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CASITIVE IMPACT
RATING

FOR
BUSINESS SCHOOLS

5-Year Overview of all Rated Business Schools (2022-2026)

Representing 131 schools from 37 countries across all continents - listed in alphabetical order

# Name of Business School Country Latestvess (ot
rated years
1 Aalto University School of Business Finland 2023 3
2 Abu Dhabi School of Management U.A.E. 2022 il
3 Adam Smith Business School University of Glasgow UK 2026 4
4 Adnan Kassar School of Business, Lebanese American University Lebanon 2026 1
5 Amsterdam Univ. Appl. Sc. Int. Business School Netherlands 2023 3
6 | Antwerp I\-/Ianagemé“nt School -Belgium 2024 4
7 Audencia Business School France 2026 6
8 Berlin School of Business and Innovation (BSBI) Germany 2026 2
9 Bern University of Applied Sciences, Business School Switzerland 2026 2
10  [BI Norwegian School of Management Norway 2026 4
11  [Bologna Business School Italy 2026 2
12 [The British College Nepal 2024 1
13 [BSB Burgundy School of Business France 2026 4
14  [CENTRUM PUCP Business School Peru 2026 6
15  |Colorado State University College of Business USA 2026 5
16  |Corvinus University of Budapest Hungary 2026 1
17 |CUNEF University Spain 2026 3
18  [Daniels College of Business, University of Denver USA 2026 1
19  [Deakin Business School Australia 2022 1
20 |Deusto Business School Spain 2026 3
21 |Drake University Zimpleman College of Business USA 2026 4
22 |Drexel University LeBow College of Business USA 2024 2
23 EADA Business School Spain 2026 6
24 |EAE Business School Spain 2026 6
25  |Ecole Hételiére de Lausanne Switzerland 2023 3
26 EDHEC Business School France 2025 5
27 |EM Lyon Business School France 2025 1
28  |ESADE Business School Spain 2026 6
29 |Excelia Business School France 2026 4
30 FHNW School of Business Switzerland 2026 3
31 |FHWien of WKW Austria 2024 1
32 |Fordham University Gabelli School of Business USA 2026 6
33 |Fortune Institute of International Business India 2026 2
34  |GIBS Business School, University of Pretoria South Africa 2026 4
35 [Glasgow Caledonian University School for Bus. & Society UK 2023 2
36 |Goa Institute of Management India 2026 4
37 |Graduate School of Management St. Petersburg University Russia 2022 2
38 |Grenoble Ecole de Management France 2023 3
39  |The Hang Seng University of Hong Kong School of Business Hong Kong 2026 .
40  [Hasselt University Faculty of Business Economics Belgium 2026 1
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Continued (2/3)

# Name of Business School Country Latest vean B of
rated years

41 |The Haub School of Business, Saint Joseph's University USA 2025 3
42 |HEC Montréal Canada 2026 3
43 |HEC Paris France 2024 2
44  |HHL Leipzig Graduate School of Management Germany 2025 3
45  |HKUST Business School China 2026 6
46  |Hult International Business School UK 2026 1
47 |l.H. Asper School of Business, University of Manitoba Canada 2026 2
48  |ICHEC Brussels Management School Belgium 2025 3
49  |IESEG School of Management France 2026 6
50 |lIM Bangalore - India 2026 5
51  [lIM Indore India 2026 4
52 [IIM Visakhapatnam India 2026 2
53  |IMC Krems University of Applied Sciences Austria 2026 5
54  |Imperial College Business School UK 2026 4
55  |[INCAE Business School Costa Rica 2026 6
56 |International Business School Suzhou at XJTLU China 2024 2
57  |IPADE Business School Mexico 2026 4
58 |lscte Business School Portugal 2026 6
59  |ISEG Lisbon School of Economics & Management Portugal 2026 4
60 [lvey Business School, Western University Canada 2024 1
61 [John Molson School of Business, Concordia University Canada 2026 6
62  |Jyvaskyla University School of B:siness and Economiés Finland 2026 6 |
63  [Jonkdping International Business School Sweden 2022 2
64  |KJ Somaiya Institute of Management India 2026 2
65 |KEDGE Business School France 2025 5
66 |Ketner School of Business Catawba College USA 2026 3
67 |King Abdulaziz University Faculty of Economics and Administration |Saudi Arabia 2026 2
68  |Kozminski University Poland 2026 6
69  |KROK Business School Ukraine 2024 1
70 |Kuehne Logistics University Germany 2024 1
71 [Lang School of Bus. & Econ., University of Guelph Canada 2026 4
72 |Leeds School of Business University of Colorado Boulder USA 2023 3
73 |Leeds University Business School UK 2026 3
74  [Loughborough Business School UK 2026 2
75  |Lucerne School of Business Switzerland 2024 2
76  |Luiss Business School Italy 2023 3
77 [Maastricht University School of Business and Economics Netherlands 2026 6
78 |[Manchester Metropolitan University Business School UK 2026 2
79  |MCI - Management Center Innsbruck Austria 2025 .
80 [Miller College of Business, Ball State University USA 2025 1
81  [Monash Business School Australia 2026 2
82  [Montpellier Business School France 2025 3
83 Newcastle Business School UK 2023 1
84  |Newcastle University Business School UK 2026 1
85 |Nottingham University Business School UK 2026 2
86  |Nova School of Business and Economics Portugal 2026 4
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Continued (3/3)

# Name of Business School Country Lt
rated years
87  |OBS Business School Spain 2026 3
88 |Odette School of Business, University of Windsor Canada 2026 2
89  [POLIMI School of Management Italy 2026 3
90 |Qatar University College of Business and Economics Qatar 2026 2
91 |Rennes School of Business France 2025 5
92  |Robert Morris University Rockwell Schol of Business USA 2025 1
93  |Rome Business School Italy 2026 3
94  |Rowe School of Business Canada 2023 1
95 |S P Jain Institute of Management & Research India 2026 6
96 |Sabanci University Business School Turkey 2026 1
97 |Sasin School of Management Thailand 2026 4
98  |School of Bus., Econ. & Law, University of Gothenburg Sweden 2026 6
99  |School of Management Fribourg Switzerland 2024 1
100 |Seidman College of Business - GVSU USA 2026 2
101 |SGH Warsaw School of Economics Poland 2026 3
102 |Silberman College of Business / FDU USA 2026 5
103 |Sobey School of Business - Saint Mary's University Canada 2026 4
104 |Sprott School of Business, Carleton Canada 2026 6
105 |Strathclyde Business School UK 2022 1
106 |Strathmore University Business School Kenya 2026 6
107 [TUM School of Managment Germany 2024 2
108 |Universal Al Business School India 2026 5
109 [Universidad de San Andrés Argentina 2026 2
110 [University of Bath School of Management UK 2026 1
111 |University of Buffalo School of Management USA 2026 3
112 |University of Economics and Human Sciences Warsaw Poland 2025 3
113  [University of Exeter Business School UK 2026 4
114 |University of Macau Faculty of Business Administration Macau 2026 1
115 [University of Minho School of Economics and Management Portugal 2026 1
116 |University of Namur Belgium 2025 3
117 [University of Porto School of Economics and Management Portugal 2026 2
118 |University of Rhode Island College of Business USA 2025 1
119 |University of Salford Business School UK 2026 2
120 |University of San Francisco School of Management USA 2025 1
121 |University of St Andrews UK 2024 2
122 |The University of Sydney Business School Australia 2026 2
123 |University of Turku School of Economics Finland 2023 1
124 Universit& of Vermont Grossman School of Business USA 2026 | 6
125 |UPF Barcelona School of Management Spain 2026 6
126 |Weatherhead SOM, Case Western Reserve University USA 2024 1
127 |Wits Business School South Africa 2026 4
128 |Woxsen University School of Business India 2026 5
129 [Wroclaw University of Economics and Business Poland 2026 4
130 |XLRI Xavier School of Management India 2026 6
131 [ZHAW School of Management and Law Switzerland 2026 5
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

RESULTS AND NEWS IN BRIEF

NEWW=M=ZZWIT RGRYUWYnWaqd6 JWAYt RqR2 UDWf 6 Ge HqWA¢ qrRUN LW
student -led rating into a transformation platform for business schools. In its seventh edition, PIR
collected more than= MK MMM LWt q 2 T 1Jfcbop RO sthbo® YOtkheskt 8Wschools from 32

countries were rated at Levels 3t0 5, base ULUIN®Kk TY®W2 ¢ 0 RT Wt averhgd Uq Wl It G
number of student responses per school increased from 199 iR025 to 227 in 2026, weldbove the

minimum threshold of 100 responses per school.

The overall PIR student score iB026 is 8.0.It reflects the average score across all participating
schools. Thisconfirms stable quality while participation expands across geographies, school
types, and levels of maturity. The ratinghcludes 12 Level 5 Pioneering Schools, 58 Level 4
Transforming Schools, and 17 Level 3 Progressing SchooReturning schools continue to
perform better than first -time participants : newly participatingschools score 7.2 on average,
second- and third-time participants reach 8.0, and schools participating four times or more
achieve 8.2. Thissuggests that PIR is increasingly used not only for assessment, but also for
institutional learning and continuous improvement

Geographic diversity strengthened again. Participation has grown fro2il countries in 2022 to 32
countries in 2026 . Europe remains the largest participating region, while Asia and North America
eachrepresent 18% of participating schools.Growth in Asia, Northern Europe, and Eastern Europe
helped compensate for the anticipated reduction in theUnited States and a temporary drop in
Western Europe.

WHAT STUDENTS WANT THEIR SCHOOLS TO DO

In their responses to operended STOP and START questions, students across all continents
articulate a coherent call to action :

s Students urge their schools toSTOP practices that undermine their sustainability
and impact commitments . They call for an end to singleise plastics, excessive

@ paper use, disposable materials, and weak recycling systems. Outdated teaching
models, including passive lectures, memorization, and theory disconnected from

nA practice, are seen asbarriers to meaningful learning . Students also challenge

greenwashing, lip service, and sustainability treated as an optional addn. They
express concern when schools prioritizgorofit, grades, rankings, prestige, or
tuition income over learning, access, weHlbeing, and societal contribution.

more hands-on, applied, and connected to real -world business and societal
challenges . They call for stronger partnerships with companies, NGOs,
communities, alumni, and public-sector actors, so that learning becomes more
relevant, networked, and actionoriented. They wantgreener campus operations ,

(\ with visible improvements in plastics, paper, food, energy, waste, and recycling.

@ What students want their schools toSTARTdoing is equally clear: make learning

They also ask schools to embedocial impact, purpose, ethics, and
responsibility more deeply into programs, while strengthening academic, financial,
career, mental-health, and inclusion-related support.
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After six years of evidence, the message from students
is remarkably consistent: the challenge is no longer
knowing what positive impact looks like but

embedding it into how business schools actually
operate.

Prof. Katrin Muff, PIR Co-founder and President

ONE GLOBAL SIGNAL, MANY LOCAL PRIORITIES

Across regions, the core student message is shared, butriorities differ . Asia scores highest among
regions with more than 10 participating schools, with an average PIR score 813, followed by
Southern Europe at8.2, Northern Europe and North America a¥.8, and Western Europe af/.4.
These differences show how the same expectation for positive impact is shaped hycal realities .

Asian students emphasize partnerships, practical learning, and greener campus operations.
Southern Europe and Latin America foreground purpose, social impact, and concern about
greenwashing.Northern and Western Europe focus strongly on operational coherence and ethical
consistency. North American students highlight tuition, affordability, and outdated teaching.
Eastern Europe stresses student agency and access to international opportunitiesMENA students
call for stronger career readiness and less exarndriven education, while SubSaharan African
students emphasize reatworld relevance and the need to address inequality, race, and culture more
openly.

The pattern suggests that positive impact is becoming a global expectation, but not a
standardized agenda. Across the Global South, students tend to connect impact with opportunity,
social relevance, community engagement, and practical problemsolving. Across the Global North,
the emphasis is more often on institutional credibility, operational consistency, afrdability, and
the gap between sustainability commitments and everyday practice.

THE 2026 EDITION RESULTS

N6 JW=M=Z W It 2 growinglieaciandmatiirityA Thd gublittied PIR rating remainsolely
student-based ¢ UT WT YWt WUYqWRURAG2T JWagéWWneHatq! WGl + G
student-led rating while allowing participating schools to use the faculty survey as an additional
development and reporting tool .

Scores across the seven studentated PIR dimensions remairstable across the years , confirming
the robustness of the framework.Each rated school receives a personalized report showing how
students assess itsimpact across governance, culture, programs, learning methods, student
support, institution as role model, and public engagement.

The 2026 student sample shows o meaningful gender gap in the overall PIR score. Female and
male students are almost equally represented, and the largest gender differences are very small.
More relevant differences appear bystudy level and age.MBA students rate their schools
significantly higher than undergraduate and graduate students , while older male students tend
to rate schools more positively than their female peers.

The school profile also confirms strong alignment with international quality frameworks. Among
rated schools, 80% are PRME signatories, 78% are AACSB accredited, and 53% are EQUIS
accredited . In total, 41% of rated schools combine AACSB and EQUIS accreditation with PRME
signatory status.
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Positive impact becomes durable when it is no longer
added to the institution, but part of how

the institution learns, decides, teaches, researches,
partners, and acts.

Prof. em. Thomas Dyllick, University of St.Gallen, PIR Co-founder
and member of the Supervisory Board

COMPLETING THE PIR FRAMEWORK WITH RESEARCH IMPACT

The 2026 report introducesresearch impact as a new PIR dimension within the fourth area of
impact Enabling. With the faculty survey, PIR can now complete its mulstakeholder framework by
adding a perspective on how business schools impact their external environment through the
services they provide. Research is used as the proxy for this enabling functiondaaise it is one of
the central ways in which business schools helfusiness, public institutions, and civil society
understand and address societal challenges.

This dimension is assessed only by faculty . PIR measures research through three focused
guestions: whether research contributes to a better understanding of relevant societal challenges;
whether faculty engage with stakeholders from the private, public, and third sectors; and whether
research is assessed and rewarded for societal impact and relevancelhese questions do not
replace bibliometrics, case studies, policy evidence, partner feedback, or Theory of Change
approaches. Their value is more specific: they provida scalable, comparable faculty perception
measure of the institutional conditions that make research impact more likely.

THE FACULTY SURVEY AS A DEVELOPMENT AND REPORTING ASSET

In 2026, 25 schools conducted both the student and faculty survey. The second edition of the
faculty-student comparison confirms a clear pattern:n ¢ a2 G q! WI ¢ qlWaqd6 IRI Wt HE Y
than students, with an overall score of 8.1 compared to 7.6 among students. Culture is the
dimension where faculty and students most closely agree, and it is also the dimension that students

rate most highly.

The largest discrepancies appear irthe institution as role model , student support and learning
methods . These gaps suggest thagither the faculty overestimate s how far transformation has
progressed or that that students expectations may be growing in the area thegxperience most
directly. The comparison offers schools a productive diagnostic tool: it can revealind spots,
communication gaps, and priorities for action

Faculty responses also add a distinctive voice to the START and STOP analysis. Faculty most strongly
ask schools tostrengthen external partnerships and to embed sustainability and ethics across
programs, research, and operations . Their strongest STOP message differs from the studedta:
faculty call on schools to stop chasing rankings, Financial Times lists, and journal -only
publication metrics that distort what gets rewarded. They also ask schools to reduce bureaucracy,
stop treating sustainability as an addon, move away from theory disconnected from practice, and
reduce siloed working across departments.
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FACULTY VS. STUDENT SCORES ACROSS THE PIR AREAS & DIMENSIONS
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Sample size: 6'982 students and 1'281 faculty responses.

WHAT SIX YEARS OF PIR REVEAL ABOUT THE IMPLEMENTATION GAP

Six years of PIR evidence show thatudent expectations have becomemore precise, but not
fundamentally different . Students continue to call for sustainability and societal impact in the core
of business education, more applied learning, stronger links with external stakeholders, a more
meaningful role in decisionmaking, andgreater coherence between what schools teach and how
they operate. They also continue to challenge outdated teaching models, narrow profit
maximization paradigms, greenwashing, unsustainable campus practices, and partnerships that
conflict with public impact commitments.

The repetition of these themes has becomevidence. It shows that students are not asking for more
sustainability language. They are pointing to places wheiastitutional practice has not yet caught

up with institutional aspiration . This is where the implementation gap becomes visible. Curriculum
remains essential, but curriculum alone is not enough. The deeper differentiators are governance
and culture: the conditions that determine whether impact enters decisions, resources, routines,
incentives, and everyday behavior.

What began as a student-led rating has matured into
a transformation platform, where stakeholder
feedback stops feeling like an audit and starts
functioning as a compass for institutional growth.

Ashish Shrivastava, PIR Gobal Outreach and Development Lead
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The faculty survey opens thenext frontier . Student feedback remains central because students
experience the institution directly and often see gaps between public commitment and lived reality.
Faculty evidence adds another layer by showing whether those expected to redesign teaching,
research, assessment, and learning environments feel ownership of the impact agenda and have the
conditions to act on it. Differences between student and faculty perspectives are therefore not a
problem to be managed away. They arenplementation evidence .

FROM EVIDENCE TO MECHANISMS

The 2026 report argues thatlosing the implementation gap requires more than additional
activities . Schools needmechanisms that connect evidence to decisionmaking, learning, and
follow-through. Four mechanisms stand out.

1. PIR needs to beanchored in governance routines, so that findings are discussed,
interpreted, prioritized, resourced, communicated, and reviewed.

2. Students need astructural role in change , moving from being surveyed to helping interpret
evidence, shape responses, and communicate progress.

3. Schools need to turn initiatives into operating systems , translating commitments into
indicators, roadmaps, budgets, responsibilities, stakeholder platforms, and review cycles.

4. Schoolsneed tomeasure impact and cultivate culture deliberately , distinguishing activity
evidence from impact evidence and treating culture as a set of repeated practices rather
than a statement of values.

The central invitation of the PIR 2026 Report is to move froavidence to alignment . Six years of
student data have shown the mandate. The faculty lens now helps examine whether the organization
is ready to respond. Closing the implementation gap is not a matter of adding more activities. It is
the work of translating repeated stakeholde evidence into shared priorities, clearer
responsibilities, better conditions for faculty and students, and more visible institutional
learning . Positive impact becomes durable when it is no longer added to the institution, but woven
into how the institution learns, decides, partners, teaches, researches, and acts .

OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT

The PIR reportoutlines the latest quality assurance and emerging new themes that are being
observed. Itdedicates a separate chapter to ensureihancial transparency, highlighting the income
contributions and associated administrative costs. The report concludes with an overview of the

Af Akt WGRtt RYUOWeUT Wagé Wt 3! WRUT R2RT ecat WeUT wyl ned

PIR fosters collaboration rather than competition.
Since it's a rating and not a ranking, PIR creates spaces
where schools are interested in learning from one
another and growing together.

Beatrice Orsi, PIR Marketing and Engagement lead
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5-YEAR OVERVIEW OF THE PIR RATED BUSINESS SCHOOLS (202
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2. RESEARCH IMPACT VA NEW PIR DIMENSION

2.1 Measuring research impact remains a challenge

Business schools are increasingly expected to demonstrate how they contribute to society. This
expectation extends beyond curriculum, student experience, and campus operations. It also
includes the way research helps business, public institutions, and civisociety understand and
address societal challenges.Research impact has become a central concern , as it also
remains difficult to define and measure.

This challenge has been recognized for several years by the responsible research community. The
Responsible Research in Business and Management initiativ®R RBM) has encouraged scholars

and schools to move beyond narrow academic performance indicators and to ask whether
research is credible, useful, and oriented toward important problems in business and societylhis
has shifted the discussion from research productivity to research responsibility. ~ The
measurement question, however, remains open: how can schools assess whether research is not
only rigorous, but also relevant, engaged, and able to contribute to positive change?

The difficulty is not a lack of activity. Business schools publish research, collaborate with
companies and public institutions, contribute to policy discussions, and engage with
communities. The challenge is to show how research moves from knowledge créan to
meaningful use. Publications, journal quality, rankings, and citations remain important indicators
of academic quality. They say less about whether research has helped leaders understand a
societal challenge, improved decisions, influenced practice,supported policy, or enabled
collaboration across sectors.

NGIUW ¢cauWréecadaNUNUWRY W2 Rt RAGUWWRUWE #AEI BT RgeqRYUW
that societal impact has moved from aspiration to action, with schools increasingly embedding
impact in mission, curriculum, scholarship, and stakeholder engagenent. It also shows a shift
from documenting activities toward demonstrating accountability, outcomes, and transformation.
At the same time, AACSB notes that measurement often remains fragmented, definitions vary,
and schools still provide stronger evidence of activities and outputs than of outcomes or
longer-term impact.

At el A WRAGGe HqUWHR¢UUYqWAWWHE Gagel DT WA! WYUWWRUT RH
because it distinguishes between activities, outputs, outcomes, impact, and transformation. It

invites schools to clarify how an initiative is expected to createhange, what evidence is available,

and how progress can be reviewed over time. Yet research impact often develops through complex
pathways, long time horizons, and multiple actors. It cannot always be traced back to a single

publication, project, or metric.

PIR member of the Supervisory Board Dan LeCIaCEO of the GBSNeflects on four years as a
judge for the Financial Times Responsible Business Education Awards offering a practical view of
what research impact can look like. His five lessons connect to the broader agenda advanced by
RRBM. Dan argueghat research impact requires attention to context and is often built from the
bottom up. It helps illuminate tensions; multiplies when research intersects with learning; and is
enabled through engagement with actors who are positioned to act. These lessons show that
impactful research is not defined by method aloneWhat matters is whether research creates
insight that enters decisions, practices, policies, or capabilities.  The point is that business
schools need a broader understanding of the pathways through which research contributes to the
common good.

Pagel3



Impactful research is not defined by method alone.
What matters is whether research creates insight that

enters decisions, practices, policies, or capabilities.

Dan LeClair, CEO GBSN and member of the PIR Supervisory Board

2.2 Faculty perception of research impact as a data point

This is where the Positive Impact Rating adds a modest but useful data point. With the
introduction of the faculty survey, PIR can complete its multstakeholder framework by adding a
fourth area of impact: Enabling. This area captures how a business school impacts its external
environment, especially business and its stakeholdersthrough the services it provides. Within the
PIR framework, research is used as the proxy for this enabling function. Research is one of the
central ways in which business schools help external actors understand and respond to societal
challenges. The Enabling dimension is assessed through the faculty survey, not the student survey.
Senior faculty, junior faculty, and parttime teaching faculty, have a direct view of how research is
produced, valued, and connected to societal needs.

/PIR measuresresearch through three focused questions , assessing: \

 Thedegreetowhichda H6 Y YOkt WI 3t D¢l ASWHYUq! RA2 qldt |Wa Y WE |
relevant societal challenges. This addresses relevance.

1 The degree ofaculty engagament with stakeholders from different sectors, including
the private, public, and third sectors. This addresses connection.

1 The degree to whiclresearch at the school is assessed and rewarded for its societal
impact and relevance. This addresses institutionalization.

- )

These questions do not measure the full societal impact of research. They do not replace case
studies, policy evidence, partner feedback, learning outcomes, or Theory of Change approaches.
Nor do they prove that a specific research project produced a spefic societal outcome. Their
value is more specific.The PIR data poinmeasures faculty perceptions of the institutional
conditions through which research impact becomes more likely: relevance to societal challenges,
engagement with external stakeholdersand recognition in assessment and reward systems.

This distinction matters. PIR is a perception-based instrument. Its strength lies in making

2Rt RAGWWSE Ys Wt 3! W q¢t 36 YaTl 131 WNThe studéntisarvey didwe b 6 13 LU
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engagement. The faculty survey adds an internal perspective on education and research. Together,

they help schools see where impatis experienced, where it may be overestimated, and where
institutional systems may still need to change.
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For research impact, this evidence is highly relevant. A school may publish strong research but
provide limited support for translating it into practice. It may include societal impact in its strategy
while promotion criteria still privilege traditional academic outputs. It may have individual
researchers working with external partners, but no institutional system for recognizing, scaling, or
learning from this work. Conversely, a school may already have strong impaotiented research
practices that are not yet visible to students, partners, or accreditorsPIR helps surface these
patterns.

The contribution of PIR is therefore not to offer a final answer to research impact measurement.
PIRadds a scalable, comparable, faculty -based perception measure to an area where

evidence remains incomplete. This measure complements the direction taken by RRBM, AACSB,
GBSN,and other actors in the field: from research productivity to research responsibility, from
activities to outcomes, from isolated initiatives to institutional systems, and from declared intent

to demonstrated contribution.

Positive impact becomes durable when it is embedded
into everyday institutional routines.

Hani Kamel, Qatar University College of Business and Economics and Coordinator
MENA Business Schools Alliance for Sustainability, Qatar
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3. THE 202 6 PIR RESULTS

THE PUBLISHED PIR RESULTS ACROSS SCHOOLS REMAIN SOLELY STUDENT BASED AND DO
NOT REFLECT THE NEWLY INTRODUCED DUAL STAKEHOLDER PERSPECTIVE.

3.1 A New Record in Student Participation

I >ouMGu, g STUPENTRESPONSES

Finally, in 2026, we have managed toollect more than = MK RovhMete student responsesfrom 90

schools. Excluding the nonrated schools, the net number of student responses from rated schools

I DeHGEUT WNPK TYPAWT JaYUt ql ¢qRUNDWE W gl YURWNI Ys q6 W
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valid responses in 205. This representsa 15% increase in 2026 compared to 2025 or an overall

increase of= K ZsHid@ents.

STUDENT RESPONSES 2020 -2026
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32 COUNTRIES PARTICIPATING

The global interest in the PIR continues to surge. Participation has grown from 21 countries in 2022
to 25 countries in 2024 to 28 countries in 2025and now to 32 countries in 2026. The regional
distribution of schools spreads out across 9 different regiongnd five continents.

The anticipated reduction of participating schools in the United States and an anticipated momentary
drop in Western Europér(France due to a competing national survey) was thankfully compensated by a
promising growth irAsia(+5 schoolsandNorthern and Eastern Europe
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In this seventh edition of the PIR, students from 90 schools participated in the PIR survéy% are
located in Europe, 18% in North America and in Asi&@f those, 87 schools were rated Level 3 to,5
which results in them being included in the official ratingLevel 1 and 2 schools are not featured.

2026 PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS BY REGION

MORE STUDENT RESPONSES PER SCHOOL (AV. 227 VS. 100 REQUIRED)

While the number of participating schools has remained relatively stable,the number of average
participating students per school,further increased from 199 in responsesn 2025 t0227 responses
per school in 2026. This trend of having more students participating per school is an important
attribute of the survey as it strengthens its validityThe minimum number of respondents required
for participation in the rating remained unchanged at 100 students per school.

3.2 The 2026 PIR Results

The overall PIR Score in 2026 is at 8.0. This score is based uniquely on the student survey results
(excluding the faculty perspective).Given that the number of participating schools andstudents
have more than doubled from 2022 to 205, we see this as a sign of continuing stable quality of the
PIR survey.While individual schools can increase their score across the years, the PIR quality
standard remains stable and consistent.

DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPACT INNOVATION

Asalways, theschools were rated based on their student survey and grouped infove levels :

1 LEVEL 5 Pioneering school: Unique, sustaining leadership in all impact dimensions (scoring 8.8 10)

1 LEVEL 4r Transforming school: Apositive impact culture, governance, and systems, with visible results
in many impact dimensions (scoring 7.4r 8.7)

1 LEVEL 3r Progressing school: Evidence of results across several impact dimensions (scoring 587.3)

1 LEVEL 2r Emerging school: Starting to translate a stated commitment to positive action in one or more
dimensions (scoring 4.3-5.8)

1 LEVEL Ir Beginning school: Either getting started or considering getting started or having difficulties
getting off the ground despite a stated commitment or vision (scoring 1.04.2)
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