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ABSTRACT

This paper examines the current state of the praotif corporate universities around the world. Tbpics of
globalization, utilization of technology, measuretnand evaluation, and the use of corporate unitiessto provide
strategic leverage are explored using a reviewitefdture and first-hand research. The paper cadels with a look
ahead at the trends that are shaping the futureogborate universities.
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INTRODUCTION

As corporate universities enter the new decaded#ys of viewing them as training departments iéthcy
names are gone. Whereas two decades ago the atrpmiversity phenomenon was gaining tractiorhi Wnited
States with many major corporations embracing tneept, today most major corporations in the UaS.vell as very
large numbers of small and medium sized organiza}i@an boast a corporate university. Moreoves,dbrporate
university movement has become truly global in scafih sophisticated corporate universities becgnhighly visible
all over the world.

The ubiquity of corporate universities has alsggdiexpectations. It is no longer enough to pmedatalogue
of training courses. Corporate university direstand deans are expected to deliver value throughriaty of
functions aimed at developing people and expandirganizational capabilities (Allen, 2007). Usingbfished
research and the author’s own work with numerouparate universities, this paper explores the cirstate of the
corporate university movement around the world. ofm the topics to be discussed are globalizatiechrtology,
evaluation, and the strategic link between cormotativersities and their parent organizations. fii section looks
ahead at the next steps in the evolution of cotparaiversities.

GLOBALIZATION

Corporate universities have spread to every coshéne globe. While Europe has boasted numeroysocate
universities (typically called “academies” or “iitates”) for more than a decade, there are incngasiumbers
appearing in China, many other Asian countries,tralia, South America, and parts of Africa. Theviadry board of
the Global Council of Corporate Universities cotssisf members representing corporate universities the United
States, Canada, Argentina, France, Spain, SwitmbriRussia, the United Arab Emirates, China, Singapindia,
Australia, and South Africa.

Moreover, global companies are increasingly opebiagmch campuses of their universities throughloeitworld,
rather than bringing people to the corporate hoifRer many years, Motorola has been operating Mtaddmiversity
in China. More recently, McDonald’s opened a bhao€ its highly successful Hamburger UniversityGhina, the
seventh worldwide location for the university (btywww.msnbc.msn.com/id/36095820/ns/business-corsunews,
2010).

As in any other organization, a multinational cogimn can benefit greatly from a well-executed pooate
university. A corporate university can assist aveloping the skills needed to manage a multinaticorporation,
while also assisting in creating consistency inaoigational culture, focus, strategy, and evenrmamon vocabulary
(Shaw, 2005).
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It's clear that both domestic organizations throughthe world and global companies have embraced th
corporate university concept. But along with th@portunities that come from global learning inittas are many
challenges. Among these are languages, time ztraegl, technology platforms, and differing culilconcepts of
management and leadership (Cohen, 2007). Technaiag help bridge some of these gaps, but as tkieseetion
discusses, technology is not always the panaceéavthaometimes hope it will be.

TECHNOLOGY

One of the greatest challenges for Chief Learnirfiic€s is the question of how to integrate teclggl into
corporate universities. A decade ago, the notibthe virtual corporate university was popular aany corporate
universities were experimenting with eliminatincgagdrooms and making all offerings virtual. Sevemdrs and
millions of dollars later, that notion has beencdisled. The question now is how to use technotoggnhance, not
replace, classroom learning.

While the technology certainly exists to rapidlydawidely disseminate information and to connectpieo
asynchronously and in real time, the challengenig to do it in a way that actually produces leagnihat is beneficial
to the organization. Roger Schank (2007) hasawithat the challenge in all types of learningoi®hgage learners.
It's typically easier to do by skilled facilitatons classrooms, but the right types of e-learngign(ilations, games, etc.)
can get the job done when executed well.

There has been much focus recently on the notideashing networks (Romano & Secundo, 2009). Bet t
focus here is not necessarily on the traditioneh#&dof networking computers. These are networkgople, and, while
they are sometimes connected by technology, thesfo€learning network is on learning through huroannection.

An example of this type of network which is medéhtby technology is the Mindsh@re project within
Finmeccanica, an Italian and U.K. industrial groug:he Mindsh@re project brings together the groumain
technological communities with the mission to:

» ‘“develop and share technological know-how;

» identify and appreciate Company Best Practices;

* promote common goals; and

 manage the R&D networking between organizationhiwiaind outside the Finmeccanica Group.” (Grippa, D
Giovanni & Passiante, 2009, p. 139).

While technology is used to help facilitate the rafg of knowledge, the focus of the Mindsh@re Pebjis
squarely on people. The use of technology shootda viewed as the goal; learning is the goaltaotnology is one
of many tools that may or may not be used to fiatdilearning.

The emerging trend is the use of technology moedegiically. Instead of viewing it as a solutioratl problems,
it will be used when it can have the most impacassisting learning. Of course knowing what kirfidnepact it is
having requires the ability to measure success@maslaluate learning, and that brings us to thectopevaluation.

MEASUREMENT AND EVALUATION

Ever since Kirkpatrick brought forth his four leveValuation model more than five decades ago, ghons
have struggled with the question of how to bestluata learning. As corporate universities havewgron
sophistication, the challenges have become gréaterganizations wrestle not only with how to naeasndividual
learning and the efficacy of a given class, buhwibw to measure the contributions and even therretn investment
of an entire corporate university.

In fact, Donald Kirkpatrick himself is still writip how-to books on evaluation and Jack Phillips, rmgnothers,
has added to the literature, especially about lmeatculate ROI (Kirkpatrick, 1994; Kirkpatrick &ikkpatrick, 2005;
Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2007; Phillips, 1997; Rhps & Phillips, 2005; Phillips & Phillips, 2007)

The focus of both the literature and the practicday is much more on organizational contributiorhdtv
Kirkpatrick labeled Level 4 evaluation) than oniwidual learning. The University of Farmers at fRars Insurance
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Group has embraced Kirkpatrick’s four levels andasuges virtually everything it does across all fiewels. However,
the focus of the measurements is on the level 4uatian, how the offerings of the University arentiibuting to

overall success of Farmers. The University hagldgped some sophisticated methods for measuringitsotraining

and development efforts directly contribute to salelaims accuracy, customer service, and otheroitapt

organizational metrics of success. The focus far Wniversity of Farmers is not on learning itsddfit on the
organization’s specific business objectives.

The key to success in measurement and evaluatioreimphasize mission-based metrics (Allen & McG884).
Rather than measure everything that moves, thesfehauld be on measuring the important outcomesrder to do
this, there needs to be a clear vision in advaboatawhat the corporate university is trying to@oplish. By starting
with clearly articulated goals and objectives abapecific organizational outcomes, you can not ofdgus
measurement around these outcomes, but the traisilfjis likely to be more focused. Thus by knogvin advance
what you are trying to achieve and what you arengdb measure, you are not only more likely to Ie &o
successfully evaluate, you are also more likelsdbieve the desired result.

In fact, some authors (Barney, 2002; Kiely, 200ay¢éh attempted to move beyond the traditional Kitkpla
levels and tailor evaluation to other areas ofrege Barney’s approach was directed toward huosgoital. Kiely
included traditional business based metrics, bsb @dded other organizational priorities. Among leels of
measurement included attitude and perception chandgeculture change. The focus on measuring theomes of
these different types of organizational initiativksws from the shift in orientation of corporataiversities from
traditional training and development types of adtiég into newer, more strategic areas of orgaiumat change. These
next generation strategic priorities for corponanéversities are explored in the next section.

A MORE STRATEGIC ROLE FOR CORPORATE UNIVERSITIES

The primary differentiator between a traditionaining department and a corporate university i thiaile
training departments are important, they are tylyidactical and operational in focus, while a corgte university is
strategic and relates to organizational missiorut &other way, training departments do trainingg &orporate
universities do training and many, many other fiomg (which will be addressed below) that develgople and
enhance organizational capabilities.

A corporate university can be defined & educational entity that is a strategic tool dpsed to assist its
parent organization in achieving its mission by docting activities that cultivate individual and ganizational
learning, knowledge, and wisdom” (Allen, 2002, p. 9

The most important word in this definition is “di&gic.” Also critical is the notion of mission—qmrate
universities typically exist to help the organipatiachieve its organizational goals and missiohe more things they
can do that can contribute at this level, the m@leable they can be. One veteran of Motorola Brsity described
corporate universities as “strategic levers” (Mda€a2002).

In my consulting with corporate universities, | baseen numerous valuable functions that corporgtersities
are responsible for or contribute to. Some (like@ning and development) are fairly obvious choit@scorporate
universities. Others are functions that are tran#lly handled by other parts of the organizatidmd some others are
new functions that corporate universities have wated. The following is a list of functions andtigities that
corporate universities can perform:

Corporate University Functions

Needs assessments

Design training programs

Deliver training programs

Design managerial/executive development programs
Deliver managerial/executive development programs
Assess technology options

Deliver e-learning or blended learning programs
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Hire vendors

Manage vendor relationships
Market programs internally
Market programs externally
Brand the corporate university
Evaluate programs

Evaluate the corporate university
Strategic hiring

New employee orientation
Succession planning

Culture change

Strategic change

University partnerships

Foster an ethical environment
Corporate social responsibility
Career planning

Mentoring

Executive coaching

Research and development
Library

Heritage center

Performance management
Knowledge management
Wisdom management

While it is not necessary for every corporate ursitg to perform each of these functions (as a enatf fact, |
know of no corporate university that is involvedah of these), each organization can analyze whitictions the
corporate university will be responsible for, whiches the corporate university will assist with,isthones will be
handled by another part of the organization, anéthvbnes will not be done at all. These decisiaiklargely be
based on the organization’s strategy, and by peifay this analysis, the organization can ensurg ithacorporate
university contributes at a strategic level.

To illustrate some of these non-traditional funetipKiely (2007) details a nine-step process fow lvorporate
universities can shape culture. Since organizationlture derives from the people within the oiligation, culture
change, by its very definition, involves changihg fattitudes, perceptions, and behaviors of peopéeilitating these
types of changes in people, of course, is the poevof corporate universities. Among the mostvaaié of the nine
steps are numbers six, seven, and eight: develgdhcational programs, vary the methods of dslieeraccess to
learning, and build the desired cultural changés afi of the corporate university’s educationai\ates.

In a similar vein, McGee and Duncan wrote aboupooate universities as “the new keepers of thecatliame”
(2007, p. 109). Using examples from three realldvoorporate universities, the authors concluded the best way to
foster an ethical organization is not through téaglethics classes, but by creating a culture iicviethical behaviors
are respected and rewarded and unethical behaaiersot tolerated. The educational piece involveking sure
people know what is expected. Ultimately the cosidn is similar to Kiely’s—the key to success igtare and the
corporate university is a wonderful tool for creati growing, nurturing, and possibly even repaitimg desired culture.

Renaud-Coulon (2008) carried this notion one stefhér. She viewed corporate universities as arlef social
responsibility. As corporate social responsibiléyd sustainable development become increasindgvamt in
organizations all over the world, corporations aeeking new ways to become responsible citizenthefworld.
Renaud-Coulon envisions the corporate university &sol to forge the corporate identity and solthe corporation
(2008, p. 157). This notion of the corporate ursitg being involved in or possibly even responsifdr corporate
social responsibility was unheard of ten years algdighlights how well corporate universities kagvolved to meet
new organizational challenges. The following set&xamines some ways in which this evolutionkislii to continue.
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A LOOK AHEAD

The preceding sections not only describe best ijpescin corporate universities, they also serverasage the
trends that will shape the future of the corporatéesersity movement. This section takes a glimas¢he future of
corporate universities over the next decade.

Over the past two decades, we have witnessed @igpuaniversities evolve from training departmentsabust
educational partners to sophisticated entities ttetelop people and organizations utilizing numerinovative
methods. Over the next decade, we will see thwiticued evolution into new types of structureg teach deeply into
organizations.

One structure that has been posited is the stadtehahiversity. Romano (2009, p. xv) defines ttakeholder
university as
“(1) developing social capital by addressing akvant stakeholders;

(2) creating value, beyond financial performanchicl includes relationships, knowledge creatiorg amovations
processes; and
(3) human capital development and corporate legrpincesses.”

While some of this definition (such as the thirdtpéooks like the current notion of corporate wamisities, what
really distinguishes Romano’s notion of the stakedouniversity is the prominence of such concegstsocial capital
and relationships.

Margherita & Secundo (2009) carried the concephefstakeholder university a little further. Usicase studies
from Cisco’s Networking Academy, General Motors’ GWhiversity, and Motorola University, they proposad
definition of the stakeholder university as, “a niearning archetype which promotes and developsvative learning
and capability-building processes among globallgtributed and integrated networks of employeestoousrs,
suppliers, partners, as well as of academics, gsafeals, independent learners, and other ingtitsiti(p. 199).

The key differentiator between this concept andcireent view of corporate universities is the idéantegrated
networks of employees and the many other staketwtifehe organization.

The concepts of the stakeholder university havenlady corporate universities to embrace the idésaoning
networks. Just as the information technology itrjubas learned that there is much greater valom fconnecting
networks of computers rather than from individuglgwerful computers, the learning community is fintgd great
benefit to networked learning. As defined by Romamd Secundo (2009, p. 6), learning networks foerially or
informally set up for the primary purpose of enagliany kind of learning to take place over time Euilding
capabilities, managing change, gaining competéigdeantage in the perspective of the learning omgdioin...”

To explore the notion of how learning networks waakgroup of diverse organizations came togethestudy
and share best practices in what they termed fiadstimed networks” (Clanon, 2009). The organiaas, Ford Motor
Company, Boeing, Detroit Energy Company, the Unigtdtes Department of Defense, Tufts Universityingtein
International Center, and the Society for Orgamretl Learning, reached a number of interestingcliions. Among
these is the finding that having less structurekadrest, i.e. keeping the networks informal. Alsportant was that
the people who come together in these informal adtsyshare a common sense of urgency or crisisjghthat there
is a compelling organizational reason to createntttevork, not just networking for a general senfsiearning.

A similar emerging model is the multiversity. Miodn (2009, p. 27) defines a multiversity as “a ihéag
organization built on a series of multiples: segvimultiple needs and goals, offering multiple ctwla, serving
multiple career paths, and using multiple delivemgthods and technologies.” As another way of uigvthe corporate
university in its progression from training depagtihto strategic lever, this model focuses on #levery of value in
multiple ways to multiple constituencies. Like thearning networks approach, the emphasis is olalmmiation.
Similar to the stakeholder university concept, ¢hisra focus on a variety of learners and benefisa

These emerging models have many similarities afelvadifferences, however they all have one commiak |
they are all designed to expand organizational lwfipes by using learning as a strategic lever.inc® most
organizations profess that their most valuabletassbeir people, there will always be great cotitipe advantage in
finding innovative and effective ways to increalse value of human capital.
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Despite the significant proliferation and growthsimphistication of corporate universities in recgsdrs, there is
still considerable room for continued evolution.s lang as organizations face new problems and seekways of
learning, there will be innovations in the struetiof corporate universities and in the very natdilearning itself.
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