ|L]|S
lf{L|E|L|U|E|Z|E|R|T|L|O|VI|T|T|S|G |

1999 (%) 4| 28|16| 10| 4| 5| 7| 5| 13| 4| 2| 9| 5|25|14|13| 7| 16| 4

1

2005 (%) 8| 2311 9| 4| 6| 9| 7|15| 6| 4| 13| 11(32| 21| 21| 16| 25| 7

Difference in % 1

points -6| -5(-5| -1| 0| 1| 2| 2| 2| 2| 2| 4| 6| 7| 7| 8| 9| 9| 3

Source: CEDEFOP (2010, p.36)

This percentage rises to 34% in the case of compawith more than 250
employees. In order to underline the bigger strategle given to those corporate
training centers, many of them have adopted theerafroorporate universitiés

This growth in the number of companies that optcteate and reinforce
corporate training centers, as well as the suliataattonomic resources devoted to this
end, contrast with the scarcity of investigatioesigned to clarify the degree to which
these training centers can bring advantages to toenpanies in terms of attracting,
developing and keeping valuable staff.

The present study concentrates on the case of faie onain Spanish business
groups (Mondragon Cooperative Group) that has hestily stood out for its firm
commitment to the creation and consolidation opoaaite training centers.

The phenomenon of cooperative business developiheentoy Mondragon,
unmatched at a world level, has been receivingitite by researchers from different
areas since the 1970's. The central question ssareh set out to answer was: what lies
at the root of the success of this business gréup®drding to several authors, there are
different (though not mutually exclusive) reasomat texplain the overall success of the

2 In the U.S. there is a growing number of corporatgversities in virtually all sectors.
American Express, Apple, Bell Atlantic, Disney, BprGeneral Motors, Intel, Harley Davidson,
McDonalds and Sun Microsystems are just some @ktiecempanies with corporate universities. In recent
years, major European firms such as AXA, Bayards®ré&8ouygues, Cap Gemini, Ernst & Young,
Daimler, Heineken, Lufthansa, Siemens and Schndidiectric have also strengthened their corporate
training centers by adopting the corporate unitgrsame.
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experience.

The people who make up this business group, cotpemmembers in the main,
in combination with the corporation's training pyli are understood by certain
researchers to be one of the reasons for this catdpe business success (Agirre, 2001;
Asua, 1988; Aranzadi, 2003; Bradley and Gelb, 198&mpos, 2005; Chaves, 2003;
Ellerman, 1984; Hoover, 1992; Meek and Woodwor89Q Morris, 1992; Thomas and
Logan, 1991). Other reasons for success mentiogdatiebliterature are also linked to
corporate training policy: the existence of betteanagers and the development of in-
group management tools (Albizu and Basterretxe®81Basterretxea and Albizu,
2010a; Charterina, Albizu and Landeta, 2007; Ched®®@9; Clamp, 2000, 2003;
Jacobsen, 2001; Logan, 1988; Smith, 2001; Thomals Laxgan, 1982; Whyte and
Whyte, 1989) and corporate cooperative culture riaaai, 2003; Bradley and Gelb,
1985; Cheney, 1999; Smith, 2001).

The objective of this research work is to ascertaendegree to which corporate
training centers today act as a source of perceigeohpetitive advantage for
Mondragon. We feel this study might be of interesstHR managers and heads of
training in companies and entities that, like Magtm, face constraints in their pay
policy which stand in the way of competing throughages in the fight to attract and
hold on to valuable staff. In addition, this inugation can throw some light on the
debate around the creation of training structugesdmpanies, constituting a new step
forward in research on training policy as a sowfceompetitive advantage.

This paper provides an update of the work previpaatried out on the training
structure of Mondragon. Most of the previous anegy§Asua, 1988; Bradley and Gelb,
1985; Meek and Woodworth, 1990; Whyte and Whyte91)Qortray the educational
fabric of Mondragon in the 70's and 80's. Therefdhey do not discuss several
important strategic decisions related to the goaaining policy during the last two
decades: most notably, the creation of Mondragonvedsity and Otalora, the
management training centre. Besides, this papéerslifrom previous studies in the
methodology used. While previous studies are majoblitative, based on opinions and
data from a reduced number of managers of the capoffices and some individual
cooperatives, our survey offers conclusions base@ guestionnaire completed by a
representative sample of Mondragon HR managers.

Regarding the structure of this paper, an intradadio the research is followed
by a review of works that analyze training policy a stimulus to attract, develop and
retain valuable workers. The third part is devatea@ brief presentation of Mondragon
and its training policy, followed in the fourth pdmy an explanation of the methodology
employed in the investigation. Part five sets tiat iain results of the fieldwork. The
sixth part is given over to discussion and alscksooto the contributions that this
investigation makes with regard to business practge finish the paper by pointing
out the limitations of the study.

The value of talent

The staff of a company, with their knowledge, skikxperience and motivation,
are regarded as one of the most powerful resoufoesgenerating sustainable
competitive advantages (Bayo and Merino, 2000, 20ddieller, 1996; Wright,
McManaman and McWilliams, 1994), especially in higarformance organizations
(Barron, 2008). This is especially true in the ngeral and technical labor markets,
where growing investments in technologies and Isigimdard machinery modify
working methods and increase the need for a skilledkforce.
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Having valuable human resources, however, is noragtee of obtaining
competitive advantages unless such resources ameegBarney and Wright, 1998).

The condition of scarcity stems from the heteroggnef human resources.
People differ in their abilities, knowledge anditattes and, consequently, in their
contribution to the companies where they work (\Wrigt al., 1994). Within any labor
pool, differences exist between individuals in terof job-related skills and abilities
(Barney and Wright, 1998) and it is hard to atteaod keep people who guarantee high-
performance levels in the organization.

The war for talent is therefore a core concermiost firms. Effective strategies
are nowadays being sought in order to achieve ctitiveeadvantages based on talent
attraction and retention (Fegley, 2006).

In addition, employees are adopting the philosaplay their job security lies in
their employability,rather than in their employment. Talented workerth waluable
skills expect employers to continually upgrade ¢hegkills, knowledge and ability.
Organizations that focus on developing talent balin a stronger position to retain key
employees (Boxall and Purcell, 2003; Capelli, 2008)

Several recent investigations have dealt with thiguence of training and
development on a firm's capacity to attract, retaid develop valuable employees. Fey,
Bjorkman and Pavlovskaya (2000), based on data ft@inforeign firms operating in
Russia, find that providing non-technical trainisgoositively associated with a higher
degree of development, motivation and retentiomahagers.

A survey conducted by Hay Group (Hay, 2002) amo8@ 8ompanies in 50
countries shows that lack of training and poor eardevelopment is resulting in
employees leaving and moving on. In the same sémseesults of the research done by
ExecEd and MSGM's ISL on Australian managers (Hagh2009) suggest that
management development and training programs deetige strategies for talent
retention.

Jean-Marie Hiltrop (1999) analyzes HR policies aptactices of 115
multinational and 204 domestic companies locatafestern Europe, and the impact of
such policies on their capability to attract anthire employees. With the help of an
independent group of management consultants, hdedithose companies into three
groups depending on their ability (superior, averay poor) to attract and retain
talented people, and then analyzes whether thdssesices can be explained by a
different use of HR policies. According to his sgudompanies with a superior ability to
attract and retain talented people scored well altbgse in the average and low ability
categories on several HRM factors. Out of elevdfermint factors, the training factor
ranked second in importance when explaining thierdihce between companies with a
superior ability to attract and retain valuable @ypes and those with an average or
poor ability.

Some other studies analyze the impact of trainmgmployee retention not in
isolation, but rather by linking the training pglizvith other HR policies and analyzing
the link between the HR system and rotation. Tistadies (Batt, 2002; Gelade and
Ivery, 2003; Guest, Michie, Conway, and Sheenaf32@uselid, 1995; Krueger and
Rouse, 1998; Ubeda, 2005) also point to the existai a positive relation between
training policy and lower turnover.

The Mondragon corporation and training policy.
The Mondragon corporation, whose origins date lackd56, has now become
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a diversified business group with 85,066 employ;eesmprising over 260 companies,
half of which are cooperatives, belonging to itglustrial, finance and distribution

divisions. In order to facilitate the corporatiodsvelopment, Mondragon is backed up
by a set of organizations, consisting of a mulelenetwork of training centers, 12

research centers and supra-structure entitieadlaiturnover of 13,819 million euros in
2009, exporting 3,172 million euros, 59.4% of thdustrial group's production value. It
Is present in fifteen foreign countries in the ghab 75 productive plants and has its
own branches in another nine countries. It is cilyethe seventh largest Spanish
business group. As shownfigure 1, Mondragon is a highly diversified corporation.

Figure 1.- Organizational structure of Mondragon in2010
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Source: Mondragon (2010)

The Mondragon corporation has created several cat@governing bodies (Congress,
General Assembly, Governing Council, Divisions..Ijhaugh it should be noted that
each of the cooperatives in the group is a soverengity. Mondragon's corporate
governing bodies and central services cannot lesegower on controlling the
cooperatives' assets or shares in the cooperataeisal, since each cooperative's assets

and capital belong to its members. Therefore, tmparation does not own the
cooperatives; rather, it is the cooperative memtlesiselves that ultimately vote
whether to join or leave the Mondragon corporation.

Membership in the corporation obliges cooperativies fulfill several
commitments, such as the relocation of members fotimer cooperatives in crisis; a
distribution of profits based on solidafitgnd reinvestmenitthe pooling of part of their
return§; a uniformity in the initial capital contributiorequired from new membénd

3 38.4% in the Basque Country, 44.5% in the restp#isand 17% in the rest of the world (Mondragon,
2010).

4 10% of profits are allocated to the Fund for Coafige Education and Promotion. This fund promotes
the training of members and workers, inter-coopegarelations, and cultural and social welfare
programs. Cooperatives earmark 20% of this fundtti@r Fund for Inter-Cooperative Education and
Promotion, which gives financial support to thepmate training centers.

® 45% of profits are allocated to the cooperati®eserve Fund. The remaining 45% is capitalized into
each member's account.

6 Cooperatives must podietween 15% and 40% of their returns alongsideréis¢ of cooperatives
belonging to the same division (see the speciadizareas irFigure 1). In addition, they must earmark
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limitations on managers' salaries.

The salary limitations of managers in Mondragonpawatives have always been
an important source of internal controversy andemdl debate at Mondragon
(Basterretxea, 2008; Basterretxea and Albizu, 20k@&smir, 1996; MacLeod, 1997,
Morris, 1992; Thomas and Logan, 1982). In 2008y @% of cooperative members
earned a salary higher than 3.5 times that ofdived paid member (Mondragon, 2009,
p.52) and, in most cooperatives, the salary otdpananager is still limited to 4.5 times
more than that of the lowest paid cooperative mer(ibasterretxea and Albizu, 2010a).
Those limited wage differentials make it difficuti attract and retain managers and
highly valuable professionals.

From its beginnings, the active training policy tbe Mondragon group has
constituted one of its most distinctive charactass As Arizmendiarrieta, founder of
the Mondragon project, put it (Ormaechea, 19914).4it has been said that
cooperativism is an economic movement that usesaéidonal action, while the
definition could also be altered to affirm thatistan educational movement that uses
economic actioh

Most analyses that set out to explain the succkessblution of the Mondragon
Cooperative Experience ascribe a relevant roleh® educational centers of the
Corporation as a group. This appraisal of corpoted@ing centers as a source of
competitive advantage or as a basic explanatorypoaent in the Mondragon success
is cited both in the analyses made by the groupiaders and successive top managers
in different internal publications of the corpomatj and in a good number of studies
carried out by researchers from outside the Morairaaxperience in the 80's and 90's
(Asua, 1988; Basterretxea and Albizu, 2010a; Camp665; Ellerman, 1984; Meek
and Woodworth, 1990; Morris, 1992; Thomas and Lode91; Whyte and Whyte,
1989).

The Mondragon Corporation has created a complewankt of educational
centers that comprises a university, various voaati training centers, a business
school, a cooperative and management training e&seatrd even children education
centers at primary and secondary levels. This nétv& complemented by a set of
associated companies and entities, which pursuectgs such as the promotion of
entrepreneurship, dual training, language teacbirgpmpany-applied researcfable 2
attempts to synthesize Mondragon's complex educticamework.

Table 2: Mondragon's complex educational framework

Students Vocational Continuous University Management  Others
07/08 Training Vocational Degrees and training
Training Masters

Txoriherri 764 370 394
Lea Artibai 2,830 362 2,403 65
Mondragén Univ. 6,859 258 2,894 3,707
Otalora 2,698

2,698 (*)
Alecop and others  n.a.

(*) Management Trainingyhich involved 738 people, artb-operative Developmerdttended by 1,960 people.

n.a.

Source: Own elaboration based on data from Mondrago

Among the various corporate training centers, acigpbeole is played by
Mondragon Unibertsitatea (MU/Mondragon Universityhis university, officially set

10% of their returns for the Mondragon Investmeundk:

7 Historically, new members of Mondragon cooperatitiase made an initial contribution to the share
capital of no less than the equivalent to the ahsatary of the lowest paid member. In 2008, this
amounted to 14,000 euros.
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up in 1997, is supported by three educational catpves with a long track record: over
50 years of experience within the areas of unitiergualifications (in Engineering,
Business and Humanities) and of Vocational Train{imglustrial branches). In the
educational year 2007/2008, MU had 3,707 pupilsneilg up for university
qualifications, 10% of whom were studying at thaycle and postgraduate level. Its
offer takes in 10 High Level Training Studies, 2diversity Degree courses, 21
university Postgraduate courses and 5 third-cyitldiss (PhD). In addition, there is a
wide offer in continuous training, most of whichnmede up of short courses generated
by demand from companies in the sambeu, mostly Group cooperatives.

The faculties that constitute MU today were homethe first cooperative
members within the Mondragon Experience, and wéee historical suppliers of
technicians, engineers, holders of diplomas andedsgin Business Administration,
entrepreneurs and managers for its cooperatives.

MU students have an opportunity to combine thaidists with work in the
industrial cooperative Alecop, a cooperative witkine Mondragon Group created in
1966, whose workforce has, since its foundatioenbgrincipally made up of students
from the different centers that today form Mondmagiiversity. Thus, more than 7,500
students have combined their studies with part-ivoek in this cooperative or in other
Mondragon cooperatives to which Alecop assigns soiés student-workers. The
bodies for management, shareholding, ownershippaythent systems are practically
the same in Alecop as in the remaining Group caipes, which means that the
cooperative-based work experience of MU studenfdeattop lubricates socialization in
cooperative values and the future integration ofitécians and university graduates in
the Mondragon cooperatives (Asua, 1988; Meek anddWorth, 1990; Thomas and
Logan, 1991; Whyte and Whyte, 1989).

In addition to the university, the Mondragon Graups specialized vocational
training centersEskola -MU-, Lea Artibai, Txori Heryiin industrial areas where local
cooperatives are operativeir€a 1,000 students enrolled in formal vocational firagn
and 5,691 people in continuous vocational trainingthose centers during the
educational year 2007/2008).

Another corporate training center that is of giegtortance for the cooperative
Group is Otalora, the Cooperative and Managemeainifig Center of Mondragon,
founded in 1984 for the purpose of training managerd members of social bodies
attached to the Mondragon Cooperative Group. (dalsrthe training center most
closely linked to the specific needs of the Mondragooperatives and does not offer
any training to people outside the group. It offardreadth of training designed to
facilitate the internal promotion process, improtlee competences of company
managers, benchmarking and the dissemination operative culture and values
among managers and members of the control bodresaiRent within this training
offer is the MBA Executive in Cooperative Companyamdgement. More than 500
executives and managers from Mondragon cooperatiaes taken Otalora's MBA, and
practically all the current executives in the Grsuppoperatives have taken this Master
course. In the educational year 2007/2008, Otatuffared Management Training
involving 738 people andooperative Developmeritaining with the attendance of
1,960 people.

The Mondragon cooperatives aid in the funding of , Mtalora and the Group's
vocational training centers. By law, Spanish coapees must earmark 10% of their
profits to the Fund for Cooperative Education angnibtion, and Mondragon
cooperatives allocate a considerable portion osehfunds to the corporate training
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center& These contributions from cooperatives are thennsaiurce of funding for
Otalora, the management training center. Vocatitna@ing centers are mostly funded
by Public Administration, and in the case of MUisithe students themselves that cover
most of its expenses.

Besides contributing to the funding of the trainingnters, the group's
cooperatives play an active role in the bodies thahage and control the centers. The
cooperatives that collaborate with corporate tregréenters have a third of the votes in
the General Council and in the training centersir@@d. This allows the training content
to suit the needs of the cooperatives (Basterret6@8). In any case, the training
offered in Mondragon University and in the corperabcational training centers is not
specific to the Mondragon cooperatives and is atdaable for work in firms outside
the corporationh

Mondragon's commitment to training is reflectedthe training structures that
the corporation has created, as well as in the gdwain the cooperative members’
qualifications. As shown irtable 3 which compares the Industrial Group's training
levels in 1987 and 2006, the change has been raiviarkn this period, the group has
grown from a workforce that was mainly unskilledr@d only basic qualifications to
one in which most employees are at least high dap@aluates or have a vocational
training degree.

Table 3.- Distribution of Mondragon Industrial Grou p members according to training (1987-2006)

Uneducated/ High School Vocational Training University Graduates
Basic Education Graduates Degrees
1987 63% 3% 23% 11%
2006 24.4% 6.9% 45.1% 23.6%

Source: Own elaboration, based on Asua (1988) amadké&gon internal documentation (2010).

This increase in qualifications among members isiypaxplained by the fact
that a growing number of cooperatives have set @mim of a vocational training
degree as an admission requirement, which has edlalwe percentage of vocational
training graduates to double in the reference peritne percentage of members with
High School qualifications and those with Univeysiegrees has more than doubled in
that same period.

The continuous training offered by the corporati@s also contributed to that
higher degree of qualifications. In the early 96\ r 1000 unqualified members earned
vocational training degrees through the professioetaining plan implemented by
Mondragon in order to facilitate the workforce'sltiskill capability and the relocation
of members among cooperatives in times of crisas{@&retxea and Albizu, 2010b).

Methodology of the investigation

The survey was carried out with the enterprisehéngroup. More specifically,
the population under study comprises all the capars that were part of the
Mondragon Group in the Basque Country and in Nav@apain) in December 2006,

s Forthe allocation of funds in different years, seetBastxea (2008).

9 According to the Basque Employment Service, Lan@i@04), nearly 40% of the engineers from
Mondragon University entered a cooperative in 2@0@ so did 27% of those who had completed
Management studies. This means that most of thdugtas entered a company that did not belong to the

group.
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with the exception of corporate training centerd eover entities (companies created to
provide services to cooperatives in the group)oAdscluded were companies that have
become members of the corporation over the last ywars and had no previous link

with the corporate training centers. Accordinghg population was made up of a total
of 81 first degree cooperative companies (coopegrgiarent companies), 66 of which

collaborated with the research by replying to thevay, that is to say, 81.5% of the

population.

The questionnaires, with an accompanying lettereveent to HR managers in
Mondragon, following a pre-test with various cogise managers. In the cooperatives
where this position did not exist, the questiomrmaiuas sent to the company executive
manager. Subsequently, the same standardized auestie acted as the basis for
telephone interviews with the people who had iliftiheen contacted by post. These
telephone interviews were carried out between 28Nder 2006 and 11 January 2007.

The HR managers' responses were measured usingdine subjective scales
ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally eg). The respondents were asked to
evaluate their perceptions about the link betweemddagon's training policy and the
ability of its cooperatives to attract, develop aethin valuable employees. Many of
those subjective perceptions are relative percépheasure$, obtained by asking the
respondents to evaluate their ability to attracyelop and retain employees (via
training policy), in comparison with the ability aheir competitors (e.g. “The
continuous training we have provided has enabletbusevelop more valuable staff
than the staff of our competitors”).

Appendix | details the variables, evidence and messsof relative perception of
the questionnaire used in the paper. Furthermoeeshave also taken into account a
series of classification variables in order to fimdit whether cooperatives that
collaborate to a greater degree with Mondragon'parate training centers and those
that put more effort into continuous training péveegreater competitive advantages
(see Appendix II).

Results

Mondragon cooperatives have a preference for cmiédlon with corporate
training centers, and particularly with Mondragomiwérsity'. 40 out of the 66
cooperatives surveyed cite MU as the universityy theainly collaborate with. A
significant percentage of vocational training grateés and university graduates who
work in cooperatives (around 38% in both cases)ecthom corporate training centers,
although the distribution of these centers is mifioum if we take into consideration the
sectors that the companies belong to, the growgysféil into, and their location.

The Mondragon cooperative collective is not homegers where the relation
with corporate training centers and preferentiarugment from their graduates is
concerned. The cooperatives that are geographiclaigst to the centers and those that
belong to the industrial group exhibit the higheses of collaboration with corporate
training centers, and are the most inclined tortegothem when obtaining staff. The
remaining cooperatives, particularly those in te®it group, scarcely collaborate with

10 While it is true that perceptual data may introdlicgtations through increased measurement errdr an
the potential for mono-method bias, the benefitsveigh the drawbacks (Fey et al., 2000). Furthere

is precedent for using such perceptual measursisnifar research (e.g. Delaney and Huselid, 19e¥; F
et al.,, 2000; Youndt, Snell and Dean, 1996). Adddily, prior research has shown that subjective
measures of firm performance are well correlateth wbjective measures (Geringer and Hebert, 1991;
Powell, 1992).

11 See answers to the questions VC1 to VC4 in Appetdix

10
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the corporate training centers, and their intakgratluates from them is lower. All told,
a fourth of the cooperative managers, all of therodoperatives in the industrial group,
come from corporate training centers.

The answers to the questions that measure the @ffaontinuous vocational
training in the cooperatives (VC5 to VC8 in appenid) show a major commitment to
training. Comparing our results with those of thenthuing Vocational Training
Survey coordinated by Eurostat in 2005 and prederite 2008% we find that
Mondragon cooperatives put considerably more efftd the continuous training of
their employees than Spanish and European firnassiinilar size. In 2006, investment
in continuous training in Mondragon cooperativesresented an average of 2.87% of
the total wage bilf. This 2.87% on training outlay as a percentagklodr costs more
than doubles the average for Spanish companieschwis situated at 1.2%; it
significantly surpasses the 1.6% average for compan the EU-27, and it lies among
the average percentages for the companies in thep&an countries that are most
committed to continuous training. This higher tmaghinput is also reflected in a higher
proportion of employees who benefit from trainift.6% against 33% in the EU-27)
and in more hours of training per employee (23.@dr$, against the average of 12 for
the EU-27). The greatest differences in traininguin between the Mondragon
cooperatives and Spanish and European companidsiare in the segment of small
and medium businesses, which includes 65% of tbparatives in our sample.

Only 23% of the continuous training of cooperatiwerkers takes place in
corporate training centers. When the recipientsaritinuous training are cooperative
managers, the training is based to a greater degm@@porate training centers. In fact,
36% of management training takes place in corparaieing centers (Basterretxea,
2008, p.497). Those differences are coherent \nghdifferent kind of training provided
to workers and managers. Much of the training mledito blue collar cooperative
members is generic, in order to foster the mulili-glapability of workers and their
relocation among different cooperatives in casecudis (Basterretxea and Albizu
2010b). On the other hand, much of the managemainirtg, especially that provided
at Otalora, is more specific to the Mondragon coaijpees. This specific training
supports the retention of managers, to the extattduch training has more value in
Mondragon or in other cooperatives than in otheal@apitalist firms (Basterretxea and
Albizu, 2010a, p.11).

Advantages for attracting valuable staff

In order to test out if Mondragon's training polibacked up by its corporate
training centers, helps cooperatives to attraatalae staff, questions were formulated
covering 7 dimensions. The aggregate results oféeponses given by HR managers
are shown iffigure 2.

12 See http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu

13 If we consider Mondragon Corporation as a wholej aat only the cooperatives of the group, the
percentage of training expenditure over total pameb costs was much lower this year (0.6%). This
difference may be due to sample bias in our su(eely 40 HR managers of the cooperatives were able
to quantify the percentage in the survey, whiléualy everyone knew the percentage of employees wh
had been trained, or the number of training hoersgmployee). This divergence of figures may also b
explained by a high concentration of training exgigeme in the cooperatives of the group, while speg

on training is much smaller in subsidiaries.
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Figure 2.- Response frequencies for the variablebat denote Mondragon's perceived competitive
advantage in staff attraction.

"Corporate training centres provide candidates arfeomore familiar with cooperativ,
culture.”

"Corporate training centres provide candidates afgomore willing to work in
cooperative.”

"The capacity of my company to attract valuable leyges is better than that of oth
in the sector.”

"Our relation with training centres brings competitadvantages when attracti
graduates.”

“Corporate training centres provide candidates Witbwledge and technic
competences more suited to the needs of my conipany.

"The employment services of MU and other corpocateers facilitate our recruitme
and selection process."

"The employment services of MU and other corpocateers allow us to reduce tl
number of unsuccessful selections.”

76.6% of HR managers agree that cooperative tigicemters produce staff who
is more familiar with cooperative culture, while%?2are indifferent and only 10.9%
disagree. The data analyzed, therefore, allow usffiom that the group's training
centers fulfill a socializing function of coopenativalues among students. These values
constitute one of the relevant factors that hawwiged the Mondragon Experience with
continuity and cohesion. In any case, it should no¢ed that the HR managers'
assessment regarding this question is slightly pesstive among those cooperatives
with a higher percentage of graduates from corpdraining centers, as showntable
4,

Likewise, Mondragon HR managers consider that ctds from corporate
training centers have a more favorable attitudeatd® joining a cooperative enterprise
as workers (53.1% in agreement, and 17.2% very rnmuagreement).

Mondragon cooperatives surpass the barriers tattinaction of valuable staff
that are common to Social Economy enterprises.24@BHR heads are in agreement
or totally in agreement that their ability to attravaluable employees is greater than
their competitors; 40.3% express no preferencechviriay be interpreted as a situation
of competitive parity, and only 12.9% find themssvin a situation of competitive
disadvantage.

When asked directly whether their relation withriidg centers is conducive to
obtaining competitive advantages for attractingdgedes, more than half of the HR
managers surveyed answered affirmatively. The awvese of competitive advantages
deriving from the relation with training centerssignificantly greater in the collective
of industrial cooperatives (3.62 out of 5 againdtf&r other cooperatives) and in those
that mentioned a corporate training centre as émére they prefer to collaborate with
(3.65 against 2.96 for cooperatives that collakeovéth other training centers)

The advantages deriving from technical training teanore suited to the needs
of companies are not so visible for the cooperata@veyed taken as a whole, although
they are perceived by a significant percentage RfhHeads. 38.7% are of the opinion
that their corporate training centers produce aatds with competences and
knowledge that are more in tune with their needmirst 17.7% who consider the

14 Differences significant to 5% (t test and Chi-squiast).
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opposite and 43.5% who express no preference. 3$esament is better in the case of
cooperatives that mentioned MU as the universigytlcollaborate with first and
foremost (3.34 out of 5, against 2.92 of coopeestithat collaborate with other
universities”).

When asked whether the employment services of cat@draining centers
facilitate the cooperatives' recruitment and se@aciprocesses, opinion is divided
among the companies surveyed (46% unfavorable,udimdy 19% absolutely
unfavorable, against 42% completely favorable). abgessment is significantly better
in cooperatives that collaborate first and foremmish corporate training centers (3.28
out of 5, against 2.17 for the cooperatives thdlaborate with other training centers),
in industrial cooperatives (3.04 out of 5 againg61for other cooperativé$)and in
cooperatives with a higher percentage of graduatescational training from corporate
training centers (see table 4).

When asked whether the corporate training centemgloyment services
contribute to a reduction in the number of unsusitgstaff selections, the response is
negative for 57% of the HR managers surveyed. Desphis globally negative
assessment, the evaluation is again significargtyeb in cooperatives that collaborate
first and foremost with corporate training centérand in those that belong to the
Industrial Group®.

Advantages for retaining valuable staff
Figure 3shows the average values of the responses MondtdBomanagers gave to
questions designed to evaluate whether the graw@ising policy and corporate

training centers help cooperatives to retain vdiataff.

Figure 3.- Frequencies of response to the variabléisat denote perceived competitive advantage of
Mondragon in staff retention

"The turnover rates of valuable staff are lowentia
companies within the same competitive environme

3.74

"Offering more continuous training than our comjuet 3.56
helps us to retain valuable staff." :

"The turnover of professionals from corporate firzin
centers is lower than that of those trained inregst 3.06
outside of the Mondragon network."

Almost 70% of Mondragon cooperatives can rely omgetitive advantages for
the retention of valuable staff when compared witmpanies in the same competitive
environment, while another 17.7% find themselvea situation of competitive parity.
This advantageis-a-visthe retention of valuable staff that can be apgpted in this

15 Difference significant to 5% (Chi-square test).

16 Differences significant to 1% (t test and Chi-sgutast).
17 Difference significant to 1% (t test and Chi-squiast).
18 Difference significant to 5% (t test).
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work confirms that Mondragon has been able to mreecthe barriers hindering staff
retention that have been pointed out in Social Boonliterature.

Regarding the degree to which training policy based corporate training
centers helps in the securing of this competitideaatage for retaining valuable staff,
we find conflicting evidence.

Lower rates of turnover of valuable staff are clael with various indicators
for training policy based on corporate training tees (Sedable 4. Thus, cooperatives
with a higher percentage of professionals from omafe vocational training centers
exhibit lower rates of relative turnover than tlestrof the cooperatives. This correlation
is positive and significant at 5%. The ability toldh on to valuable staff is also greater
the higher the proportion of graduates there ayenfMU. This correlation is positive
and significant at 1%. There are also differencesvben the cooperatives that have
mentioned MU as the university they mostly workhyiand all the rest. In the former,
the perception of advantages for retaining valuatd#f is greater.

Table 4.- Correlation between percentage of profegmals that come from corporate training
centers and advantages for the attraction and reteion of valuable staff

V2- Corporate training | V5- Employment V8- Lower turnover
centres produce services of MU facilitatg rates of valuable staff
candidates more familigrour recruitment and than competitors
with cooperative culturg selection
VC3- % of graduates | Pearson's correlation -0.334* 0.261*** 0.322**
in Vocational Training en qairs tau-b 0214 0.182 0.188
from Corporate
training centres Spearman's Rho -0.284*** 0.234 0.228
N 43 43 42
VC4- % of university | Pearson's correlation -0.245%+* 0.147 0.452*
graduates from Kendall's tau-b -0.181 0.159 0.390
corporate training
centres Spearman's Rho -0.241%** 0.183 0.497*
N 48 47 45
* The correlation is significant at level 0.01 (tsaed test).
*x The correlation is significant at level 0.05 @vsided test).
rkk The correlation is significant at level 0.10n-sided test).

Similarly, 62.5% of Mondragon HR managers consitfet their cooperative
provides more continuous training than their comgest, and that this commitment to
training facilitates the retention of valuable &taf

The perception of competitive advantages for ratgirvaluable staff is also
linked to different indicators of effort put int@etinuous training by cooperatives. The
greater the percentage of employees who have estagntinuous training over the
previous year, and the more hours are devoteatoirig per employee, the greater the
perception of HR managers that they possess adyemtdor retaining their
professionals. These perceived advantages, tharghnot correlated with economic
investment on continuous training, measured ase@ptage of the wage bill that such
investment represents (Sable 5.

The consideration of continuous training as a fatftat reduces the turnover of
valuable staff in cooperatives is not determined dugh training being given in
corporate training centers. In fact, we have ndeaced a significant correlation
between the perception of advantages for retaimatgable staff and the percentage of
continuous training provided in collaboration wiMondragon's corporate training
centers.

In contradiction with the results that indicateasifive relation between training
policy based on corporate training centers andrsggadvantages for the retention of
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valuable staff, less than a third (32%) of HR mamagsurveyed considered that
professionals from corporate training centers aoeentoyal to cooperatives, while the

majority expressed no preference with regard te Htatement (43.4%). It must be

stressed that there are no significant differemedhis assessment in terms of whether
the cooperative collaborates to a greater or ledsgree with the Mondragon training

centers, or whether it has a greater or lessekartéitheir graduates.

Developing valuable staff
The averages of the replies to the questions adkedassess whether
Mondragon's training policy and training centerfphmoperatives to develop valuable

staff are reflected ifigure 4

Figure 4.- Frequencies of response to the variabléisat denote perceived competitive advantage for
Mondragon in staff development

"Continuous training has provided our workers vgteater
motivation.”

3.81

"Continuous training has brought about an improvetie the quality
of our products and services.”

3.79

"Having corporate training centers enables us tvjgie continuous
training that is better suited to our needs.”

3.77

"The continuous training we have privided has esdbk to develo
more valuable staff than the staff of our compettb

"Continuous training has produced a greater spéeesponse to|
customers.”

"Continuous training has produced a reduction st@mer
complaints.”

"Continuous training has brought a reduction intsds

Continuous training has had a positive effect om mhotivation of workers,
according to 74.6% of Mondragon heads of HR.

For a vast majority (76.2%) of Mondragon HR manageontinuous training
has led to better quality in the products and sesriof their companies. Most of their
cooperatives have adopted quality strategies, witjreat deal of effort and notable
success. What emerges from the results of thisegussthat the cooperatives' training
policy has been in alignment with the quality sggt and has had a positive influence
on it. The cooperatives that provide training fograater proportion of employees are
the ones that more positively evaluate the efféttaining on quality (see table 5). This
highly significant positive correlation is due teetfact that the management model and
the total quality systems implemented by the Mogdracooperatives require the active
participation of the greatest possible number gblegees in continuous improvement.

When the managers were asked whether Mondragampsrete training centers
are conducive to continuous training that is marged to the needs of the group's
companies, more than two thirds (67.7%) of the beafdHR at Mondragon were in
agreement that this is so. This positive assessafarporate training centers does not
differ in terms of the degree to which the coopeeat collaborate with them in order to
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provide their employees and their managers withigoaus training.

As well as producing more motivated staff, morentlalf of those surveyed
(54.2%) consider that continuous training has esthltheir cooperatives to develop
more valuable staff than their competitors. Thigcpeed competitive advantage
increases the higher the percentage of employkegtat in continuous training actions
(seetable 5.

Table 5.- Correlation between indicators of efforton continuous training and advantages in the
development of valuable staff

V8 Lower V12 V14 Cont. V15 Cont. V16 Cont. V17 Cont.
turnover rateq Cont.Training| Training has | Training Training Training
of valuable | enabled morg brought produced produced brought
staff than valuable staff| a reduction in| greater speed reduction in | improvement
competitors | than costs of response tg customer in quality
competitors customers complaints
VC5 %Training| Pearson's -0.070 0.197 0.003 0.048 0.179 0.088
expense/ wage| correlation
costs Kendall's tau-b | 0.050 0.107 0.020 0.066 0.187 0.077
Spearman's Rhp 0.068 0.133 0.023 0.073 0.230 0.092
N 39 41 41 42 40 42
VC6- Rate of | Pearson's 0.239*** 0.408* 0.385* 0.569* 0.508* 0.469*
participation of | correlation
employees in [ Kendall's tau-b | 0.188** 0.342* 0.318* 0.468* 0.419 0.379*
cont. Training s carman's Rhp _0.232* | 0.406* 0.388" 0.566* 0510 | 0.466*
N 62 59 62 63 60 63
VC7- Training | Pearson's 0.388* 0.0850 -0.1616 0.0691 0.0671 0.1227
hours/employeg correlation
Kendall's tau-b | 0.318* 0.0502 -0.0529 0.0853 0.1150 0.1536
Spearman's Rhp 0.404* 0.0609 -0.0763 0.1089 0.1397 (0.1883
N 53 53 51 53 51 53
VCS8.- % Cont. | Pearson's 0.170 0.073 0.223*** 0.009 0.143 0.165
Training correlation
provided with | Kendall's tau-b | 0.143 0.111 0.213** 0.100 0.152 90.1
tcr‘;riﬁi?]rgte Spearman's Rhp  0.181 0.142 0.269* 0.136 0.199 .23
centres. N 60 59 60 62 60 62
* The correlation is significant at level 0.01 (ts@ed test).
** The correlation is significant at level 0.05 @vsided test).
xkx The correlation is significant at level 0.10n(b-sided test).

A significant percentage, though not the majowfithe HR managers consulted
consider continuous training to have had a positffect on greater customer
satisfaction. Specifically, 44.5% of those survewtate that training has facilitated a
more rapid response to customer requirements, Qr@PBthat training has brought
about a reduction in the number of such complai@tsce again, the factor that best
explains why continuous training leads to bettestamner service is the fact that training
is offered to a greater proportion of employees (able 5.

For 37.7% of the managers interviewed, continucaisihg has contributed to a
reduction of costs. This cost decrease due to penidraining is particularly perceived
in cooperatives that extend their continuous trejrprogram to a greater percentage of
their employees, and in those that rely more opamite training centers to cover their
continuous training needs.

Discussion
The Mondragon cooperatives overcome the barrieanagattracting valuable
staff that are common to Social Economy enterprése$ in the main, evaluate their
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situation as one of parity or of competitive adaget in relation to companies in their
sectors in terms of being able to attract valuabiployees.

Mondragon's training policy, backed up by its cogte training centers, is
internally seen as a source of competitive advastalgr attracting valuable staff,
fundamentally due to a supply of candidates whoraoee socialized in cooperative
culture and more inclined to want to work in co@ties. These perceived advantages
generated by corporate training centers are cahfio¢he cooperatives in the Industrial
Group.

Mondragon's HR managers consider that continuaisirig policy produces
more motivated and more valuable staff than isdage for competitors. They also
consider that continuous training has led to imprognts in quality and, to a lesser
extent, a reduction in costs and better custoneicge

The perceived competitive advantages deriving fommtinuous training in the
Mondragon cooperatives are positively correlatethwhe percentage of employees
receiving such training. However, we have not foantbrrelation with other indicators
of effort on continuous training, such as the nundfehours of training per employee,
or training budget in relation to wage costs.

The Mondragon cooperatives evaluate their situationthe main, as one of
competitive advantage with regard to companiesair ffield when it comes to holding
on to valuable staff. Such perceived competitiveaatage is to a large extent explained
by the formula of offering more continuous trainipgpvision than their competitors. It
is not clear, however, that the training backgrowhdvorkers (cooperatives. non-
cooperative training centers) is directly relatedhie propensity of workers to move on
to other employment.

The link between the provision of training and n¢iten can be explained, in the
case of training provided to managers, by its hégecificity. This specific training
supports the retention of managers, to the extattguch training has more value in
Mondragon cooperatives than in investor-owned firims the case of the training
provided to blue collar cooperative members, trggris more general than in investor-
owned firms. This general training fosters the mhill capability of the workforce
and makes it easier to relocate members in diftgods and cooperatives in times of
crisis (Basterretxea and Albizu, 2010a, 2010b). sThgeneral training provided to
workers enhances job security. Since job secustythe most valued factor by
cooperative members in the employee satisfactionega carried out in Mondragon
(Basterretxea, 2008), we can suggest that gerraraing enhances employee retention
when it generates a higher degree of employmenirisgc

The link between training and retention can alsoekplained by the internal
promotion that follows many training processes.sTiki especially true in the case of
training provided to managers, since managemeimirigpand promotion policies are
regarded as inseparable policies in Mondragon.

Another factor that can explain the retention ofptayees after training is the
existence of exit barriers. Anyone seeking membgrsha Mondragon cooperative is
aware of the risk of losing part of the initial ¢obution to the cooperative's share
capital and the subsequent accumulated dividendeey leave the cooperative. A
fraction of their initial capital contribution (upo 20%) goes straight into the
cooperative's Reserve Fund, and is not refundatlanoindividual basis in any case.
Besides, when members leave, the cooperative aiuctleonsiderable sums from their
initial contribution and from their account's acaulated dividends, a deduction which
will vary according to how much the cooperative asted in the member's training
(Gorrofiogoitia, 1991; Larrafiaga, 1991).
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The time factor and asset mass efficiency constito@rriers against any
imitation of the Mondragon corporate training cestelfhe combined effect of time
compression diseconomies, experience economiesirardflow trajectories make the
time factor an important obstacle for any competitoshing to create a corporate
training centre structure or mechanisms for comgaantre cooperation as efficient as
those created by Mondragon over decades.

A training policy based on corporate training cestewhich provides
Mondragon cooperative companies with so many peedeadvantages, may also be a
source of competitive disadvantages in the fute®abse of the specificity of resources
involved. The Mondragon network of corporate tnagnicenters (and the degrees and
diplomas they provide) has its roots to a largemxin the historical needs of industrial
cooperatives in the field of human resources. Tépecificity means that some
cooperatives that are in a process of expansiam as those in the Retail Group, have
historically benefited little from the corporataitring centers.

Likewise, this specificity acts as a hindrance he torporate training centers
being able to provide assistance in launching amwihd some of the new business lines
that Mondragon aims to give impetus to in its pnéstrategic reorientation. This calls
into question some aspects of the training poli@t has been pursued until now, and
suggests that the corporation should reconsidekdlystones of its relation with the
corporate training centers.

This paper contributes to the literature on thecatlanal fabric of Mondragon
adding updated empirical evidence to previous studind incorporating the point of
view of HR managers of the group's cooperatives.résults show that Mondragon HR
managers consider that the corporate training palind training centers generate many
advantages, but we have also found such advantades more moderate than those
cited in the historical literature on Mondragon.

The broader source of data and opinions of theeptestudy shows a less
homogeneous link between corporate training cemireiscooperatives than in previous
studies. Likewise, we have found that some sourteslvantage according to previous
literature (technical training more suited to tleeds of cooperatives, training centers as
facilitators of recruitment, lower rotation of greates in corporate training centers) are
not perceived by the cooperatives' HR managers.

With respect to the contribution of this paperhe titerature on training policy,
the paper's findings show that training policy awtporate training centers can be
conceived by HR managers as a source of advantagése attraction, development
and retention of staff. Most studies on trainingiggoanalyze the impact of training on
business results, but there are few studies thalbexthe link between training and
employee attraction and retention. The paper'srigs] in particular those regarding the
effect of training on worker attraction and retentiadd empirical evidence to the few
studies on the subject. Besides, our results stuggas training policy can have a
positive impact on employee attraction and retenitipa context of serious limitations
and particularities in other HR policies, such age policy.

Other large business corporations that are prgsehthking of making a
commitment to strengthening their training struestuor creating corporate training
centers on the same lines as those analyzed iwtiiiswould have to take into account
that such a move only makes sense in interconmegtith other HR policies. In the
experience that has been analyzed here, high meestin training takes on more
meaning when internal job markets and extensivdgdbers exist in each cooperative
and in the corporation. Moreover, this is a corgorain which business culture is the
main point of union between the cooperatives thanfit, which demands extra input
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into corporate culture training. Another featuretio corporation's HR policy is the
existence of wage limitations, and such a restmicttands in the way of using pay as a
preferential means of attracting and retaining able staff. In companies where
business culture is not so important, where thesipdsies of promotion are relatively
slim, and where it is easy to attract and retdentavith competitive wages, it probably
does not make sense to set up a corporate univarsgitother training centers similar to
those analyzed in this study.

Finally, any possible imitator would have to be eavaf the high cost that could
be incurred by the creation of a training centrecttire similar to that of Mondragon. In
the case we have studied here, this cost is, &nge lextent, defrayed as a result of the
favorable tax treatment that is accorded in Spairnvestments by cooperatives on
continuous training and on their corporate traincenters. Consequently, even if a
competitor were to develop continuous training paogs and corporate training centers
as valuable as those of Mondragon, the costs tpetitor would have to incur would
cancel out part or all of that value.

Limitations

The main limitations of the study stem from the jeativity of the data used
(opinions of HR managers about the effectivenessofing policies). This subjectivity
bias can be especially important in those questionwhich HR managers evaluate
training policies that they have themselves sumgbrbr implemented (continuous
training policies in the main). In order to redubes subjectivity, it would be interesting
to conduct further research to learn what kind ridveers to the same questions would
be provided by workers.

Another limitation is that we have not considerezsgble reverse causality
relationships. In some questions in which most H&agers strongly disagreed with
some factors as a source of advantages (for examvpkn asked if MU employment
services facilitate their recruitment process), \Wave highlighted that those
cooperatives with a higher degree of collaboratuith corporate training centers had a
more positive point of view. In those questiongréhcould also be reverse causality: the
negative assessment of most of HR managers on fsanees of Mondragon training
centers (e.g. their employment services) may exmalower degree of collaboration
with such centers.
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APPENDIX |

The variables included in the questionnaire aredliewing:

V1- “The capacity of my company to attract valuaklmployees is better than that of others in the
sector.”

V2- “Corporate training centers produce candidatkes are more familiar with cooperative culture.”

V3- “Corporate training centers produce candidatike are more willing to work in a cooperative.”

V4- “Corporate training centers produce candidatéh knowledge and technical competences more
suited to the needs of my company.”

V5- “The employment services of MU and other cogtercenters facilitate our recruitment and selectio
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process.”

V6- “The employment services of MU and other cogtercenters allow us to reduce the number of
unsuccessful selections.”

V7.- “Our relation with training centers provides with competitive advantages when attracting
graduates.”

V8- “The turnover rates of valuable staff are lowkan in companies within the same competitive
environment.”

V9- “The turnover of professionals from corporatginiing centers is lower than that of those traiited
centers outside of the Mondragon network.”

V10- “Offering more continuous training than comnipm@s helps us to retain valuable staff.”

In order to measure whether continuous trainingdpces more valuable staff, in addition to the
perceptions of HR managers, we included a seriemdifect indicators that are usually applied in
scientific literature evaluating the efficiency odmpany training activities. These indicators iadtly
measure whether training produces more valuabli§, sta the consumer's value perceptions. Thus,
continuous training produces more valuable stéffhe latter are able to produce better qualityltes
providing better customer service, or contributing reduction in costs.

Therefore, the variables included to test this tjorsire the following:

V11- “Having corporate training centers enablesauprovide continuous training that is better siliite

our needs.”

V12- “The continuous training we have provided baabled us to develop more valuable staff than the
staff of our competitors.”

V13- “Continuous training has provided our workesigh greater motivation.”

V14- “Continuous training has brought a reductiorcasts.”

V15- “Continuous training has produced a greateedof response to customers.”

V16- “Continuous training has produced a reduciioaustomer complaints.”

V17- “Continuous training has brought about an iowement in the quality of our products and
services.”

APPENDIX Il

Classification variables

VC1- Priority collaboration with corporate vocatadrraining centers.
VC2- Priority collaboration with Mondragon Unibététea.

VC3- % of graduates in vocational training frompmanate training centers.
VC4- % of university graduates from corporate tirsgncenters.

VC5- % training expense/wage costs.

VC6- Rate of participation of employees in contingdraining.

VC7- No. of hours of training/employee.

VC8 - % continuous training provided in corporatarting centers.
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