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We have no dcu_:bt that AMLE over the coming years will be an excellent forum for théo;y
and research relevant to feaching, learning, and education more broadly. Our purpose in

this inaugural issue; however, is fo call attention to some metaforces that have

- dramatically affected the character of management educdation in the United States and
now- gre spreading internationally. Sometimes the thitigs that most affect education occur .
outside of education. Somietimes those. things are of education’s own making. Most times,
however, they are a combination of external forces and internal willingness to be co-

opted by those forces. The forces of greatest moment in the management education

demgin are the media rankings of business schools. We argue that the rankings are
producing an accelerating, Circe-Ii}:e fransformation of business schools from subslance
to image, a phenomenon.that desé¥res our understanding and proaciive erigagement.!

....................................................................................

In Greek mythology. Circe was the powerful
‘demigod enchantress in Hdmer's Odyssey.
Those she favored, she usually seduced, be-
stowing on tliem great gifts, and becoming
their protective ally. For those who displeased
her, she was a fearsome adversary, wreaking
havoc on all who resisted her charms, threat-
ened her, or even unwittingly enfered her
sphere. She turned Odysseus’ men info swine
" “und charged the pure nymph, Scylla, into a
hideous six-headed monster. This, of course,
was the curse for which Circe is most remem-
bered—causing ‘others to transform into -
something they did not want to bécome. . . .

This essay is-based on o research project in which we con-
ducted 42 interviews with business schaol deans, MBA program
directors, and communications directors or public relations of-
ficers at 16 different universities. We interviewed the dean af
every university. s

Thanoks to my daughter, Dana Gioia, a Gresk mythology affi-
cionado for helping with the development of the Circe meta-
phor. —DAG.. . -

....................................................................................

It is remarkable that the stories from ancient my-
thology have such continuing relevance to modern
life, even modern organizational life. The reason
these venerable stories have significance for us
now is becuause they tap the great themes in the
human experience. Cne of the enduring themes &s-
pecially relevant to our age is the theme of tramsfor-
mation. Transformation has great currency, particu-
larly the idea of transforming the stnicture of
organizations to cope with swiftly changing environ-
ments. Less noticed in the rush to embrace structural
transformations are the transformations wrought in
the essential chexacters, values, and actions of the
organizations and institutions themselves,
Management education has been on its own od-
yssey for quite o long time now, beginning over a
hundred years ago with the formation of schools
devoted to the teaching of management principles.
In the course of that journey, the field has changed
significantly, most notably as « consequence of the
Gordon and Howell report of 1959, which prompted
the transformation of business schools from voca-
tional training schools into research-based profes-

13.3
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sioncl institutions over the subsequent 30 years.
That landmark study, which was generated from
within the field for the benefit of the field, was very
much in character with our seif—ancx_lyticéﬂ, self-
correcting, self-determining {and some might say,
self-serving) traditions for pursuing our profes-
sional voyage. 7 -

Only relatively recently has manugement edu-
- cation encountered its own Circe, with the consid-
erable power to bestow beneficial changes, and
also. the worrisome power to transform all the'in-
stitutions that enter her circle. We found ourselves
within Circe’s sphere with the advent of the busi-
ness school rankings beginning in 1988 (by Busi-

ness Week and shortly thereafter by U.S Newsand

World Report). In the intervening yedrs, significant
changes have attended every business school that
aspires to be declared a “top-10, top-20; top-40, or
top-50" school by these twe progenitors or their
many subsequent emulaters. Like Circe's tians-
formed mortals, who retained their awareness that
they had been' reluctantly transformed, business
schools are aware that they have come under some
sort of spell from without, but feel powerless to do

. their measurement - criteria.

September
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much about it, and they have yet to find Odysseus’ '
cntidote—if one even exists. : .

The guest to do well in the rankings now demi-
nates business school thought and action, primar-
ily because the ranking number has become «
surrogate sound-bite index of program quality for
prospective students, corporate recruiters, funding
agencies, and other stakeholders (Corley % Gioiaq,
2000). Indeed, news media rankings of business
schools now seem to have taken on a life of -their
own, and their demigod-like character forces all
schools to make changes that conform closely to
Understandably
enough, given the readership of the magazines,
those criteria are heavily oriented toward MBA
program assessment, with its emphasis on train-
ing for commercial enterprise. Both MBA studenis
and their recruiters, of course, want a practical
education, which raises the specter of business
schools once again becoming glorified vocational
schools, training people for jobs, rather than edu-
cating them as professional mandagers {and thus
threatening our status as a bona fide “profession-
al” field). o

Perhaps the consequence of greatest concern,
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however, is that the dominating presence and per-
ceived capriciousness and superficiality of the
rankings has driven business schools toward a
focus on image management, oftentimes at the
expense of substantive program improvement. The
essential argument is that because the rankings
emphasize criteria that are not necessarily ger-
mane to a quality education, they force business
schools to devote resources to enhancing their
standing on those criteria af the expense of genu-
ine educational criteria. Furthermore, it becomes
imperative that business schools project an image
to external stakeholders of doing those things as-
sociated with achieving or maintaining the all-
important ranking number, so the schools them-
selves begin to tout image-related fecatures over
bona fide quality features, much as businesses
sometimes do. When business schools work only
toward those goals that are measured, at the ex-
pense of valued but unmeasured goals, the pro-
cess becomes a prime example of ” perverse learn-
ing” (Meyer & Gupta, 1994).

In the words of one dean, the rankings are push-
ing business schools to be “more business and less
school,” and have turned business education’s pri-
mary purpose from the pursuit of knowledge to the
pursuit of resources by way of the rankings. In the
modern era, that means that business schools are
often confronted with « forced choice between be-
ing good and looking good, such that competition
among business schools risks being transformed
into a kind of beauty contest with some ugly con-
sequences for the contestants because they are
spending scarce resources onsimage-related feq-
tures, rather than substantive program enhance-
ments. Zimmerman (2001) maintaing that we are
mortgaging our future, eating our seed corn, and
violating our first principles as a result of the rank-
ings’ effects on our strorg value for doing research
that informs our teaching.

Dire warnings indeed. Can there be any benefit
in business schools becoming the unwitting and
unwilling pawns in a larger Circean game played

by media forces for purposes that have little to do -

with academic quality?

CIRCE'S SIREN SONG: ATTRACTIONS AND
ADVANTAGES OF THE RANKINGS

To pose the question slightly differently, cam a
contest like this be good for the players or the
spectators? Perhaps surprisingly, it can. The main
reason is straightforward: Competition improves
the breed. The simple fact that business schools
must compete in an open arena against rivals of-
fering similar. programs has changed and often

improved MBA programs. For some schools that
had to be jolted into recognizing that their pro-
grams were obsolete, the rankings were a neces-
sary, and none-too-subtle wake-up call. Even those
who would decry the rankings will grudgingly «d-
mit that competition has improved MBA programs,
especially in terms of their relevance to the mod-
ern world of work.

[Blusiness schools are often confronted
with a forced choice between being good
and looking good, such that competition
among business schools risks being

~ transformed into a kind of beaquty contest

with some ugly consequences for the
contestants. .

Many observers of the rankings game find it to

be sweet irony that business schools, which teach
economic competition as a mainstay of their cur-
ricula, but previously have not had direct experi-
ence with real competition, have suddenly found
themselves embroiled in a fiercely competitive
contest. These observers find a certain postic jus-
tice In noting that business schools until ¢ decade
agoe were open to a charge of grand hypocrisy,
teaching about competition without knowing com-
petition firsthand.
- Now they do. And, for most, the experience has
not been pleasant. But it has been functional.
Scheools now scramble to make changes much
more quickly in response to perceived shifts in
their environments and in those of their primary
stakeholders (e.g., the corporations hiring their stu-
dents). The speed with which business schools
now make changes is directly attributable to the
supremacy of the rankings, simply because their
constituents pay close attention to the rankings.
For that reason, too, the notion of a “high-velocity
environment” (Eisenhardt & Bourgeois, 1988) sud-
denly has lost its abstractness and now has direct
and discomfiting relevance to many activities. By
many reckonings, that is @ good thing.

Furthermore, there is little guestion that the
transparency provided by the rankings has made
business schools notably more accountable to
their publics. That accountability has fostered «
flurry of activities to redress obvious shortcomings,
oversights, or laggings {e.g., running to catch up
well after industry had discovered the bottom-line
value of teams; being behind the curve on e-busi-
ness offerings). In addition, the discovery of the
frenetic pace of the shifting playing field has pro-
duced a welcome focus on continuous improve-
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ment—yet another sell-application of o concept

that had been"taught mostly in the abstract. Many

of those improvements have been improvements in
quality (however defined pragmatically), mainly

because corporations hiring these graduates are’

looking for analytical abilities and skill sets that

will confer a competitive advantage in their turbu-

lent industries. Modern MBAs undoubtedly are bet-
ter prepared to deal with technology cmd change
than any generation that preceded them.

A miore general benefit of the rankings is that it
has compellsed busginess-schools to be more strdte-
gic in deciding or designing the domging in which
they want to be players cmd in deciding how they
want to prioritize their program emphases-to com-
pete in thoge domcnns In addition, perhaps the
- feature that is most associated 'with busmess
schools responses {o the rankmgs is an’obvious
increase in effort. CompchcencY is rare these days.
Schools need to run hard just to stay in place in-the
rankings—a pheniomencn echoing . Barnett and
Hansen's (1996) discussion. of. the self-reinforcing
“Red Queen” effect, wherein one organization’s at-
tempts to improve its competitive standing through
learning provokes enough learning in its compet-
itors to improve their standing too. Everybody is
benchmarking everybedy else to try to develop
"best practices” (a practice that-ifself has draw-
backs, as noted by M. E. Porter, 1996). Agdin, the
transparency of the field has helped to raise every
player's game. because it is hard to maintain a
competitive advantage when you develop a prac-
tice that is there for all to:see. Many of the changes
and program features put in placethave been mis-
fires, but the role of the rankings in pushing busi-
ness schools to try different things has engendered
our long-cherished notion of “experimenting orga-
nizations” {(Staw, 1977) right in our own house. . .

Last, we should recognize and acknowledge that
there is some first-approximation truth to-the rank-
--ings. It is not all just artifice (as many students who
have visited different programs will attest). The
rankings are not absurd; if they were absurd, most
schools simply would not treat them seriously and
would not venture anywhere near Circe's .island.
Furthermore, they are useful to’ prospectlve stu-
dents ¢nd recruiters who previously had to cope
with a great.deal of managed transhucency on the
part of the schools. Now, prospective stidents and
interested recruiters at least have a way of broadly
assessing schools on some criteria; with some
user-friendly statistics and -measures. (Notably;
one student who was considéring both MBA and
PhD programs reporied that it was much easier to
compare MBA programs-than PhD- programs, be-
cause the dimensions of: measurement were at

-vocative assertion that
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least: identified and comparable.} In this sense,
there is some degree of convergence between be-
ing good emd lecking: good.

- All these benefits show that Circe's siren song
succeeds in producmg some great gifts. Those
whom she. favors {e.g., the top 20) derive irhmense
benefit froin heeding her song. Those schools that
best conform and perform to the rankings criteria
achieve high rankings and reap tremendous re-
wards in the form of quality applicants, number of
quality companies recruiting at the school, alumni
donations, and so forth. There is, however, a way of
viewing these rewards as the irresistible seduc-
tions of an enchantress who has other motives, a
way of inducing cll to satizly her wishes, which, in
the process, cuasts a spell.that sets them up for their
own unwitting and unaveidable participation in
their own transformation.

CIRCE'S SEDUCTION: DANGERS AND
DISADVANTAGES OF THE RANKINGS

Stake (1998) has invoked and extended Mark
Twain's famous taxonomy by declaring that.there
are lies, damin lies, statistics, and . . . rankings. Ina
denunciation of the rankings of law schools, he
rightly notes that all the rankings are highly de-
pendent on the factors included in any given rank-
ing system and, more important, on the weights
assigned to those factors. Stake even has created a
web-based "game” that prospective law students
can play to demonstrate the wild changes in rank-
ings that ococur by making minor changes in the
weighting schemes (http://monoborg.law.indicmca.
eduwLawRank/index himl). The relevance to busi-
ness school rankings is obvious, because law
school and b-school rankings systems are get up in
simtilar fashion. He. also notes that all the romking
schemes omit important factors: Furthermore, and
of some significant concern, much of the informa-
tion used by.the .rankings is supplied by the
schools themselves. When this fact is juxtaposed
with Corley. and Gioia's report of-one dean's pro-
“Business :schools  lig!”
{(2000: 326) and then combined with the shortcom-
ings associated with selective criteria and arbi-
trary weighting, the methodological basis for any
of the ranking systems becomes highly suspect.
More troubling is that relatively few of the rank-
ings criteria have much to do with what they pur-
port to measure, that is, educational guality, Cer-
tainly, the heavily weighted measure asking
graduates their global opinion of the program from
which they graduated would fail any test of valid-
ity if the criterion is educational quality. Stake
(1998) also argues that although the rankings
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sometimes make schools in a given echelon look
more similar in quality than they are, in most cases
the rankings make schools in different echelons
look more different in quality than they actually
are. He notes that law schools tend to vary more in
character. and style than they do in quality—an
argument that undoubtedly pertains to business
schools as well.

In some good measure, the rankings criteria
were set up in a ham-fisted attempt to. quantify
“quality.” In some grand sense we can quantify
anything, of course, so it is easily possible to
quantify aspects of education, but we always
need to be suspicious of how quantification is
accomplished. For instance, Business Week, in
an apparent attempt to respond to the criticism
that their measures do not account for the quality
of the faculty, recently added a measure in-
tended to capture this dimension. They chose the
number of journal pages published. Wheat does
that number really tell us about the scholarly
quality of the faculty and the qudlity of the edu-
cation provided by a given school? Mainly, it
would seem to encourage longer articles (Heav-
en help us all). Taken together, these obvious
methodological features and flaws constitute
only a pdrt of the dangers of the rankings for
business schools. . ' L

The real danger in Circe's subtle seduction is
contained in a curiously seldom-roted feature of
the rankings: Despite the fact that they are often
advertised as "business school rankings,” the most
prominent of them are essentially MBA program
rankings.? Given the reward structure implied by
the rankings, schools must attend to the MBA pro-
gram as first priority, so most of those programs
have now become “flagship” programs. That sim-
ple and stark reality means that business school
missions and resources are ever more focused on
MBA programs at the expense of virtually every
other program in a modern business school. Most
obviously, undergraduate programs begin to suf-
fer. One typical consequence, for instance, is thet

the best instructors are transferred from under—

graduate teaching and reassigned to the MBA pro-
gram. That's very beneficial for MBA students, but
a clear loss for the much larger undergraduate
programs (“Those that Circe's favors . . .” becomes
adouble entendre phrase, applying not onlyto the

2U.S. News does publish rankings of undergraduate schools of
business in its issue entitled Beost Colleges in America. How-
ever, a brief review of these rankings revedls a striking simi-
larity between U.S. News” top 25 undergraduate and top 25 MBA
programs {ob¥icusly excluding those business schools that are
graduate level oniy).. . -

schools, but to specific programs within the
schools, as well). Additionally, PhD and research
programs receive proportionately less attention
and resources (which is one important reason why
the faculty informants in Elsbach and Kramer's,
1396 study were so concerned with the impact of
the rankings—they threatened their primary iden-
tities as researchers).

- The larger point, however, is that -practical
teaching skills are now becoming among the
most highly valued in the nation's best business
schools. Yet, in the nation's best schools, faculty
typically are hired (and tenured) not for. their
teachings skills, but for their research potential
and productivity, reflecting the prevailing atti-
tude since the Gordon and Howell report that the
generation of knowledge is more highly valued
than the dissemination of knowledge. The
knock-on effect here is that becduse of the hege-
mony of the MBA rankings, the resedrch thet
informs great teaching suffers, one of the
grounds on which Zimmerman (2001) argues theat
we dre eating our seed corn. Furthermore, those
who teach in MBA programs are under enormous
pressure to perform in the classroom (and pret-
erably in an entertaining fashion). They are also
under pressure, however, not to be too demand-
ing (to allow time for all the other MBA program
activities, especially job-search), not to grade too
hard, and not to do anything that might be per-
celved as controversial because that might affect
program assessments by the students. Paradox-
ically, then, the actual quality of teaching can
suffer a decline in the very arena where it osten-
sibly is valued most.

John Byrne, the inventor of the Business Week
rankings (and now persona non grata with many
deans), spoke a kernel of truth when he implied
that academic business research often has little to
say to practitioners (« point also noted in the influ-
ential Porter and McKibbin report of 1988, which
criticized business academe for an alleged over-
concentration on theoretically driven research).
Byme also certainly was on the mark when he
noted New York University Dean Richard West's
observation that what we do have to say often is
said in a very pretentious way, but he rather badly
missed the point of business and orgcanizational
research and the audience for whom the research
reporting is intended. Worse, the influential me-
dium he commanded started the accelerating
transformation from scholarly to practitioner val-
ues and from substantive academic content to il-
lusory marketing practice.
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ON BEING MARRIED TO CIRCE:
IMPLICATIONS OF THE RANKINGS

" In some significant sense all the things wrong with
the rankings mctier considerably less than the
plain fact that the rankings matter. All aspiring
business schools-have not only been drawn under
Circe’s spell, we are also aware that it is g spell

(remember, Circe’s victims retained their aware-

ness that they had been transformed), and we
know that this spell has both positive and negativé

irplications. Over the last decade we have be-

come so spellbound, however, that we  have implic-
itly accepted the consequences of the rankings in
the conduct of our educational enterprise. To reit-
‘erate, the main:consequence of the ascendancy of
the rankings has been its effects on resource shifts.
Even if we ignore for the moment the reduction-of
resources devoted to research and undergraduate
education, we still {ind that resources are shifted
away from- substantive teaching’ improvements
(e.g.. course development clasgroom facilities, ed-
ucational 1nfrastructure) to image management
enterprises (e.g., PR departments, 1mctg'e consult-
ants, respondmg' to media). .

In some significant sense all the things
wrong with the rankings matter
considerably less than the plam fact that
the rcmkmgs matter.

If we take seriously the observation that busi-

ness schools are becoming more biisiness and less -

school, we see yet another parallel with business:
The rankings tend to encourage an increasing fo-
cus on the short term (another bit of irony, because
we have been exhorting businesses to lock long
term since befotre the inception of the rankings).
We can note, however, that deans typically are not
. qround for the long term. so there is little incentive
for them to inveést resources in anything other than
playing the rankings game on a 2-year cycle under

the guise of * ‘staying current.” Thete is, of course, a - -~
firie line betwéen staying current: and becommg_

faddish (Abrahamson, '1996), but even sfaying cur-
rent has af lédst two negative cohsequences. It
tends to de-emphasize the tedching of fundanien-
tals and, in its most insidious incarnation, it l&ads
to an oriehiation of changing for ‘the sake of
change. One trénd making the rounds, for in-
stancs, is that MBA programs must be redesigned
every 5'yéars or léss: Why? Because such renewals
are prima fa¢ie evidence of flexibility and currency
and . can‘be toiited - on program’ websites, media
reledses, and micgazine rankings issues.

-Anotlier consequence of the rankings is to intro-

.'duce businesslike virtuous and vicious circles into

the playing of the rankings game. Neither is nec-
essarily good for competition. Being the benefi-
ciary of a virtuous circle makes it easier to main-
tain o soaring ranking, which has led:to the
creation- of some significant barriers to entry in
higher education (e.g., only about 30 schools have
been able to.sustain a tep-25 ranking-in the last 14
years: of Business Week rankings), whereas being
caught in a vicious circle makes it difficult to re-
cover from slippage in the rankings. As we sum-
marized this process previously:

If & school drops precipitously in the rank-
ings, the proximal effects are that quality stu-
' dents no longer czpply for admission, presti-
'glous companies no longer recruit from the
schgol, and external funding becomés harder
to. obtcnn, thus leading to the distal effects’
that the school admits lower- quality students,
sooTL expenences less successful pIacements,
and’ attracts fewer resources for creating new
progmms all of which drops the school’s
ramking vet further; On the other hand, well-
:reputed (highly rcmked) schools tend to gar-
ner higher starting sdlariés for their grcrduat-
ing MBAs and have their pick of next year's
crop of prospective students. Those higher
tartmg salaries, elevated GPA, and work éx-
~ petience numbers constitute key criteria for
deciding next year's ranking, so the hxgher
salaries and bétter in-coming students fc:c111—
tate highet fankings, which facilitate hlgher
salaries and better students, etc. The snow-
ball effect of the rankings promotes a “rich-
get-richer and poor-get-poorer” cycle and cre-
ates a "Catch 22" trap from which it is difficult
to extricate oneself, win or lose (Corley &

Gioia, 2000: 329). '

The typical responses to a fall in the rankings
include reactions like the following: improved stu-
dent .placement- services (especially catering—
sometimas literally—to recruiters); more concen-
tration-on intemship and co-op programs; more
cookbook business (vocational?) skills, more infor-
mation technology support, curriculum changes to
emphasize currently hot topics, hiring of image
consultants, intensified public relations cam-
paigns, and additions to MBA support staff. Re-
cruitets get particular attention: new interviewing
facilities, priority scheduling {often conflicting
with classes), video-conferencing facilities, and in
the more extreme cases, concierge services, spe-
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cial meals, and even valet parking (Alsop, 2001;
Zimmerman, 2001). . : ,
All such responses manifest another trend that
seems to be accelerating, that of treating students
as “customers” (with the aitendant assumption
that the customer is always rightl—which again
echoes the concern that business schools dre be-
coming more business and less school: Even giv-
ing low grades has become treccherous tetritory.
Low grades generate complaining tratfic to the
dean’s office, lower teaching ratings (unaccept-
able in top MBA programs). and coild result in
hurting the program’s image if the “"victimized”
student gives negative vaice to his or her com-
plaint in a hational publication. _

This is serious stuff. Professors now fear failing
students for a wholly different set of reasons than
a generation ago: The dean is more likely to take
the student’s side for PR reasons, program ratings
in the annual surveys might fall, and most fright-
ening of all, affected students have discovered the
efficacy of law suits.

The convergence of concerns like these reveal
another cynical view of the rankings' effects. They
tend to turn the pursuit of the MBA inio a puper
chase, wherein the only thing that matters is the
degree itself, Prospective MBAs don't necessarily
care to learn everything that a quality MBA pro-
gram teaches. They want entr® into influential
business networks. They know that those networks
germinate and flourish in top-ranked MBA pro-
grams, regardless of the actual quality of those
programs. or their suitability for a given student's
skills. Prospective MBAs are concemed more with
the quality of the cohort (and the attention that
draws) than the quality of the education.

With this level of cynicism and competition bred
by the rankings, it comes as no surprise that there
is some evidence of schools gaming the system
{(and treading closeto the edge ethically in doing
so), with a whole litany of actions designed to
circumvent or take advantage of the rankings
methodologies or criteria—e.g., putting some in-

coming students (especially international or mi-

nority students) into .a special “preadmission
class” so their numbers do not count: toward the
final numbers tabulated and reported for the au-
tumn MBA “entering class,” admitting lower qual-
ity candidates into a masters of science program
first and then transferring them to the MBA class
after their first year, only reporting the average
bonus for those receiving bonuses instead of re-
porting the average bonus for the whole class (Cor-
ley & Gioia, 2000), s well as encouraging students
to rank their own school highly or. "risk lowering
the value of their own-degree” (Argenti, 2000: 174),

thus shooting themselves in the foot. Evidence also
exists of special treatment for the classes that are
to-be surveyed by Business Week: bringing in the
best instructors, giving them preferential service
and even special orientation sessions (Frank &
Cook, 1996}, and counseling them on how to re-
spond t6 the surveys. Business Week recently took
a rather dim view of the latter practice, however,
and threatened any school subsequently enguged
in counseling its students how to respond with an
NCAA-style "death penalty”—exclusion from the
rankings- process itself. That severs threat either
ended the practice entirely or sent it 8o far under-
ground that it is no longer detectable. '
The outcome of the discovery.that some schools
have tried to influence their students to influence
the rankings is « “hands-off” policy imposed by the
media on faculty and program administrators. No
attempts may now be made to influence student
ratings in the rankings surveys. Yet, in a darkly
marvelous demonstration of the law of unintended
consequences, the upshot of that policy is that
MBA students are beginning to wield the new-
found power conferred on them by the rankings
and are using it to blackmail deans into devoting
éven more resources to support their activities.
They hold their deans hostage by threatening to
organize conspiracies to sabotage a school’s rank-
ings unless they come across with more funding.

Understandably, the rankings have created.

something of a learned helplessness attitude in
many business schools. The pervasive sense is
that there is very little that they can control. On the
other hand, the few criteria over which schools can
exercise control, they do so with a vengeance (e.g.,
entering class GMAT average). Many schools now

‘have declared {(internally) that under no circum-

stances will the entering class GMAT average fall
below o certain number. Consider the conse-
quences of ruthlessly controlling the GMAT aver-
age, however, for minority enrollments (whose
GMAT scores are typically lower). The end result is
that a high social value for diversity and for level-

ing the playing field for minorities is sacrificed to

the hegemony of the rankings. Public knowledge of
this practice is squelched, but it is a direct and
reprehensible result of the rankings, for which
both schools and ranking media should be held
accountable, )

Argenti (2000) has an eminently understandable
response to the implications of the rankings: Busi-
ness schools need to engage in brand manage-
ment, reputation building, and reputation manage-
ment, s many corporations do. He does note,
however, that branding is not a panacea, perhaps
especially in the business school domain, because
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1. brand proliferation is not good for the industry
(too many brands dilutes the message). When
everyone gets into the branding game via
naming practices, “identity” programs, cmd
slick publications, ricbody stands out;

2. media fragmentation and proliferation result,
which means it is. now-impossible to cover the
criteria for all media outlets that might start
their own rcmkmgs,

3. competition and costs for mctrketmg sfforts are

“spiraling upward;’
4. brandlng‘ encourages greater scrutiny from’
"customers,” which -means sending coherent
messages to an increasingly.diversified set of

constituents; end

5. the universities in which business schools re-
side look upon branding atternpts as somehow '
degrcxdmg {Argenti, 2000: 174—175)

Umversmes have been brcmdmg for years, of
course, and it is not lost on business.school
deans that even their mere association with ath-
letic brcmdmg benefits their- schools (Toma &
Cross, 1998). When Penn State’s football team or
Duke's basketball team does ,Well the Smeal
College and the Fuqua School benefit. The con-
necfion between great athletics and a great busi-
ness scheol is mysterious, at best, and gpurious
at worst, but it works. It works because it is

_image related. That fact, however, does little
more than highlight the reality that being mar-

ried to Circe-for the last decade has made us

unwitting, unwilling, but not unconscious of cur
own amazingly swift journey om the road to
transformation from substance to image.

A CIRCEAN TRANSFORMATION FROM
SUBS’I’ANCE TO IMAGE )
Business schiools have always had the problem

of net producing tangible products. Long-stand-
ing tradition has enabled schools to define their

mdin prodicts rather ambiguously in terms of -

-the consensual-academic trinity of teaching, re-
search;-and 'service. Substantive activities cen-
tered on the-generation of knowledge by way of
teseurch and the dissemination of knowledge by
way of teaching und-expert service based on that
research. In the wake of the: Gordon-Howell re-
port, business schools’ primary activities re-
volved- around this substantive. core (Zimmez-
man, 2001). Nonetheless, the assessment of the
qguality of this core has been mostly subjective,
as it inevitably must be concerning any producer
of intangibles (Levitt, 1981). In the case ‘of busi-
ness schools; those assessments took the form-of
prestige surveys among deans and others offer-
ing halo-suseeptible opinions. For that reason,
business schools -have long been aware of the

role of image. in their public lives, but the pre-
sentation of image was lew key and conducted
according to genteel rules with a live-and-let-
live attitude toward other institutions. No longer.

The connectzon between grecrt athletics
and a great business school is
mysterious, at best, and spurious at
worst, But it works. It works becau.se it is
mm'ge reIcrted

The rise of the rankings has turned scholarly
amity into scholastic animosity, iransforming busi-
ness schools into rivals engaged in a highly com-
petitive, high-stakes "game” (Corley & Gioia, 2000),

with substantial resources -aceniing to the win-

ners. Henry Kissinger, a former academic himself,
is reported to have remarked rather derogatorily
that in-his day, politics was so rife in ccademia
precisely because the stakes were so small. In
modern day business. schools, the stdkes dre no
longer small and, just as in the political arenda, for
better or worse, the competition plays out in terms
of image. Yet, business schools’ images are no
longer primarily of their own making.-Business
Week, perhaps somewhat to.its surprise, discov-
ered that the first issue containing the rankings
was ifs biggest seller. Likewise for US News. So,
the contest. was on. If reputation was to be cap-
tured in a single, summary number, and if that
number was derived from playing an image game,
it seemed obvious that business schools needed to
play that game. That,; of course; is a conclusion
with consequences—for scholarly ideals as Well as
for substantive practices. :

What consequences? Let's. first. recognize that
the popular media have a motive and prime direc-
tive that is relatively indifferent to substantive ed-
ucational ‘improvement—ithat s, they mainly
would like to sell more magazines or newspapers
and will frequently change the game if it will help
accomplish thatend: Tt is not news if rankings
remain the same year'to yeoz, so the magozines
are inotivated to generate artifieial variation—typ-
ically by changing their criteria over very short
time. horizons and without waming. That means
b-schools. are perpetually playing :a catch-up
garie. Catching up” by making substantive
changes, - however, - takes. a long time, usually
longer thdn éver-shortening news cycles. There-
fore, business schools have another reason for
playing the image game {and learning the art of
spin as a coroilary), rather than allecating re:
sources to bona fide program changes: that is, it is
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easier {o project the image of change than to pro-
duce actual changes, : :

In this image-driven context, to be o “good” busi-
ness school means that we need to influence steke-
holders (including students and corperations, as
well as the ranking media) to-ses us in g certain
way—the way measured by the rankings, What
external stakeholders see in us has surprisingly
little to do with what we are doing in the classroom
or in business research. In o- perverse way, then;,
the classroom really doesn't.- matter very much.
What matters is our number, so we devote re-
sources to the things that will maintain or boost
that number. Resources, therefore, go mainly - to
rankings-based criteric—and media-related cam-
paigns to make sure that people know that our
characteristics match those criteria that will result
in “good” rankings. -

The rise of the rankings has turned o
scholarly amity into scholastic animosity,
. transforming business schools info rivals
‘engaged in « highly competitive, high-
stakes “game”, with substantial
resources accruing to the winners.

Image measures drive schools toward image
management. That statement is little more than a
variation on the "greatest management principle
in the whole wide world” (i.e., what gets rewarded
gets done), except that the fixafion on image cre-
ates the context for Kerr's (1975,%[995) "folly of re-
warding A while hoping for B.” Many of the rank-
ings-related criteria generate activities that
insidiously. move us away from a focus on' sub-
stance and toward a focus on image, because the
rules of the game we are playing demand it. Thus,
the hard-won- value for- substantive knowledge
generation and knowledge diss_eminctti_dn has
ratherquickly become displaced by the pragmatic
necessity for concentrating on image. Furthermore,

it is not an image game played out in the abstract:

it is pldyed out in terms of real resources. That
marginal $10,000 is no longer spent on hiring more
adjunct instructors s6 we ¢an reduce class size; it is
spent on a media-relations consultant who will
advise us on how we can get our stories planted in
the targeted medica. S -

Admittedly, this process takes:. place -mainly
around the edges. Most schools continue to spend
a considerable proportion of their budgets on hir-
ing more- or better faculty. But, the marginal 3%
now goes to the-biggestreturn on investment” in
trying to-influence-the rankings (e.g., ads in Busi-

ness Week several weeks hefore its surveys are
sent out; packets of chili peppers to voting deans
proclaiming that “We're hot this year!”). It is at the
margins that the substance-image distinction be-
comes blurred, becquse the reasening goes that if
we spend the 3% on rankings-directed activities,
we will get back more than 3%, and perhetps move
up in.the rankings. If we don't spend- the 3% on
these activities, we will end. up with better educa-
tion, but will lose ground in the image game. Vi-
cious cycles and Catch-22s again, dnd yet more
temptation for drawing ever more closely to Circe's
circle of transformation. . ]

MBA renewals, with their huge associated. costs
in faculty time and real dollars, are an increas-
ingly frequent necessity, not becaise they are sub-
stantively necessary (continuous imprevementcan
work as well), but because schools must demon-
strate that they have transformed themselves pe-
riedically. Otherwise, they appear dated, whether

they are or not, hecause the image of change is .

what matters, As’image . supercedes substance,

- public relations -and image-creation skills. super-

cede. technical content anid competence in our do-
main of intangibles. As Levitt put it: "The less
tangible the generir product; the more powerfully
and persistently the judgment about it gets shaped
by the packaging—how it's presented, who pre-
sents it, and what's implied by metaphor,.simile,
and other surrogates for reality,” (1981: 97). Or, as
Meyer and Rowan (1977) noted, estublishing legit-
Imacy among groups who are not “carefully-
attending” or directly involved is partly a matter of
managing the symbolics of "legitimacy.” ,
Of course, our knowledge of any given organiza-
tion or class of organizations is heavily mediated
by mass media and public relations efforts. That is
a fact of modern life. Most consumers of business
schools’ “products”  (prospective students, corpo-
rate recruiters, etc.) do not have direct. expetience
of the institutions to which they apply, from which
they recruit, or whose knowledge they use. That
means that images must act as substitutes for ex-
perience (Alvesson, 1990). More 1o the point, as
Boorstin long ago. observed:."In an age when the
average consumer has only the vaguest notion of
the actual activities of « vast, complex corperation,
the public image of the corporation substitutes for
more. specific or more circumstantial notions .of
what is going en” (1961: 181). The greater the un-
certainty or ambiguity of knowledge about a.given
institution, the greater the importance of the im-
ages employed to describe and understand that
institution. Furthermore, as image gains ascen-
dancy. “"the stronger the offect on . .. performance
produced by skillfully.orchestrated activities leav-
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ing the product/services untouched, but aiming at
their perception” (Alvesson, 1990: 385, 387).

Naturally, images are created to influence pre-
ferred impressions. An image can be constructed
with the intent to faithfully reflect the features of
en organization. In a world of competition, how-
ever, images typically are selectively projected
with the intent of conveying only positive impres-
sions. As competition intensifies, the temptation to
project false images can become overwhelming.
Bernstein reflects this more pessimistic view in his
trecttment of image ‘as a-"fabrication . . .created to
appeal to the audience, rather than to reproduce
reality™ (1984: 13). Berg and Gagliardi (1985) also
entértain and emphasize the dark side of image,
citing a-"need for falsification,” to portray the or-
ganization as other than it is. ©f course, "falsifica-
tion” need not be a matter'of overt lying, but rather
of motivated selection of features to emphasize or
de-emphasize. Complex phenomena such as edu-
cational institutions, of course, can be portrayed in
myriad ways without viclating the “tnuth.” Yet, that
tactic leads to pseudoactions—activities carried
out mainly for the séke of affecting the perceptions
of an audience while disguising actual intent, and
pseudostructures—structures that don’t substan-
tively affect the organization's work, but have e~
gitimizing potentidl by signaling the * nght values
{Alvésson, 1990; Boorstin, 1961). T

When «a large number of business schools begin
to flood the market with images, the-act of doing so
begins to redefine the nature of the game that
everyone else is playing. Image sensitivity. «arid
image honing force all other schbols to play the
game on those terms. It is alse important to recog-
nize that communication by way of images is the
normal mode of communication ‘for (post)modern

‘aqudiences. Today's prospective students have

been raised almost exclusively on motivated im-
agé projection by advertisers trying to sell prod-
- ucts to a receptive buit increasingly jaded public.
Communication "by-way of images is expected
now, which only exacerbates the transformiation

from substance to imeage. For educators, the recog-

nition of the shift in’ medium is crucial. It is akin to
the recognition in theé edrly 80s that instructors who
were raised ori written media, with commensurate
assumptions abeut how . teaching ond learning
take place, were now teaching a “TV generation,”
who were raised on visunal images, with different
implications for-teaching and leaming (Gloia &
Brdss; '1986). The current generation is image-edu-
éi:ited, image-savvy; but also image-receptive. -

- Given this constellation of forces, it is vety hend-to
asséss just what is image emd what is substance. i
we'get too caught up in looking good, we will assist

in producing the relentless postmodermnist progres-
sion of identity-becoming-image-becoming-illusion.
Business schools will transform themselves into Po-
temkin villages (beautiful facades; allegedly con-
structed by Grigory: Potemkin to impress Einpress
Catherine I und her dignitaries, that disguised the
neglected state of the towns themselves). Such «
worrying possibility is important to entertain in this
context as practical idct, not as some wreane aca-
demiic ifivention, if for no other reason than to warn
of the subvérsive outcomes possible,

Perniola, for instance, argues provocatively _'t_hcxt
in an image-dominated context; even closely held
identity (¢s most business schools believe them- )
selves to pogsess) can be transformed into “image
withcut identity” (1982: 59), because over time,
identity can be superceded by simuldtions of ex-
ternal images. Identity is then no longer consti-
tuted as a core set of beliefs and values, but be-
comes a transformatlon of the i images pro1ected by
an organizdtion cmd reflected back by outside per-
ceivers. The projéction of images aimed at con-
forming® to the demands ‘of a hypercompetitive
marketplace only-exacerbates the transformation.
Baudrillard (1990} traces this progression as. fol-
lows: (1) image projections begin as a reflection of
some basic redality, (2) then transform into a means
of masking or distorting that basic reality, {3} even-
tually leading to a masking of the absence of re-
ality, and (4) finally no longer bearing any relation
to the original reality. The message here is clear, if
melodrametic. Once we start down this path, we
are playing @ dangerous game and risk having
everything end up as image. More provocatively,
we risk having -everything end up as illusion
{Gioia, Schultz, & Corley, 2000).

-Although it is hard to imagine business educa-
tion reaching the point of pure illusion, the impli-
cations . are obvicus: Willingly {(or even unwill-
ingly) staying under Circe’'s spell will' most
certainly'ledd us further into « transformation we
do not want to experience ds educators. How, then,
might wé bréak this spell and refocus our empha-
sis on substantive maniagement education? .

A PABTIAL ANTIDOTE FOR CIRCE'S SPELL: .
POSSIBILITIES '

Odysseus: was ucky. On the way to encountering
Circe, the messenger of the gods, Hermes, met him
and gave Him‘an antidote to resist the enchantress.
We.are not g6 lucky; the spell under which we find
ourselves has no known antidote. However; there
are some useful observations to make about living
with our (so far) partial transformation. We need to
start with-this premise: The rankings are not going
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away. No amount of wishful thinking will change
this fuct, so we need to operate within that con-
straint {and given their benefits, it is not clear that
we would want them to disappear). Yet, we also
need to be clear on another point: Management
education, improperly managed, risks transform-
ing itself into something of an Husory industry if
the single ranking number becomes o substitute for
more comprehensive assessments of business
school quality. On this dimension, at least, we are
some distance along the postmodemn path to illu-
sion.

There is, of course, a spectrum of conversion.
Most good schools, for instance, cannot reasonably
be accused of having been transformed into im-
age. Rather, it is the pronounced trend in that di-
rection that is the concern. As Alvesson notes, "The
difference between organizations characterized
primarily by ‘substance’ and those of ¢ more ‘imag-
inary’ type can be identified by the amount of time,
resources and skills invested in detivities and con-
ditions whose primary and éxplicit targets are the
impressions of the groups the company wants to
atfect” (1990: 385). Think about thet oninous state-
ment as we consider the activities of our schools in
dealing with the rankings. For instance, one prom-
inent institution that cannot credibly be accused of
lacking substance, nonetheless hauls the first-year
class to Marine boot camp for a day, ostensibly to
teach leadership and teamwork: With a wink and o
nod, everyone recognizes this activity for what it is,
an expensive publicity'stuht,_; Such activities are a
perfect enactment of Boorstin's Ppseudoevents, pro-
duced mainly to garner attention and, thus, almost
purely image related. They help neither our credi-
biIitY nor our educational substance, and instead
reveal how deeply under Circe's spell we have
fallen. . _ _

Although no cure-all antidote is available for the
rankings’ spell, some actions by the players in-
volved can retain the benefits of academic compe-
tition, improve education, and still sell magazines.
At least one of these possible actions requires o
redefinition of the relationship between business
schools and the media. Whereas ‘this relationship
has to date been overwhelmingly adversarial and
antagonistic, it could be better viewed as a form of
partnership. In fact, the business school-ranking
media relationship might, - if ‘anything, be seen
more productively as a symbiotic one: The maga-
zines need the business schools and, perhaps sur-
prisingly, the business schools need the media. If
we proceed under this assumption, then several
eomnstructive options arise. For instance, media or-
gamizations could~—dand should —take stock of the

spell’s unintended consequences, the undermining
of professional management education..

The most telling criticisms of the rankings are
that the existing criteric are ill-chosen, incomplets,
and arbitrarily weighted. Those criteria can be
chosen more judiciously with the active participa-
tion by representatives of both parties. This is «
system that can be fixed with mutual cooperation.
If constituents insist on an overall ranking number
{as they are likely to do), at least that number ean
be constructed with more complete criteric..and
some mutually-agreed-upon weighting. Yet; the
development of more comprehensive criteria
would also enable the publishing of other indices
besides an overall ranking, such that different con-
stituents could assess schools on criteric most.rel-
evant to them. Stake’s (1998) web-based game that
allows prespective students to chenge the weight-
ing of criteria to see how the rankings change, thus
enabling them to ses a ranking that emphasizes
their preferences and needs, is o good idea thet
could be fairly painlessly implemented.

This is a system that can be fixed with
mutual cooperation. If constifuents insist
on an overall ranking number (as.théy
are likely to do), at least that number can
be constructed with more complete
criteria and some mutually-agreed -upon
weighting. '

In addition, ranking criteria should be published
In advance and adhered to for a reasonable
amount of time, giving business schools time to
focus on substantive educattonal improvement. It
is a straightforward recognition that so long as
criteria shift every year, business schools have
little option other than to focus on image to stay in
the game, because bong fide improvements usu-
ally require more than a year to design and imple-
ment. Media might resist these suggestions ini-
tially, but considering them is in their own interest.
Otherwise, we have a future not only of illusion,
but also of power struggles unlikely to produce a
winner, or, if they do, a Pyrrhic winner.

Failing some sort cooperative effort, business
schools will simply need to become more savvy at
the adversarial game to have any hope of counter-
ing the spell. Perhaps the only way business
schools can develop the wherewithal to usurp the
magazine's power is by constructing their own
more credible ranking system. Clearly, they cannot
do it themselves, as outside stakeholders would
see such o system as just as self-interested and
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suspect as business schools see the current ones.
We presume that a viable system could be devel-
oped through the Association for the Advancement
of Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB). Yet,
because the AACSB iz clearly aligned with busi-
ness school interests, it would need to hire in-
dependent experts to develop a comprehensive
rating system employing both academie and
pragmatic criteria that are audited by another in-
dependent agency.

Another less-obvious countering response to the
rankings is for business schools, paradoxically, to
encourage yet moré rankings. More remkings, with
increasingly diverse criteria, might just force busi-
ness schools to conclude that they simply cannot
devélop responses to all the criteria of all the rank-
ings.- One possible response, thén, is to ignore
‘them-all and get on with the substantive business
at harid, as tiny St. John's College has done with
some:; faniare (http:ﬂwww.sica.edu/admis‘sions/
why.plitml). -

Yet another less-obvious. possﬂ:uhty is to enter-
tain an expansion in scope of the mission of busi-
ness schools. One response to the complexities we
now face is contained in the developmient of some
form ©f reqiiisite variety (Ashby, 1956). We could try
to enlarge the definition of a busineds school in'a
way that retains an emphdsis on.research, but also
entertains excellence in MBA teaching, for exam-
ple. the hiring of specialty faculty to teach MBAs
and undergraduates (and evaluates those faculty
according to appropriate criteria). Although some
schools have already begun hiring for faculty po-
sitioris based on MBA teaching &xcellence; an in-

-creasé in this practice might help balance the be-
ing godd versus looking good dichotomy currenily
pervading the industry. Such a strategy could cap-
italize on a broader definition that is not framed in
either—or (MBA or PhD), but in both—and (MBA and
PhD} terms. Trieschmann, Dennis, Northeraft, and
‘Niemi's (2000), results suggest, however, that this
coursé-might be rather difficult because media
measures of MBA program performance are nota-
bly different from our usual measures of research
performance: Furthermore, a significant proportion
of their top-50 reséarch schools have ndt been con-
sistently ranked in the top-50 MBA programs, sug-
gesting that being both"MBA- and PhD-oriented is
difficult to accomplish unless, perhaps, extraordi-
nory reésources.are available.

“Whataver our résponge, it is clear that we ccmnot
coritinue under this spell, which has produced a
kitid of perverted Prisoners’- Dilemma game for
business- schools. I no cooperative venture with
the niedia can be nitidted, business schools need
to engage. in o principled fight driven by answer-

ing the question: “What is the main purpose of a
business school?” Is it glorified vocational educa-
tion? No, unequivocally it is not, We have been
down that road before, and we need to reaffirm
Santayana's caution that thogse who cannot re-
member the past are condemned to repeat it. &l-
though all history has « tendency to become revi-
sionist history (Gieia, Corley, & Fabbri, in press,
2002), it should be clear that if we choose to follow
that road; we will revisit and repeat our own his-
tory in a different guise. We hope we are agreed at
least on this point: Top business schools should,
first and foremost, be centers of professional edu-

" cation based on the generation and dissemination

of business and organizational knowledge—not
handmaidens to corporations.

We hape we are agreed at least on this
point: Top business schools should, first
and foremost, be centers of professzoncr]
education based on the generation and
dissemination of business and : )
organizational knowledge—not
handmaidens to corporations.

ACCOMMODATING CIRCE'S POWER

The current state of business education fits all too
nicely with the Circean tale, Business schools are
undeniably being transformed, all the while re-
taining o curiously detdched awareness of their
own progressive transformation. Business schools
are different now, and in many cases; hot in ways
thiat they would wish. In truth, we are not dealing
with’ mythology here. The choices facing business
schools in how they respond to these publlshed
rankings over the next several years could help
determing the fate of the industry’s 1ntegnty 1i im-
age triumphs over substance.

But it doasn't need to be that way; 1mag‘e doesn t
always need to win out. Perhaps the progression -
need not be a transformation only from substance
to image but, if properly managed, a transforma-
tion from substance to image to substance {Gioia &
Thomas, 1996). If the spell-like fascination with
image got us into this predicament, maybe it is
possible to use image 16 leverage owr way out of-it
{i.e., to use image as a means to « substantive end).
The hopelful reasoning is that if business schools
can devote Tesources to boosting image to bolster
their rankings. they might then use the improved
image and rankings to attract the resources neces-
sary to make substentive improvements. Using im-
age to-augment substance should be the main
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purpose of college and university public relations
offices anyway, which is why the answer to the
question, “Should business schools have PR offic-
es?” is of course they should. PR offices are an
integral part of the infrastructure ‘necessury 1o
compete in the environment that busiress schools
now face.

Using image to augment substance
should beé the main purpose of college
and university public relations offices
anyway, which is why the answer to the
question, “Should business schools have
PR offices?” is of course they should.

Pursuing a substance-image-substance strat-
egy provides an avenue of hope and is very aftrac-
tive, but also risky. It amounts to playing a precar-
lous game with Circe on the sorceress’. swn
playing field, and, like the naive game played by
Dukas’ sorcerer's apprentice, it could quickly. get
out of hand. It is possible, for instance, that image
can engender substance if o projective imuage gar-
hers resouices that are reinvested i substantive
changes. Some schools have already tried .a ver-
sion of this tactic, announcing chonges in o fash-
lon that gives the impression that those changes
are well under way, accruing the benefits such
announcements bring (alumni monies, recruiting
interest, etc.), and then implementing the on-
nounced change once it is resBurce-viable, That
tactic might amount to « little white lie, but it also

is a good example of using image to improve sub-

stance. ) e
The slippery-slope trap, of course, is the tempta-

fion to stop short of following through with the-

changes, because, as evidence from business sug-

-gests, it is the projected image that brings the
resources, with or without the promised chdnges. .
Westphal and Zajac (1994) found, for example, that -
the stock market reacts posifively to the anmounce-" -

ment of incentive plans, regardless of whether

‘they are actually implemented. Théy found a

similar pattern concerning stock buy-backs; the
market reacts tavorably to the announcement,
regardless of whether buy-backs actually occur
(Westphal & Zajac, 2001). Such findings serve as o

-cautionary tale about the dangers that come with

projecting image in the hope that it will lead to
substantive change. A substance-image—sub-
stance strategy must be pursued with purpose and
principle, because the temptations to stop are
strong once the image has done its work (which is

ancther reason why image so easily becomes the
end instead of the means), o
Yet, that is precisely why the Circean tale fits our
predicament so well: The benefits are as’enticing
as the costs are unpalatable. We inifially consid-
ered writing this essay dround ‘the metdphor of
“dancing with the deévil"—with its implications of
colleges selling their souls for ¢ cherished high
ranking—but that metdpho,r. inappr_opricrtely con-
notes only evil associated with the.rankings.
[Ifonly it were that simple. The Circean metaphor
better reflects the actual complexity. of our situa-
tion, because as was true of Circe, the potential for
business schools to benefit from the rankings ex-
ists, but so does’the.lure of an ‘addictive and de-
structive spell. Unlike. Circe's victims, however,
business schools. have barticipated in théir own
co-optation and' transformation. The..disquieting
fact is that many business schcols areé‘how fixated

on the ranking number: Becquse business schools

are partially responsible for-the creation, ¢r at
least the 'grqwthféf"tlie rankings, they must also
take some responsibility for their management,
and do so soon.© ¢ ' ' )

Short of such action, business ‘schools soon will
become as good at the imags gams o¥ political
parties. Now, there’s a provocative thought, but
one worth thinking about the next time you see a
new set of business school rankings:
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