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What I love about this rating is that:  

• It is a rating and not a ranking; it will encourage continuous 
improvement and collaboration (be the best for the world)  

• It acknowledges that salaries are a faulty measure (in our MBA as people 
switch from corporate to NFP's or NGO's their salaries can go down; also 
people later in life will receive smaller increases than students in direct 
entry MBA programs from undergrad) 

• It captures perceptions of different stakeholders 

• It requires many responses 

• People who best know the institution are asked to rate it 

Julia Christensen Hughes, Dean, College of Business and Economics,  
University of Guelph, Canada 
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1. The Executive Summary  

Why? 

The time is ripe. After many years of criticism of existing rankings, the desire and need to enable business 

schools to play a more positive role in society has grown steadily. As leading rankings such as the FT are 

recognizing a need to entirely review their methodology1, the time has come for true change!   
 

The Positive Impact Rating was initiated with the intention to support fundamental change in the business 

school landscape with regards to the schools’ societal responsibility. Today, business schools are called 

upon to contribute to the U.N. Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) introduced in 2015. Read more 

Who? 

Endorsed and supported by relevant stakeholders, a highly engaged group of people invested some 2000 

hours in an open-source process over the past 2 years to come up with a new, perception-based business 

school rating. The stakeholders represent society (OXFAM), the environment (WWF), business (WBCSD 

and UNGC Switzerland) as well as the next generations (student organizations AIESEC, OIKOS and Net 

Impact). A list of all involved contributors is listed at the end of this report. Beyond the more than 40 

contributors, an equally large group of readers and followers was involved. Participants include members 

of global institutions like the Globally Responsible Leadership Initiative (GRLI), the UN’s Principles for 

Responsible Management Education (PRME) initiative and AACSB. The volunteer schools around the 

world were selected to ensure a diversity in terms of geographic location, size, focus and ownership.  

How? 

The development process included a multi-step prototyping process that advanced an initial idea through 

multiple steps of discussions, testing and revisions to come up with a final product that can now be 

considered as ready to be put into practice. The five phases were:  

- Phase 1 - May 2017: a team of six experts and three endorser representatives developed the 1st 
prototype consisting of 60+ questions in 4 areas and 9 dimensions.  

- Phase 2 - August to October 2017: extensive feedback from stakeholders to improve the first 
prototype and come up with 2nd prototype 

- Phase 3 - May 2018: an intense two-day work session to digest the results obtained from a first 
pilot testing among a dozen international business schools lead to the co-creation of the 3rd 
prototype. 3 endorsers and 16 other participants attended the workshop. The questions were 
greatly simplified and reduced to 37 questions. A single 10-point Likert-scale for all questions was 
introduced, harmonizing response options, improving data analysis and interpretation as well as 
increasing user-friendliness.  

- Phase 4 – July to August 2018: five schools agreed to conduct multi-stakeholder focus groups and 
reported on their insights. This led to the development of a 4th and final prototype.  

- Phase 5 – September 2018: another intense two-day work session with experts and endorsers 
lead to the acceptance of the final prototype. Governance and implementation scenarios were 
discussed intensively. 

                                                           
1  On Jan 27th, 2019, the FT announces review: https://www.ft.com/content/18bad724-14f5-11e9-a168-d45595ad076d   

https://www.ft.com/content/18bad724-14f5-11e9-a168-d45595ad076d
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What? 

The Positive Impact Rating seeks to assess the contribution of business schools to the resolution of 

societal challenges, such as the UN SDGs. Its thinking was inspired by the results of the global 50+20 

project2 and by multiple inputs from many different stakeholders.  
 

Rather than looking only at a specific program, this rating looks at the whole school in all of its key 

dimensions. Four dimensions and 9 areas were identified as being of major relevance for the rating.  

1. ENERGIZING  
Governance  
Culture 

2. EDUCATING 
Programs  
Learning Methods  
Student Engagement  
 

3. ENABLING  
Research  
Continuing Education   

4. ENGAGING  
Institution as a role model  
Public Engagement  

 

In order to assess the impact of business schools in its key areas of action, the rating is based on the 

measurement of subjective perceptions by relevant stakeholders of the individual schools. Six different 

stakeholder groups are to be involved in the full assessment to allow each question to be answered by 

two different stakeholders. By contrasting the results of two complementary stakeholders, perception 

spreads can be constructed for the different questions. These perception spreads are interpreted to 

measure the “change readiness” of the school: the larger the spread, the bigger the difference in 

perception and hence the bigger the transformation challenge.  

The perception of different student groups (undergraduate, graduate, executive, E/MBA and PhD 

students) are included in order to generate a Student Assessment (20 questions) that can be run 

separately or in an integrated manner.  

The Full Assessment (36 questions) uses a complementary pair of stakeholders to allow establishing the 

spread between the “representative” and the “challenger” stakeholder perception in all areas and 

dimensions. The Student Assessment is seen as an initial snapshot perspective that can be used to trigger 

a deeper inquiry.  

 A rating “by students for students” 

Having considered three different scenarios for creating the best possible impact for positive change in 

the business school landscape, we opted to kick-start the implementation process with an independent 

Student Assessment. It will be organized by a student-led organization supported by a strong governance 

overseeing the design principles which are core to the rating. 

AIESEC is leading the business plan roll-out and implementation process in collaboration with other 

student organizations such as oikos. The intention of a first global “By Students for Students” Rating is to 

offer an alternative to existing rankings and is intended to be published directly by students using social 

media, rather than a traditional media partner. Participants involves students at all levels, from 

undergraduate to graduate, post graduate, MBA, executive and doctorate levels.  

                                                           
2   Summarized in the book “Business Education for the World – a vision for business schools serving people and planet” by 

Muff, Dyllick, Drewell, North, Shrivasta and Haerle, published in 2013 by Edward Elgar ©the GRLI Foundation. It was 
published in Chinese by Peking University Press in 2014. (www.50plus20.org)   

http://www.50plus20.org/
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In a second phase, the “Full Assessment” involving five additional stakeholder groups (faculty, 

management, alumni, program management and career services) is to be launched and to be conducted 

by business schools interested in understanding the more complex and differentiated perspectives of how 

the school’s impact is currently seen. 

 

The Purpose of the Positive Impact Rating 

Measuring how business schools contribute to the resolution of societal challenges by energizing the 

school and its culture, by educating current and future leaders, by providing relevant research results and 

offers for continuing education, by participating in the public debate and by being a role model 

institution. The Positive Impact Rating seeks to contribute as a lever of change to the transformation of 

the business school landscape. 
 

 

Design principles of the rating 

1. Rating not ranking: choosing a rating enables schools 

to augment awareness rather than simply worry 

about the results. Business schools are not positioned 

by specific ranks, but they are rated to belong to a 

certain level of achievement. This prevents the 

dangers of misplaced concreteness represented in 

current rankings with their ambition to objectively 

measure in a precise way very complex and dynamic 

realities. The rating is a social transparency effort.  

2. A normative starting base: The starting base of the 

rating is a normative ideal vision of management 

education as a custodian of society (based on the 

50+20 vision and expanded in the area of governance 

and culture). It may not be that different from the 

existing rankings after all, which are based – although 

implicitly - on normative foundations as well. These 

pursue a different ideal, however, which is oriented 

toward making the school the most successful school 

and their graduates the best paid. While they are 

supporting business schools to become the best in the 

world, this rating is trying to help them become the 

best for the world.  

3. Different ways to live up to the mission: The rating 

does not prescribe specific ways to live up to the 

mission, but it leaves room for the schools to define 

their own ways to fulfill their mission. This recognizes 

the fact that different visions and strategies can serve 

society, in particular for schools in very different 

locations and environments, which are also 

dynamically changing.  

4. Internal and external use: The rating can 

be used for internal purposes (school 

development) or it can be used for 

external benchmarking and 

communication. 

5. Six stakeholders: The assessment is 

based on the input from ten different 

stakeholder groups: faculty, program 

management undergraduate & graduate 

(pre-experience programs), program 

management continuing/executive 

education, school leadership, career 

services, undergraduate students, 

graduate students, PhD students, 

continuing education/executive students, 

alumni. 

6. Different stakeholder inputs: One 

stakeholder group is representative of 

the specific dimension (representative 

group). The other stakeholder group 

(challenger group) provides an 

alternative view.  

7. The spread between stakeholder 

representatives: interesting information 

about how well known and accepted 

certain views about the school are. 

8. Ten-point rating scale: offering a unified, 

tested and speedy survey method  
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Towards a multi-stakeholder perception-based assessment  

When measuring the current status in a changing environment, perception-based assessment can play an 

important role. A number of highly valued assessments, such as the Global Risks Report by the World 

Economic Forum, are conducted by considering the subjective perception of key stakeholders. Such an 

assessment allows taking the pulse in a dynamic environment. It also allows adapting the questions 

depending on newly emerging changes and shifts. The proxies used in so-called “fact-based” assessments 

have proven to be more difficult to adapt and particularly those in existing business school ranking has 

been the focus of much critique.  

Measuring stakeholders’ perception offers new insights of a school’s different interdependent dimensions 

and their resulting impact.   The broad spectrum of opinions of stakeholders ranging from students, 

faculty, career services, school leadership and alumni allows a good understanding of the school’s current 

position in a dynamic environment - as seen by its own stakeholders.  

The Positive Impact Rating is based on subjective perceptions as perceptions define “reality” for its key 

actors and thereby influence their actions. The rating is interested in the subjective construction of 

realities through the relevant actors of business schools. Understanding these different realities forms the 

underlying foundation for change, as perceptions describe not only the current status but provide also 

insights into the direction of change.  

 

The value proposition of the rating 

• Students seeking an education that prepares them as change makers in the 21st century now have 

a global measurement of schools equipping them with the required competences.  

• Organizations of any kind, including business, can expect to get relevant consulting and advice of 

this rating on leading business schools and their impact. 

• Civil society is likely to find leading business school as like-minded partners in their endeavors.  

• Participating schools can use the survey results as a tool for their internal change process. It serves 

for benchmarking, business school development, as well as for marketing and communication. 

• Creation of educational resources to be accessible to institutions to provide input on how they can 

improve their impact. 

 
Endorsed and supported by: 

 

Environment       Society   Economy       Student organizations                         Partners 

           
 

 
 

 

 

* Viva Idea is also a funder 
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2. The context 

2.1 The challenge of the current rankings 

Much research has been done highlighting the limitations of current rankings and below bullet points 

serve as a brief capture of main points.  

• Current ratings and rankings do not measure a business school’s impact on contributing to societal 

challenges as exemplified by the Global Agenda (e.g. the SDGs) 

• Business schools focus their innovations strongly on what produces good ranking output – often to 

the detriment of educating responsible leaders and enabling organizations to be a force for good 

• Heavy pressure on upcoming business schools to copy existing top-ranked schools to achieve global 

recognition in a small pool of recognized publication outlets by rankings 

• Unwillingness or inability of existing ratings and rankings to amend their criteria to a new 21st century 

relevant orientation of measuring impact of business schools 

• The challenge of coming up with independent sources of information when evaluating schools (e.g. 

leading to the discontinuation of the Grey Pinstripes Ranking by the Aspen Institute) 

• Employability is currently measured in terms of post-education salary and not as a post-education 

positive business impact. Entrepreneurship and social engagement are penalized by these metrics. 

Let us consider three core questions raised in the current ranking context:  

Do the rankings incentivize the right learnings in students by focusing almost exclusively on their 

personal careers and their income? And, as a consequence, do they incentivize the right learnings offered 

by their schools? There are  great doubts that the incentives in dominant existing rankings will lead to the 

kind of broad and deep personal learning that will prepare students to be effective and responsible 

managers, leaders and personalities in business and society over the coming 30 years of their future lives 

and careers. 

Do the rankings incentivize innovations in teaching and research? There is reasonable doubt that the 

dominant rankings support schools to venture in the direction of new programs and pedagogies involving 

complex real issues in business and society as well as their stakeholders and the students’ personalities. 

There is no evidence for innovative research is being supported, which often involves interdisciplinary and 

collaborative approaches which try out new paths. Such innovative approaches bear higher risks and have 

great difficulties of being accepted by the mainstream journals valued so highly by the dominant rankings. 

Do the rankings incentivize new and different models, approaches and strategies for business schools 

as a whole? There is little indication that the dominant rankings support the plurality and 

experimentation in business schools' positioning that we need in very different parts of the world in times 

of great changes. If anything, there is a tendency in business schools to all look very much alike and copy 

the dominant models and leading schools.  
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2.2 The opportunity for new approaches 

Rankings are rightfully considered as a key lever of change in the business school landscape: 

• Ratings and rankings have become a key lever for change in the b-school landscape 

• The SDGs set the stage for a new shared Global Agenda until 2030 and offer a foundation to discuss 

the positive impact of management education for the world 

• Enabling a transformation of the business school sector by placing relevant innovations into the 

headline with two desirable outcomes:  

o recognizing newcomers for their contributions  

o serving as external pressure to existing players to purpose-orient themselves  

• Enabling the many positive forces among and within business schools (program directors, teaching 

and research faculty) to evaluate and improve their valuable work by measuring relevant outcomes 

and providing public visibility of courageous action 

• A selection and assessment tool for the student of the future, the citizen of the world, who deeply 

cares to make a positive difference through her professional life, to find a business school that 

educates for the required global citizenship and responsibility 

• A rating that is inspired by purpose and impact of business schools in the spirit of their responsibility 

as custodians of society 

• A way for different players in (civil) society to trigger a transformation of an industry that has shown 

to be very change resistant 

2.3 Business schools in the era of the SDGs 

The time is ripe for change. In the last few months, a new ranking report and a new accreditation, and 

two new ranking efforts have emerged in the business school landscape:  

1. The “Business School Rankings for the 21st Century” report by David Pitt-Watson and Dr Ellen 

Quigley published in January 2019 

2. The new Business Graduates Accreditation launched by AMBA in January 2019  

3. An improved version of the “Better World MBA Ranking” by Corporate Knights  

4. The start of data collection for a new SDG-based ranking by Times Higher Education. 
 

These initiatives test the current ranking system in terms of measuring the (positive) impact of business 

schools for society and the world. Yet, there is a danger in the current uptake of the SDGs which is all too 

often treated simply as an exercise in ticking boxes. "We have a course on Business and Human Rights." 

Great. Let's tick that box. Done! "Professor X published a book addressing climate change." Let's tick that 

box. Done! Business Schools need and can do a lot better, if they want to make meaningful contributions 

to the global challenges addressed by the SDGs. A truly positive contribution to the Grand Challenges of 

our times must involve the core activities and processes of business schools, which are teaching, research, 

executive education and student engagement. Such a focus will incentivize the necessary deep changes 

needed to tap into the great potential of business schools to make meaningful contributions to the SDGs.  

This rating is a part of a number of a number of global change initiatives that are considered important 

levers of change to transform the business school landscape so that they can be true custodians of 

society. 
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3. The rating – process and methodology 

3.1 Summative timeline 

• Jan – May 2017: Gathering the experts and representatives of all endorsers for building the first 

prototype during a five-day session in Nice, France.  

• June – August 2017: Operationalizing the prototype into a survey, testing the survey at 2 business 

schools and translating the answers into a rating.  

• September – November 2017: Reviewing the prototype assumptions, questions and outcomes by 

multiple stakeholders around the world. 

• November – December 2017: Integrating the comments of the review process into the Prototype 

Version 2 to be tested by a dozen volunteer business schools. 

• January 2018: Selecting a dozen of volunteering business schools across ownership, size and 

geographic range. 

• February – April 2018: Conducting the survey at the volunteering business schools and translating the 

outcomes into rating types. 

• May 2018: Reviewing the Version 2 Prototype and agreeing on marketing & positioning and 

alternatives. 

• June – August 2018: Focus group assessments of Version 3 Prototype with schools from different 

regions and preparations the with key endorsers. 

• September 2018: Full endorser and expert session in Switzerland – decision-making meeting on 

governance, marketing, media partner. 

• September – December 2018: Development of the outreach strategy led by AIESEC (student 

organizations) and design of the governance principles.  

• January 2019: Presentation of the implementation proposal by the student organizations and the 

governance principles. Announcement at the the WEF in Davos. 

3.2 The prototyping process 

The rating was developed in the course of 1.5 years in five subsequent phases ensuring a broad 

stakeholder, geographic and cultural representation. 

 

Phase 1:  

May 2017: a team of six experts (Jean-Christophe Carteron, Thomas Dyllick, Mathias Falkenstein, Carlo 

Giardinetti, Jonas Haertle and Katrin Muff) and three endorser representatives (Kaori Shigiya of Oxfam, 

Leo Gilliard of WWF and Alison Stowell representing the WBCSD) developed the 1st prototype consisting 

of 60+ questions in 4 areas and 9 dimensions.  
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June 2017: two volunteer schools tested the questions by having their stakeholders (both representative 

and challenger groups) completing the FULL ASSESSMENT. These schools were Business School Lausanne 

(Switzerland) and the Business & Economics Department of Guelph University (Canada).  

July 2017: the results of this initial test was presented to an expert group in New York (JC Carteron, 

Thomas Dyllick, Mathias Falkenstein, Carlo Giardinetti, Jonas Haertle, Katrin Muff, Guénola Nonet, Claire 

Sommer and Mark Meaney, note: Dan LeClair, Claire Preisser and David Steingard were unable to attend 

due to scheduling conflicts).  

 

Phase 2:  

August to October 2017: extensive feedback from stakeholders was sought to improve the first prototype. 

There were a total of 12 reviewers, as follows:   

 

European business schools:  

1. Kedge Business School (FR): Jean-

Christope Carteron, Fred Prevot 

2. Maastricht School of Mangement (NL): 

Marielle Heijltjes 

3. University of Strathclyde (UK): Peter 

McKiernan 

4. CEMS Head Office (FR): Roland Siegers 

5. University of St. Gallen: Thomas Dyllick 

North American business schools: 

6. Ohio State University (USA): Eliot 

Bendoly 

7. McGill University Business School 

(Can): Kathleen Ng 

8. Appalachian State University (USA): 

Jim Westerman 

Endorsers, student organizations and other 

stakeholders:  

1. AACSB (USA): Marine Condette 

2. WWF (CH): Leo Gilliard 

3. AIESEC International (NL): Joaquim 

Sanvictores 

4. Independent Business School Consultant 

(BE): Mathias Falkenstein 

 

November and December 2017: the feedback of the 12 reviewers were integrated into 2nd prototype by 

Thomas Dyllick (St.Gallen) and Katrin Muff (Lausanne).  

At the end of January 2018 and with the help of the U.N. PRME an invitation to participate in a next 

volunteer test was launched globally. 12 interested schools from all five geographic regions of the world 

signed up.  

From mid February to mid April 2018 the signed up schools envisioned the testing with six of them able to 

complete the survey in the tight two months period to complete the multistakeholder surveys.  

The data were analyzed and treated by Agnieszka Kapalka and Katrin Muff commissioned by Mission 

Possible Foundation. Below an overview of the schools (anonymity was guaranteed and names are not 

disclosed) with key data of participation. The outcome presentation and comparison among the schools 

was developed a first time.  
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Phase 3:  

May 2018: during a business school multi-stakeholder event in Marseille at Kedge University, an intense 

two-day work session took place to digest the results obtained from the 2nd prototype and to co-create a 

3rd prototype. Three endorsers (Léo Gilliard of WWF, Levan Pangani of OIKOS International and Ruth 

Mhlanga of Oxfam) as well as 16 other participants were signed up and either partially or fully attended 

the workshop (Marine Condette, Julia Christensen Hughes, Rumina Dhalla, Thomas Dyllick, Mathias 

Falkenstein, Carlo Giardinetti, Agnieszka Kapalka, Sanchi Maheshwari, Katrin Muff, Nathalie Ormrod, 

Anders Sandoff, Markus Scholz, Arnold Smit, Claire Sommer, Meredith Storey and Mattias Sundemo). The 

questions were greatly simplified and reduced to 37 questions. A single 10-point Likert-scale for all 

questions was introduced, harmonizing response options, improving data analysis and interpretation as 

well as increasing user-friendliness.  

It was agreed that the resulting 3rd Prototype would be tested in focus groups at interested schools in 

different regions of the world, before finalizing the rating.  

 

Phase 4:  

July – August 2018: five schools agreed to conduct strictly defined multi-stakeholder focus groups and 

reporting on the insights to a small expert team from the Marseille meeting. The five schools were: INCAE 

(Costa Rica), Guelph (Canada), PUCP (Peru), Bratislava University of Economics (Slovak Republic) and 

University of Gothenburg (Sweden).  

 

Phase 5:  

September 2018: another intense two-day work session with experts and endorsers lead to the 

acceptance of the final prototype. Governance and implementation scenarios were discussed intensively.  

September 2018: A small expert team led by Thomas Dyllick and including Anders Sandoff and Mattias 

Sundemo integrated the feedback from the focus groups in a final 4th Prototype, seeking input from other 

participants of the Marseille prototype-assessment team. The final amount of questions of the light 

assessment is 20 and of the full assessment 36.  

September 28-29, 2018: the final Prototype was unanimously adopted by the endorsers (Leo Gilliard for 

WWF, Ruth Mhlanga for Oxfam and Antonio Hautle for UNGC), the student organizations (David Scicluna 

and Amit Ozcelik for AIESEC and Clementine Robert for OIKOS International) and the experts (JC Carteron, 

Thomas Dyllick, Mathias Falkenstein, Carlo Giardinetti, Jonas Haertle, Katrin Muff, Anders Sandoff and 

Mattias Sundemo) during the 3rd Rating Meeting in Chateau Bossey (Switzerland).  
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3.3 The methodology 

As an addition to existing rankings, measuring the perception of relevant stakeholders offers new insights 

of reality as constructed by key business school actors. The broad spectrum of opinions of stakeholders 

ranging from students, faculty, career services, school leadership and alumni allow a good understanding 

of the school’s current position. The perception-based approach provides a comprehensive picture of the 

school as a broad range of stakeholders are providing their perceptions to the core dimensions of the 

school. Questions are answered by two different, but complementary stakeholders, allowing the school to 

appreciate differences in perception.  

Validity 

The rating is based on subjective perceptions because perceptions define “reality” for the actors and 

hence influence their actions. We are interested in the subjective construction of realities through the 

relevant actors of business schools. Understanding these different realities forms the underlying 

foundation for change, as perceptions clarify not only the current status but provide insights into the 

direction of change. They are not reflecting the past, but an open and unfolding future. In terms on 

ontology, it reflects a stance of social constructivism. 

The rating was developed in an 18-month project of 2000+ hours of work and was co-created by involving 

relevant experts and tested in a global multistep process involving schools of different size, ownership, 

geographic region and orientation. The survey was refined in a multi-step development process during a 

two-year period. We have to acknowledge a Western bias in the development of the questions, despite 

our best efforts for a globally inclusive and representative approach.  

3.4 The design principles 

1. Rating not ranking: choosing a rating enables schools to augment awareness rather than simply worry 

about the results. Business schools are not positioned by specific ranks, but they are rated to belong to 

a certain level of achievement. This prevents the dangers of misplaced concreteness represented in 

current rankings with their ambition to objectively measure in a precise way very complex and 

dynamic realities. The rating is a social transparency effort.  

2. A normative starting base: The starting base of the rating is a normative ideal vision of management 

education as a custodian of society (based on the 50+20 vision and expanded in the area of 

governance and culture). It may not be that different from the existing rankings after all, which are 

based – although implicitly - on normative foundations as well. These pursue a different ideal, 

however, which is oriented toward making the school the most successful school and their graduates 

the best paid. While they are supporting business schools to become the best in the world, this rating 

is trying to help them become the best for the world.  

3. Different ways to live up to the mission: The rating does not prescribe specific ways to live up to the 

mission, but it leaves room for the schools to define their own ways to fulfill their mission. This 

recognizes the fact that different visions and strategies can serve society, in particular for schools in 

very different locations and environments, which are also dynamically changing.  

4. Internal and external use: The rating can be used for internal purposes (school development) or it can 

be used for external benchmarking and communication. 
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5. Four areas and nine dimensions: Management education is described in four areas with nine 

dimensions: Energizing: 1) governance and 2) culture; Educating: 3) programs, 4) pedagogy, and 5) 

student engagement; Enabling: 6) research, and 7) continuing education; Engaging: 8) institution as a 

role model, and 9) public engagement. An opting-out option is available for schools that do not 

conduct research or do not offer continuing education.  

6. Six stakeholders: The assessment is based on the input from six different stakeholder groups: faculty, 

program management undergraduate & graduate (pre-experience programs), program management 

continuing/executive education, school leadership, career services, undergraduate students, graduate 

students, PhD students, continuing education/executive students, alumni. 

7. Two different assessments: The STUDENT ASSESSMENT will be run by students and represents the 

perception of their school in three of the four areas of the rating (Energizing, Educating and Engaging, 

but not in Enabling as this dimension can be opted out by schools and is difficult for students to 

assess). It covers 7 of the 9 dimensions and includes 20 of the 36 questions used for the stakeholder 

assessment. The Business Schools can also opt for the STAKEHOLDER ASSESSMENT (full assessment). 

It covers 36 questions across nine dimensions and includes six stakeholders. The results of both 

assessments will be assessed separately.  

8. Different stakeholder inputs: In the student assessment each dimension is assessed only by students 

(undergraduate and graduate students). In the stakeholder assessment, each dimension is assessed by 

two different, but complementary stakeholders to ensure a balanced view. One stakeholder group is 

representative of the specific dimension (representative group). The other stakeholder group 

(challenger group) provides an alternative view. The spread between these two answers is an 

interesting information about how well known and accepted certain views about the school are. 

9. Ten-point rating scale: For answering the questions one single scale is used, a ten-point Likert-scale, 

ranging from 1 = I don’t agree to 10 = I completely agree.        

There is always the possibility to opt out from answering the question with an option box 0 = I don’t 

know. 

3.5 Assessment of results 

Student assessment 

• Overall score: The overall score for the school results from the student perception score of the school 

(in numbers of the rating scale). 

• Student perception score: The student perception score will be calculated for every school as the 

average result of all respondents per student group and question according to the result on the ten-

point rating scale. The aggregation of all individual results per question gives the overall score. 

• Area and dimension scores: The student perception scores will be broken down for further analyses 

per dimension (e.g. for energizing) and per area (e.g. governance). 

• Assessment scale for overall score:  It is the same as for the stakeholder assessment below.  
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Stakeholder assessment (full assessment) 

• Overall score: The overall score for the school results from the perception score of the school minus 

the stakeholder spread (in numbers of the rating scale). 

• Stakeholder perception score: The overall stakeholder perception score will be calculated for every 

school as the average result of all respondents per stakeholder group and question according to the 

result on the ten-point rating scale. The aggregation of all individual results per question gives the 

overall score. 

• Detailed analyses: The stakeholder perception scores will be broken down for further detailed 

analyses. They will be shown per area (e.g. for energizing) And per dimension (e.g. governance). And 

they will be shown also per stakeholder group (e.g. school leadership or faculty). 

• Stakeholder spread: The overall stakeholder spread will be calculated as the difference between all 

representative group results and all challenger groups results. The larger this spread is, the less clarity, 

consensus and coherence there is with regard to the different stakeholder perceptions. This is why 

the stakeholder spread score is subtracted from the perception score. Positive and negative 

deviations are treated as same. A color code is used to highlight the size of the spreads. A low spread 

will be signaled in green (difference of <1); a medium spread will be signaled in yellow (difference 

between 1 and 2); and a high spread will be signaled in red (difference of > 2). 

• Assessment scale for overall score: For the overall score an assessment scale is being used to position 

the business schools based on their results on one of five levels of achievement. These levels have 

currently no name (could be added).  

- Level 1: between 0 and 4 

- Level 2: between 4 and 5.5 

- Level 3 between 5.6 and 7 

- Level 4 between 7.1 and 8.5 

- Level 5 between 8.6 and 10. 

 

• An optional – open-ended question: "What is the most important thing your school should stop, start 

and continue doing in support of its commitment to providing management education that results in 

positive impact for the world. 

 

3.6 The measurement dimensions and areas 

As a result of the multiple step prototyping process, the following four dimensions and nine sub-areas 

were identified as most relevant for the rating.  

Where possible, the perception of different student groups (undergraduate, graduate, executive, E/MBA 

and PhD students) should be included in order to generate a Student Assessment.  

The Full Assessment considers always a complimentary pair of stakeholders (in total six groups) to allow 

establishing the spread of the “representative” versus the “challenger” stakeholder perception in any of 

the areas and dimensions. Clearly, the Student Assessment alone is only an initial snapshot perspective 

that can be used to trigger a deeper inquiry.  
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Number of questions by area and stakeholders considered: 

Dimension (1) ENERGIZING (2) EDUCATING 

Sub area Gover-
nance 

Cul-
ture 

TOTAL Programs Learning 
Methods 

Student 
Engage-

ment 

TOTAL 

Student assessment 2 4 6 4 3 3 10 

Stakeholder assessment 6 4 10 4 3 3 10 

Students (Undergrad.)  4 4 4 3 3 10 

Students (Graduate)  4 4 4 3 3 10 

PhD Students        

Students Cont. educ.        

Faculty 6 4 10     

Program Mgt (Pre-
experience)   

   4 3  7 

Program Mgt (Cont. 
Educ.) 

       

School Leadership 6  6     

Career Services      3 3 

Alumni        

 

Dimension (3) ENABLING (4) ENGAGING GRAND 

Sub-area Research Contin. 

Edu- 

cation 

TOTAL Institution 

as role 

model 

Public 

Engage- 

ment 

TOTAL TOTAL 

Student assessment - -  2 2 4 20 

Stakeholder assessment 5 4 9 4 3 7 36 

Students (Undergrad.)       14 

Students (Graduate)       14 

PhD Students 5  5    5 

Students Cont. educ.  4 4    4 

Faculty 5  5    15 

Program Mgt (Pre-
experience)   

      7 

Program Mgt (Cont. 
Educ.) 

 4 4    4 

School Leadership    4 3 7 13 

Career Services       3 

Alumni    4 3 7 7 

 

Note: “enabling” has an opt-out option as research & cont. education does not apply to all schools – it is 

excluded from the student assessment 

 



Student Assessment: School A (fictitious example)

Number and distribution of survey respondents  Description of school 
120 = 50% Students Undergrad. - located in …. (country)

120 = 50% Students Graduate - privately owned

240 = 100% Total respondents - > 1'000 students 

- AACSB accredited 

- PRME member

Contact person:  NN, AIESEC

Assessment Levels (Level 5 highest)
Level 1 0 - 4
Level 2 4,1 - 5,5
Level 3 5,6 - 7,0
Level 4 7,1 - 8,5
Level 5 8,6 - 10

Overall Score:  6,1  (Mean: 6,9)
1

Overall Score: 6,1 (Mean:6,9)

Educating Score: 6,5 (Mean: 7,2) Include Figure 

Engaging Score: 5,7 (Mean: 7,3) Include Figure 

Overall Score: 6,1 (Mean:6,9)

Master Score: 6,4 (Mean: 7,2) Include Figure

The above Scorecard represents the top level results overview for each Business School.
On a lower (more specific) level you should be able to click and look at more details:
a) the results by dimension within the area results
b) the results by student group
c) the results by gender
d) also you should be able to select two peer schools for comparison (instead of the overall mean)

Energizing Score: 5,7 (Mean: 6,8)

Bachelor Score: 5,7 (6,7)

4 5,5 7 8,51 10

School A Mean

Positive Impact Rating Methodology
The rating is based on student perceptions (Bachelor and Master) of the Business School assessed. The 
questions cover three areas (and seven dimensions) of the Business School's Societal Impact: Energizing 
(governance, culture), Educating (programs, pedagogy, student engagement), Engaging (institution as a 
role model, public engagement). The scale runs from 1 (lowest) to 10 (highdst). Schools results are 
assessed according to their level of impact (Levels 1-5, 5 = highest) and compared to the overall mean of all 
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4. The way forward 

Our current best case is for this Rating to be implemented – at least initially – as a Student Assessment, 

led by student organizations. A rating that is conducted by students for students can achieve a quick 

global impact and attention when communicated by these same student organizations – and their many 

active and engaged student members. The current objective is to set up the organization and to conduct a 

first global survey in 2019 with the results ready to be published in January 2020, possibly at the World 

Economic Forum (WEF) in Davos and other parallel events (Deans & Directors meetings of EFMD/AACSB). 

There is a rough business plan by AIESEC on how to move forward organizationally (including a rough 

budget). And we have set up the draft governance structure and design principles. What comes next are 

further work in the following area for which the lead team is looking for additional volunteers:  

1. Fund-raising 

2. Securing endorsers 

3. Organizational set-up (legal / governance) 

4. Recruitment of team 

5. Business plan finalization 

6. Quantifying revenue opportunities 

7. Operationalizing rating (IT connections) 

 

For the time being, David Scicluna, current Head of AIESEC Switzerland, continues to lead this effort, 

supported by Mathias Falkenstein (governance lead), Thomas Dyllick (rating survey lead) and Katrin Muff 

(overall project lead).  

4.1 Governance considerations  

Governance Design Principles  

The governance needs to protect the intention of the creators and the reputation of the endorsers: 

• Professional – Independent – Credible – Transparent - Confidentiality 

- Ethical conduct including right of reply before publishing, clear dispute process 

- Transparency of criteria of decision-making (incl. consultation) 

- Openness to critic to embrace “backfire” (institutionalized forum of addressing, reputational 

issue, legal pursuits)  

- Advisory Board members with business school ties cannot have influence on results 

• The rating will be a lever of change to the transformation of the business school landscape 

- Securing the spirit of the continuous development of the rating  

- No media partner (for profit) can “own” the rating 

- Methodology and use of rating methods remain close to original design (through advisory board) 

• Organization is Not-for-profit organization (LLP, Ltd with non-profit status, Foundation)  

- Endorsers do not “own” but endorse (fixed seat on the supervisory board) 

- Other stakeholders (experts/co-conveners) in advisory board 



 

18 

• Code of conduct features:  

o Data protection - compliance to (EU) law  

o Date ownership (not used for third purposes)  

o Role & limitation of advisory / supervisory boards (eg re-electable for five-year period) 

o Revision process for assessments (incl. conflict resolution & appeal process) 

o Interpretation of results (weighting, elements)3 

o Clarifying engagement of schools when students initiate survey 

Suggested governance organs: 

• Execution:  Management Team (independent secretariat, professional and transparent in decision) 

- manage the continuous evolution of the rating, ensuring certain principles remain 

- coordinate the implementation of agreed activities and will play a key role in communication to 

all stakeholders involved 

- Conduct, organization, liaison, administration of the rating and all related processes 

• Control: Supervisory Board (endorsers and key influencers, expert-representation, media partner) 

- handle and resolve conflicts arising from rating 

- provide strategic direction on dilemmas that the management team has been facing  

- interpretation of results (weighting, elements)  

- help champion the campaign and help avoid conflicts 

- empower the teams working on the rating, and manage through existing governance structures,  

- discuss strategic issues and help the management team to solve problems 

- organize the Annual Progress Meeting and prepare the Annual Progress Report; 

• Advice: Advisory Board (b-school experts, positive influencers of b-school community)  

- ensure the validity and reliability of the rating methodology 

- evaluates the effectiveness and ensures the integrity of the overall rating 

- assessment of progress of the business school rating  

- guardians of validated data collection by a credible, neutral, third party (or parties) 

- ensures continuous improvement of the methodology 

- report to and support the Supervisory Board and Management Team 

  

                                                           
3 This is a critical task. We’ll have to indicate if we were to continuously adapt the survey and the weighting/elements. In this 
case, the Supervisory board should have the responsibility for this.  
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5. The endorsers and people behind the idea 

5.1 The core team 

In any multi-stakeholder process, there is ultimately a small group of people whose ongoing and 

continuous support, engagement and contribution holds the entire process together:  

         

 

Katrin 
Muff 

Thomas 
Dyllick 

Mathias 
Falkenstein 

Léo 
Gilliard 

J-C 
Carteron 

Carlo 
Giardinetti 

Jonas 
Haertle 

Anders 
Sandoff 

David 
Scicluna 

 

          

5.2 The endorsers and supporters 
 

Environment       Society   Economy       Student organizations                         Partners 

           
 
 

 

 

 

* Viva Idea is also a funder 

5.3 Institutional contributors 

The inner circle is closely connected to a broad network of more than a thousand active scholars and 

thought leaders that engage and connect through different platforms such as: 

    

The initiative is operated by a Swiss Foundation MISSION POSSIBLE (www.missionpossible.foundation) 

building on and inspired by the 50+20 vision (www.50plus20.org). 
 
 
 
 

https://www.linkedin.com/in/katrin-muff-663799/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/katrin-muff-663799/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/thomas-dyllick-95ab522b/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/thomas-dyllick-95ab522b/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/mathias-falkenstein-9494735/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/mathias-falkenstein-9494735/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/l%C3%A9o-gilliard-496099124/?originalSubdomain=ch
https://www.linkedin.com/in/l%C3%A9o-gilliard-496099124/?originalSubdomain=ch
https://www.linkedin.com/in/jean-christophe-carteron-965a28/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/jean-christophe-carteron-965a28/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/carlogiardinetti/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/carlogiardinetti/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/jonas-haertle-47ba6b2/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/jonas-haertle-47ba6b2/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/anderssandoff/?locale=en_US
https://www.linkedin.com/in/anderssandoff/?locale=en_US
https://www.linkedin.com/in/marielle-heijltjes-0456b31/
http://www.missionpossible.foundation/
http://www.50plus20.org/
http://www.grli.org/
http://www.unprme.org/
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdinaction/hesi
file://///192.168.2.20/prive$/katrin.muff/Ranking/50plus20.org
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5.4 Individual contributors  

Elliot Bendoly, Ohio State University, US 

Julia Christensen Hughes, University of Guelph, 
College of Business and Economics, Canada 

Marine Condette, AACSB EMEA 

Rumina Dhalla, University of Guelph, College of 
Business and Economics, Canada 

Thomas Dyllick, University of St.Gallen, 
Switzerland 

Jean-Christophe Carteron, KEDGE Business 
School, France 

Denisa Ciderova, University of Economics 
Bratislava, Slovakia 

Mathias Falkenstein, LUISS Business School, 
Rome 

Mary Gentile, Darden College, US 

Carlo Giardinetti, Franklin College, Switzerland 

Leo Gilliard, WWF Switzerland 

Uwe Gneiting, OXFAM International 

Brian Gozun, De La Salle University, Philippines 

Jonas Haertle, UNITAR (formerly PRME) 

Stuart Hart, Gund Institute, University of 
Vermont, US 

Antonio Hautle, UN Global Compact Switzerland 

Marielle Heijltjes, University of Maastricht, the 
Netherlands  

Urs Jäger, INCAE Business School, Costa Rica 

Agnieszka Kapalka, Business School Lausanne  

Dan LeClair, (formerly AACSB)  

Sanchi Maheshwari, Hanken Business School, 
Finland 

Peter McKiernan,  University of Strathclyde, UK 

Mark Meaney, University of Colorado, US 

Ruth Mhlanga, Oxfam  

 

Katrin Muff, Mission Possible Foundation 
(formerly Business School Lausanne) 

Kathleen Ng, Mc Gill University, Canada 

Guénola Nonet, Jönköping University, Sweden 

John North, GRLI, South Africa 

Nathalie Ormrod, Manchester Metropolitan 
University, UK 

Amit Ozcelik, AIESEC Switzerland  

Levan Pangani, oikos International  

Claire Preisser, Aspen Institute, US  

Frederic Prevot, KEDGE Business School, France 

Luis Quevado, PUCP Business School, Peru 

Clementine Robert, oikos International  

Sandro Alberto Sanchez Paredes, PUCP Business 
School, Peru 

Anders Sandoff, University of Gothenburg, 
Sweden 

Joaquim Sanvictores, AIESEC International  

Alfons Sauquet Rovira, ESADE Business School 

Markus Scholz, Vienna University of Applied 
Scciences, Austria   

David Scicluna, AIESEC Switzerland  

Roland Siegers, CEMS  

Arnold Smit, University of Stellenbosch, South 
Africa  

Claire Sommer, Aim2Flourish, US 

David Steingard, St.Josephs University, US 

Meredith Storey, University of Limmerick, Ireland  

Mattias Sundemo, University of Gothenborg, 
Sweden  

Ben Teehankee, De La Salle University, Philippines 

Jim Westerman, Appalachean State University, US 

Plus many more who have been enlisted to read, comment and review… 




