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ABSTRACT
We examined the extant research on Business Schools (B-Schools) in an 
attempt to understand the intellectual structural influences in mainstream 
research, as well as the evolution and trends in research. Through a 
bibliometric study of co-citation and bibliographic coupling, supported 
by factor and network analyses of a sample of 493 articles, we examined 76 
selected articles and their references. The results indicate that critiques of 
B-Schools influenced mainstream works. We found three primary sources of 
criticism at the intellectual level: Theory and Practice Gap, Social Relevance, 
and Curricula and Practice. The mainstream works identified six different 
topics: B-School Relevance, Teaching Relevance, Relevance to Practice, 
Curricula Relevance, B-School Evolution, and Influence, and Reputation. 
The longitudinal analysis identified four trends: Relevance to Practice, Social 
Relevance, Academic-Practitioner Divide, and Teaching Relevance. Through 
our bibliometric research, we contribute to the B-Schools research in two 
ways. It enabled the identification of works and themes that influenced 
reflections on B-Schools, as they influenced the ongoing research, and 
consequently, the research trends. Furthermore, the results serve as possible 
orientations for B-School managers. 
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1. INTRODUCTION
Over the last few decades, there has been a proliferation of new courses at Business Schools 

(BS), especially the Master of Business Administration (MBA) (Collet & Vives, 2013). Brazil 
has followed this trend, with a proliferation of MBA programs since the 1990s, with the belief 
among professionals and recruiters alike that an MBA is part of the criteria for professional 
success (Wood Jr. & Cruz, 2014). BS are ranked in terms of legitimacy (Collet & Vives, 2013) 
by their influence on students’ choices (Sauder & Lancaster, 2006), employers’ decisions, and 
their reputation for excellence (Dichev, 1999). The proliferation of BS and MBA programs is 
an important phenomenon, and a better understanding of the studies that have been conducted 
and the paths that research has followed is warranted.

There is growing awareness that the study of phenomena is important to the role and importance 
of research in order to provide an answer to everyday problems and enable learning in organizations 
(Doh, 2015). Phenomenon-based research focuses on understanding a phenomenon in the real 
world (Von Krogh et al., 2012). As mentioned above, understanding the phenomenon of BS, 
through their growth and influence on people and companies, is of great importance. Much has 
been written, but a brief search shows that no studies are available that have sought to understand 
the basis for this research and its intellectual evolution.

B-Schools have been severely criticized for a lack of relevance to practice and for not contributing 
effectively to students’ careers (Pfeffer & Fong, 2004). Further, concerns have been raised over 
curricula misalignment regarding, for example, soft skills (Navarro, 2008) and failure to prepare 
leaders and professional managers (Bennis & O’Toole, 2005) properly. Despite the opportunity 
for management to take the lead in B-School research - “business schools are missing out because 
relatively few focus on work in this area” (Arbaugh, 2016, p. 238). Authors that discuss relevance 
also question the lack of theoretical support and empirical work regarding the critics and solutions 
(Augier & March, 2011; Corley & Gioia, 2011; Bartunek & Rynes, 2014). Hence, further 
investigation is required to better understand (Gioia & Corley, 2002) the management research 
that has been conducted and the paths that this research has followed.

To understand this phenomenon and its evolution, we conducted a bibliometric study of 
co-citation and bibliographic coupling. Bibliometric co-citation studies enable an analysis of 
references in articles in a given field to describe the content and evolution of research in that 
field. Coupling measures how frequently two documents in a sample share at least one common 
reference. This type of study delves the overlapping of bibliographies (Vogel, & Güttel, 2013; 
Zupic & Čater, 2015) and identifies the research trends in the field in question. The co-citation 
and bibliographic joint analysis were conducted up to 2015, using the analysis of 76 articles and 
38 references for the co-citation. 

Our findings enable us to schematically show the influence of the intellectual basis of B-Schools’ 
research and its influence on mainstream research. The relevance of B-Schools is still studied and 
discussed. The gap between theory and practice influences impacted the actual studies related 
with practice. The social relevance of B-Schools is reviewed in their evolution and influence. The 
social relevance is increased with the use experienced market professionals, but it did not reduce 
the concerns over the teaching at B-Schools and the studies on teaching techniques.

We present two main contributions to the B-Schools research. We identified the works and 
themes that influenced the ongoing research. We also identified the research trends of B-School 
research. Our work not only improves the understanding of and presents opportunities for future 
studies on B-Schools, but our findings offer some practical orientations for B-Schools managers. 
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2. RESEARCH METHOD AND TECHNIQUES 

2.1. Data ColleCtion ProCeDures

The data were collected from the ISI Web of Science database. All business and management 
journals available were considered. The keyword business school* was used in the Topic field of 
the database to select the articles. The asterisk (*) was used so that any variation of the wording 
might be considered. The search outcome was examined to check if all articles in the sample were 
important to the analyses. The final sample considered the whole database search and contained 
493 articles published in 19 journals (Table 1). 

Table 1 
Journals and number of articles selected

Periódico Fator de Impacto 
2017

Total de artigos  
na amostra % amostra

Harvard Business Review 4.374 178 36
Academy of Management Learning and Education 2.866 146 29
British Journal of Management 3.059 34 6
Organization Science 3.027 24 4
Journal of Management Studies 5.329 23 4
Academy of Management Journal 6.700 14 2
Academy of Management Review 8.855 14 2
California Management Review 3.302 14 2
Organization 2.701 13 2
Long Range Planning 3.221 10 2
Administration Science Quarterly 5.878 6 1
Journal of Management 8.080 4 0
Academy of Management Annals 9.281 3 0
Academy of Management Perspectives 4.686 3 0
Asia Pacific Journal of Management 2.474 2 0
Management Science 3.544 2 0
Business Strategy and the Environment 5.355 1 0
Management and Organizational Review 1.462 1 0
Strategic Management Journal 5.482 1 0

493 100

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

To reduce bias and ensure the validity and reliability of the selected studies, we set criteria for 
selecting the final sample (Vogel & Güttel, 2013). The works had to have B-Schools as central 
theme. The authors read the title, the abstract, and the introduction of each document to validate 
the sample independently. Some documents were read in full to clarify occasional doubts. We 
obtained a Cohen-Kappa coefficient of .93 inter-reviewer agreement. 
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Bibliometrics helps control biases brought by subjectivity which is usual in qualitative reviews 
performed without the help of empirical tools (Ramos-RodrigueZ & Ruiz-Navarro, 2004). 
Moreover, through statistical analyses, large amounts of bibliographic data can be considered, 
bringing a broader scope than in purely qualitative reviews. (Vogel & Güttel, 2013; Zupic & 
Čater, 2015). Bibliometrics may be used as a prior step to guide the analysis during the systematic 
review. In this study, we used two bibliometric techniques – co-citation and bibliographic pairing.

The co-citation enables the measurement of the frequency in which a pair of articles is cited 
together (McCain, 1990). It is useful for detecting paradigmatic changes and schools of thought 
(Zupic & Čater, 2015). 

Bibliometric coupling is a measure of similarity based on the frequency that two documents 
of the sample share at least one common reference, i.e., the documents of a sample are grouped 
in accordance with the overlapping of its bibliographies (Vogel & Güttel, 2013; Zupic & Čater, 
2015). The higher the number of shared references by two documents in the sample, the greater 
the similarity between them (Vogel & Güttel, 2013). 

Co-citation analysis was used first. With the aid of Bibexcel, a co-occurrence matrix (Bernard & 
Ryan, 2010) of the references of each pair of articles in the sample was generated. The co-citation 
analysis was performed using the references of the sample of articles used for the bibliographic 
coupling. To run the bibliographic coupling, we reduced our sample and only articles with at 
least 6 couplings (ties ≥ 6), with at least one document (node ≥ 1) were preserved. The resulting 
reduced sample was composed of 76 articles. 

This procedure enabled us to verify the intellectual structures that specifically influence the actual 
mainstream research agenda represented by these articles. For the bibliographic coupling analysis, 
using the same sample of 76 articles, an exploratory factor analysis, aiming to group the articles 
by their similarity, was performed. We performed a citation analysis of the references used in the 
sample (File link: https://drive.google.com/file/d/16-KfNKpXdbhhTxRHdrV2pvBRjoSY4x0s/
view?usp=sharing). 

For the bibliographic coupling analysis, the co-occurrence matrix generated was used and it 
was complemented by factor analysis and the network diagram. The former employed Varimax 
rotation (Lin & Cheng, 2010). Factor loads of approximately 0.4 or higher were considered 
(Guerrazzi et al. 2015). 

All the articles that compose each factor, for both bibliographic coupling and co-citation 
analyses, were read to enable the understanding of their content. We used two clustering methods 
to increase robustness (Zupic & Čater, 2015). Network analysis allows the visualization of the 
intellectual structure of a field through a network diagram, with nodes representing publications 
and loops representing their sharing relationship. Therefore, the factors were used and overlapped 
in the network diagram provided by Ucinet software (Lin & Cheng, 2010). The network shows 
the proximity between articles and their connections, representing the relationship and dimension 
of the number of articles all together. 

We also reported density, cohesion, and centrality, which are usual metrics for network analysis 
(Vogel & Güttel, 2013). Density represents the extent to which a factor has common conceptual 
bases, and its maximum value is obtained when all possible links between references of the same 
factor are exhausted (Vogel & Güttel, 2013). It is an internal indicator of the factor. In co-citation, 
the maximum density indicates that references grouped in the same factor have independence in 
the expression of an approach, as they are referenced together. In pairing, it indicates that items 
of a factor, having their focus defined by grouping, employ common references.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/16-KfNKpXdbhhTxRHdrV2pvBRjoSY4x0s/view?usp=sharing)
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16-KfNKpXdbhhTxRHdrV2pvBRjoSY4x0s/view?usp=sharing)


17

462

Cohesion equals the density of a factor in its interconnection with other groups, indicating the 
degree of independence that the factor represents (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). It is an inter-factor 
indicator. For both citation and bibliographic matching, cohesion complements the explanation 
of density with respect to the power of convergence between items of the same factor. Network 
centrality means groupings formed around the most cited articles. It is measured by the number 
of links each item establishes on the network – the more links the more central the item., covering 
the whole network. The centrality highlights the relevance of this work throughout the network 
as it is more often cited in conjunction with another (co-citing) or shares references in large 
numbers with other articles (pairing). 

Focusing on an investigation of the influence of the literature structure on the ongoing works 
about B-schools, we conducted a jointly analysis with co-citation and coupling results. To achieve 
this aim, a co-occurrence matrix was created for the references that constitute the co-citation 
factors and for the articles from the coupled analysis. In this matrix, co-citation references were the 
lines and the bibliographic coupling articles were the columns, both grouped into the previously 
obtained factors. The crossing between lines and columns was binarized, and we filled it with 
“1” if such a reference was used in any of the articles and “0” if not. This matrix made it possible 
to gauge the influences of the intellectual roots (co-citation) in current research (bibliographic 
coupling) and present the values and relationships graphically (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Intellectual structure and mainstream research on B-Schools.
Source: Elaborated by the authors. 

To verify the influences of the references (co-citation) in the articles (bibliographic coupling) 
we made a cross-analyses of references in the articles. Since they constitute articles and references, 
and these structure the approach of an article, this analysis makes it possible to gauge the direct 
influence between the basic approaches with the streams of research used to investigate our theme.
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3. INTELECTUAL STRUCTURE AND ONGOING STUDIES  
IN B-SCHOOLS

The influence of the intellectual structure on the mainstream research on B-Schools is depicted 
in Figure 1. This figure, that is orienting our review, was created through the results of the 
bibliometric analysis available in the Appendix 1. We preserve the identification of the factors of 
the results, where CC are factors from the co-citation, and BC from the bibliographic coupling.

Figure 1 schematically presents the main influence among the factors that serve as an intellectual 
basis, and that initiated studies on B-Schools, along with more recent research (ongoing discussions). 
The articles that constitute the intellectual base from the 1980s to the mid-2000s are mostly 
conceptual articles, although some are qualitative, with criticisms of B-Schools. There is one 
predominant criticism of B-Schools, which is the theory and practice gap (Factor CC1), with 
scholars questioning the relevance of research and either consulting practices for practitioners. 
This factor has a secondary impact on the others in the intellectual structure base. In a way, it 
poses a challenge to rethink the relevance of the services provided by business schools and their 
relevance to society (Factor CC2), and through curricula and its applicability in practice (Factor 
CC3). To a certain extent, the factors question managers that are being trained in B-Schools, 
the relevance of their role, and the importance of what they teach. Nevertheless, concern over 
how to teach is not emphasized. It should be pointed out that, during this time, most articles 
focused on B-Schools in North America and UK. 

The relevance of B-Schools for the market (CC3) continues to be studied and discussed (Factor 
BC1) and related with their search for legitimacy and reputation. As the theory and practice gap 
(CC1) considering its relationship with practice (Factor BC3). The social relevance of B-Schools 
is reviewed in their evolution and influence (BC5). Despite the use experienced professionals 
from the market (Factor BC4), concerns have also been raised over the teaching at B-Schools 
and how teaching techniques are used in this respect (Factor BC2), to be socially relevant (Factor 
CC2). Each of the factors will be further explored.

3.1. intelleCtual struCture in B-sChools

Factor CC1 was labeled “Theory and Practice Gap”. The central works of the network are 
present in this factor: Starkey & Madan (2011); Van de Ven & Johnson (2006); Van de Ven 
(2007). These articles present arguments regarding the lack of relevance of B-School research 
to practice.

The authors in this factor argue that knowledge is increasingly produced and distributed socially 
(Gibbons et al., 1994) and hence, by its nature, management research should be applied (Tranfield 
& Starkey1998). The main focus is on the need to rethink the science (Nowotny et al., 2001) 
and develop the link between theory and practice (Hambrick, 1994). This creates a discussion 
regarding the Kuhnian model of normal science (Kuhn, 1962) and problem-solution research, 
which is more socially distributed (Gibbons et al., 1994; Tranfield & Starkey, 1998; Anderson, 
Herriot & Hodgkinson, 2001). Shapiro, Kirkman and Courtney (2007) add that the gap should 
be interpreted as the result of two distinct translation problems: “lost before translation”, where 
the knowledge produced does not have any chance to make an impact on practice and, a “lost 
in translation” problem - where knowledge production is not adequately translated into practice.
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Nevertheless, the creation of knowledge is a complex process (Grey, 2001), and has to be 
considered in different paradigms (Pfeffer, 1993), with a thought for scientific rigor in the link 
between theory and practice (Van de Ven, 2007). However, the weak union of theory and practice 
is brought into question, with several studies deemed as being of little relevance to managers 
(Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006). The principles from research evidence should be translated into 
practice to solve organizational problems (Rousseau, 2006), and to help train managers to deal 
with real challenges throughout their careers (Leavitt, 1989). In B-Schools, managers should 
collaborate with their knowledge (Starkey & Madan, 2001).

Factor CC2, is named “Social Relevance”. The articles reinforce the relevance and social role of 
B-Schools, and the criticisms of the impact of rankings and accreditations on them (Navarro2008; 
Gioia and Corley2002; Adler & Harzing, 2009). Concerns over B-Schools’ relevance and social 
role are not new (Cheit, 1985; Gordon & Howell, 1958), and the need for change is emphasized 
by the authors in this factor who argue for trends to be considered in relation to both supply 
and demand in the education of managers (Friga, Bettis & Sullivan, 2003). There is a call for 
B-Schools to consider a global perspective to have social relevance, as well as thethe development 
of leadership and soft skills, and greater integration of disciplines to improve decision-making 
skills (Datar et al., 2010; Bennis & O’Toole, 2005). It is claimed that B-Schools should be more 
relevant to practitioners (Porter & McKibbin, 1988).

The fact that certain theories are treated as actual practices, irrespective of their social impact, 
has been questioned (Ferraro, Pfeffer & Sutton, 2005; Ghoshal, 2005). The ethical scandals 
provoked by managers of organizations show that B-Schools need to start considering ethical 
aspects and go beyond focusing on financial results (Ghoshal, 2005; Bennis & O’Toole, 2005). 
Changing the curriculum at B-Schools should mean multidisciplinary integration (Navarro, 
2008; Bennis & O’Toole, 2005; Porter & McKibbin, 1988) and the development of B-Schools 
as forums for citizens and places for social networking (Starkey & Tiratsoo, 2007).

We labeled Factor CC3 as “Curricula and Practice”. B-Schools are criticized because of 
the pressure to achieve financial results (Khurana, 2007), which is fostered by the student’s 
belief that what is taught at B-Schools will aid an individual’s personal and professional growth 
(Pfeffer & Fong, 2004). The relationship with practice is necessary (Mintzberg & Gosling, 2002; 
Rynes, Bartunek & Daft, 2001). They advocate the need to create knowledge for management 
(Starkey, Hatchuel & Tempest, 2004). Curricula should address real problems (Pfeffer & Fong, 
2004; Starkey & Tempest, 2009), and focus on managers’ competence development (Rubin & 
Dierdorff, 2009). B-Schools should consider experience and meaning in the learning process, 
which transcends the classroom (Mintzberg & Gosling, 2002), and implies changes for how 
managers are taught (Mintzberg, 2004) e.g., through evidence-based teaching (Pfeffer & Sutton, 
2007) that enables “managerial decisions and organizational practices informed by the best 
available scientific evidence” (Rousseau & McCarthy, 2007, p. 84). B-Schools should consider 
the balance between acquiring knowledge through research and exploiting knowledge through 
instruction (Trieschmann et al., 2000).

3.2. ongoing stuDies in B-sChools 

Factor BC1 is labeled as “B-School Relevance”. The challenge posed by the authors in this 
factor is to prepare people with the necessary competences for the market and society (Walsh, 
2011). B-Schools emphasize theory at the expense of relevance to practice (McGrath, 2007). Some 
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criticisms argue that B-Schools cannot fulfil this important role to prepare leaders (Benjamin 
& O’Reilly, 2011), and so make no difference to their careers (Pfeffer & Fong, 2004). Others 
stress that the leadership developed in B-Schools reflects negative values and actions without 
concern for society, and that there is a need for gender diversity for more humanized executives 
(McTiernan & Flynn, 2011). Business schools are the potential workspaces, not only to improve 
knowledge, but also to influence managers’ identity for such humanized leadership (Petriglieri 
& Petriglieri, 2010; Petriglieri, Wood, & Petriglieri, 2011).

To overcome these criticisms, several models were proposed (Ferlie, McGivern, & Moraes, 
2010; Thomas & Wilson, 2011): the “Agora” as an open platform for discussion and development 
(see Starkey & Tiratsoo, 2007); the schools in the professional model (see Bennis & O’Toole, 
2005); and the business school public interest model, which operates to the interest of society 
(Ferlie, McGivern & De Moraes, 2010).

Some authors have suggested that B-Schools need to revise their purposes, curricula, and 
pedagogy, despite the institutionalized organizational form and search for legitimacy that inhibit 
change (see Wilson & McKiernan, 2011). The challenge of relevance is a question of behavioral 
competencies (Rubin & Dierdorff, 2011), which are valued by organizations (Safon, 2007). 
This means that the nature of knowledge produced and taught in B-Schools should be reviewed 
(Chia & Holt, 2008), and scholarly impact should be evaluated not only through academic 
publications, but also through its impact on students (Morgerson & Nahrgang, 2008).

The authors make several suggestions, such as the inclusion of disciplines like humanities 
(Bennis & O’Toole, 2005; Schoemaker, 2008), requiring a distinct teaching curriculum and 
pedagogical approach (Harrison, Leitch, & Chia, 2007). Vaara and Fay (2011; 2012), for example, 
presented a Bourdieusian perspective for management education. The development of leadership 
skills (Kork, 2011) should include business ethics (Rutherford et al., 2012), decision-making 
(Henisz, 2011), and sustainability (Slater, Dixon & Fowler, 2010), as well as how to perform 
in emerging markets (Dhanaraj & Khanna, 2011), supported by Evidence-based Management 
(Charlier, Brown, & Rynes, 2011) in a B-School’s curriculum.

However, some authors counter the criticisms of B-Schools’ relevance, for example, as posed 
by Pfeffer & Fong (2004). O’Brien et al. argue that the: “research conducted at business schools 
is relevant and valuable to practitioners as evidenced by the considerable long-term economic 
value added to MBA student salaries.” (O’Brien et al. 2010, p.648)

Further, Slater, Dixon & Fowler (2010) argue that executives who graduated from B-Schools 
present positive results in regards to sustainability. Arbaugh (2010) advocates that the article of 
Peng and Dess (2010) “not only challenges the notion that management scholarship is deficient 
but argues that in fact the systems and assessment mechanisms presently in place to evaluate 
the worth of our publications serve a positive role in motivating us to produce better work than 
what we might have otherwise.” (Arbaugh, 2010, p. 280).

Factor BC3 was named “Relevance to practice”. The discussion of relevance is important in 
the US and UK (Butler, Delaney, & Spoelstra, 2015), but in Factor 3, there is a different focus 
from Factor BC1. It seems to be a UK research focus that discusses the academy-practitioner 
divide and evaluates possible remedies. Some authors claim that research is not relevant to 
practice (McKelvey, 2006). Bell, den Ouden and Ziggers argued that “it is neither built upon 
a minimal consensus of paradigmatic beliefs, resulting in […] an academic gap, nor capable of 
providing practitioners with adequate answers, what we call a managerial relevance gap.” (Bell 
et al., 2006, p. 1615)
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Other authors defend research and believe it can be relevant in practice (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 
2011). A central idea is to achieve engagement and collaboration between academics and 
practitioners (Hughes et al. 2011; - see co-citation Factor CC1 for Van de Ven, 2007, Van de 
Ven & Johnson, 2006; Starkey & Madan, 2010). The collaboration between academics and 
practitioners would be a possibility for co-creation of relevant knowledge (Antonacopoulou, 
2010). This relationship, despite other tensions, should consider the need for impartial research 
against short-term results demanded by practitioners (Tushman et al. 2007). Therefore, some 
authors advocate that the academy-practitioner divide will remain unsolved, as science and 
practice have different meanings for researchers and practitioners (Kieser & Leiner, 2009, 2011; 
Nicolai & Seidl, 2010). Kieser and Leiner (2009) argue that the relationship between academics 
and practitioners would not be adequate for research but would be feasible to solve practical 
problems. Academics may orient towards practitioners “in ways that contravene their academic 
identity and research ethos” (Butler, Delaney, & Spoelstra, 2015, p. 732). 

In general, the authors agree with the research relevance gap and the need to better understand 
relevance (Priem & Rosenstein, 2000; Learmonth, Lockett & Dowd, 2012; Parnell et al. 2012). 
This led authors to discuss the suggestion of possible remedies and their effectiveness. This is 
highlighted in the UK discussion of methodological alternatives to Mode 1 knowledge (Knights, 
2008) like Mode 2 (Stiles, 2004; Knights, 2008) and other possibilities like Mode 3 research, 
engaged scholarship, pragmatic science, and evidence-based management (Romme et al. 2015).

Factor BC4 was labelled “Curricula Relevance”. The factor has a low explained variance 
with 5.17%. Here, B-Schools are questioned about their lack of relevance to business practice 
and the authors defend models that bring practice to the student, as in medical schools (Pfeffer 
& Fong, 2004). Pfeffer and Fong remarked that this: “entails focusing research on phenomena 
and problems of enduring importance, and building curricula that are evaluated, in part, by 
how well they actually prepare students to be effective in practicing the profession.” (Pfeffer & 
Fong, 2004, p. 93)

This implies a curricular program closer to the real-life challenges facing professionals and the 
development of competences for their professional activities (Navarro, 2006; 2008). Clinebell 
and Clinebell (2008) argue that there are two challenges facing B-Schools here: the shortage of 
faculty members with doctoral degrees and the lack of relevance. One of the remedies for resolving 
this would be to solve the tensions concerning the integration and use of executive professors or 
professional qualified faculty members.

Factor BC5 was identified as “B-School evolution and influence”. Here, recognition of the 
evolution of B-Schools appears in discussions between the authors (Augier & March, 2005; 2007; 
Augier & Teece, 2005; Khurana & Spender, 2012), as well as the discussion of fashionable theories 
(Abrahamson, 1996; Bort & Kieser, 2011). The evolution of B-Schools showed a transition 
from conducting research driven by the real world to theory driven research almost detached 
from its problems and contexts (Augier & March, 2005; 2007; Augier & Teece, 2005; Khurana 
& Spender, 2012). The evolution reflects the ideal of Simon, where “knowledge from practice” 
and “knowledge from the disciplines” are integrated (Khurana & Spender, 2012). B-Schools are 
where researchers are, and researchers create fashion (Bort & Kieser, 2011). B-Schools should be 
the primarily fashion theory setters. Scholars should research and learn how to settle fashionable 
theories (Abrahamson, 1996).

Factor BC6 is named “Reputation”. This factor includes studies that directly (Baden-Fuller, 
Ravazzolo, & Schweizer, 2000) or indirectly consider the influence of rankings on B-Schools 
(Rindova, et al. 2005; Macdonald & Kam, 2007; Rindova, Williamson, & Petkova, 2010). The 
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media rankings, which include the MBAs of B-Schools, have a strong influence on reputation 
and consequently, the possibility of charging premium fees (Rindova et al. 2005). The indirect 
effect of the rankings of periodicals on publications (Rindova, et al. 2005; Macdonald & Kam, 
2007) and works of research is also recognized (Ofori-Dankwa & Julian, 2005). B-Schools, as 
part of a HEI, would also suffer the effect of this relationship (Rindova et al. 2005). The research 
of Rindova et al. (2005) provided empirical support for the positive effect of academic research 
on B-Schools’ reputation.

Factor BC2 was named “Teaching Relevance” with an aim to make a difference to society 
(Tsui, 2013; Walsh, 2012). Most of the articles focus on the teaching of management; testing 
tools (Wright, Paroutis, & Blettner, 2013); studying evidence-based management (Trank, 2014; 
Gamble & Jelley, 2014; Klimoski & Amos, 2012); design thinking (Glen, Suciu, & Baughn, 
2014); or, combining design science with critical realism (Willmott, 2012). Other articles focus 
on management and sustainability (Shrivastava, Ivanaj, & Persson, 2013; Aguinis et al., 2014; 
Akrivou & Bradbury-Huang, 2015); addressing concerns over how B-Schools are teaching 
management (Knights & Clarke, 2014; Costigan & Brink, 2015); and, making suggestions to 
improve teaching (Waddock & Lozano, 2013). 

Other authors question the metrics used to evaluate scholarly performance and the legitimacy 
paradox that B-Schools face (Alajoutsijarvi, Juusola, & Siltaoja, 2015). As mentioned by Aguinis 
et al. (2014), the “majority of inquiry on scholarly impact has focused almost exclusively on 
one particular stakeholder and one type of measure: academics and citations.” (Aguinis et al., 
2014, p. 624).

4. DISCUSSION AND FINAL REMARKS
Through our bibliometric research, we contribute to B-School research in two ways. First, we 

enabled the identification of works and themes that influenced reflections on B-Schools, and, 
second, how they influenced the ongoing research, and consequently, the research trends (Figure 
1). Furthermore, the results serve as practical orientations for B-School managers. 

The network and factor analyses enabled us to detect the topics that are preferentially studied 
and their relationship with the studies that serve as a basis for current mainstream research. 
Through the intellectual structure, we could say that the entire field is responding to the call 
for works from Gioia and Corley (2002) and Pfeffer and Fong (2004), questioning B-Schools’ 
relevance to practice. The relevance of B-Schools is questioned regarding the theory and practice 
gap, social relevance, and the adequacy of the curricula to practice. These themes impacted 
current research on B-Schools. 

The study of B-Schools was motivated by the theory-practice gap - a question of relevance. 
The relevance gap may be divided into two fronts: the questioning of the relevance of research 
to practice, and the questioning of the possibility of delivering the knowledge produced to 
managers. It raises the question of the need for rigor and relevance in co-creating knowledge 
with practitioners. The questioning of the role and relevance of B-Schools may be divided into 
two influencing topics. One is questioning the social role of B-Schools requesting to consider 
their primary mission, to prepare managers in a way that would have a positive impact on their 
careers and a positive effect on society. Another, and also a related topic, is the relevance of the 
teaching at B-Schools - teaching for personal growth and its relationship to practice. There is a 
need to focus not only on new contents but also to develop personal competencies. To do that, 
new forms of pedagogy are necessary and will need to filter up to the classroom. The challenge 
is not only acquiring knowledge from research but exploiting it through practice.
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B-School relevance continues to be questioned. The authors continue to question why 
B-Schools failed to form leaders and to make a difference in managers’ careers. They claim that 
in order for B-Schools to be relevant to society, they should be a place to influence managers 
and to develop more humanized leadership. The main difference from the intellectual structure 
is that, even in conceptual articles and some case studies, authors on this topic offer suggestions 
to circumvent criticism. They reinforce the need to review the contents and focus on managers’ 
competence development. It is related to the influence of positive or negative media rankings 
that drives B-Schools to gain legitimacy and improve their reputation. 

Despite the pertinence of the criticisms, these works were predominantly essays, that influence 
the mainstream works on B-Schools. We would expect to find articles discussing B-Schools’ 
management and the institutional factors in the mainstream. We are not saying that these studies 
do not exist, but they did not appear predominant in our selection. Management would influence 
B-School choices and the use of their resources and choice of course of action. 

Considering the claim of Gioia and Corley (2002), external forces will influence management 
decisions, and in our view, influence all the topics that we presented in this work. Although many 
other research fronts may emerge in the agenda proposed from the results of this study, we think 
that the suggested research topics and revision of the influence of rankings and scholar evaluation 
would help B-Schools gain more relevance and increase their importance to students and society.

We argue that B-Schools need to become relevant to the market and to society. They should 
produce relevant research results and be concerned with preparing students for the market, 
using adequate professors, and teaching techniques. However, in their drive for legitimacy, 
B-Schools tend to become homogeneous concerning the content of their teaching, focusing 
on managerial fads due to isomorphic pressures (coercive, mimetic, and normative) that stem 
from the accreditations and rankings that they are anxious to achieve. Works like Wilson and 
McKiernan (2011) allow us to suggest that future studies should evaluate the influence of 
isomorphic pressures on the strategic choice of managers of BS and the adaptation of resources. 
It would be interesting to understand the hierarchy of isomorphic pressures on B-Schools in the 
process of seeking legitimacy and earning a reputation.

The world proliferation of MBA programs since the 1990s (Collet & Vives, 2013) suggest 
the need, not only to include an international perspective in MBA programs (Dhanaraj & 
Khanna, 2011), but also to understand the international competition for students, international 
collaboration and B-Schools from emerging countries.

B-Schools need to align their curricula considering changes in society, and students’ needs. 
B-Schools should be the locus for nurturing positive values and preparing leaders. It poses a 
challenge, not only in terms of content but also in professional professors and pedagogical 
challenges.

The call for curriculum alignment with the reality and challenges of society should be investigated, 
eventually considering the need to develop leaders and managers for a new and future reality, not 
considering disciplines, but instead developing critical reflection and competences (Benjamin 
& O’Reilly, 2011). It demands new pedagogical forms of teaching that are being developed and 
used in undergraduate courses for executive education (Scafuto et al. 2017), as well as other calls 
(Charlier, Brown, & Rynes, 2011).

A second significant stream in B-School research is Relevance to Practice, which is directly 
related to the discussion of knowledge diffusion or transfer, and the academic-practitioner 
divide. UK scholars appear to be more dedicated to this discussion. We belive that the academic-
practitioner engagement is a promising area for further research (Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006). 
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Future studies should continue to investigate the possibilities of research modes of knowledge 
development (Stiles, 2004; Knights, 2008; Romme et al., 2015), even with the possible tensions 
between the practitioners and scholars’ system of thinking (Kieser & Leiner, 2011; Nicolai & 
Seidl, 2010). Another possible investigation is considering scholars’ engagement in executive 
arenas like business consulting (Butler, Delaney, & Spoelstra, 2015). It is important for business 
schools to return to being the management fashion setter (Abrahamson, 1996), responding to 
Hambrick’s (1994) call for increased self-promotion by academics.

A consequent emerging and independent topic is Teaching Relevance, which appears to be 
predominant and of interest among American scholars. These articles focus on discussing fees and 
teaching methods, with an important discussion of evidence-based management. Our perception, 
however, is that this research, which ought to focus on empirical applications, appears to remain 
casuistic and conceptual. Our observations led us to agree that B-School research needs to become 
a structured field of study. However, in its current state, it seems to lack empirical and theoretical 
support (Augier & March, 2011; Corley & Gioia, 2011; Bartunek & Rynes, 2014).

The studies recommend further research to gain a better understanding of the phenomenon. 
Generally, the phenomenon appears to require more empirical studies in distinct context settings, 
including outside the USA and Europe, in emerging economies (Dhanaraj & Khanna, 2011). 
Relevance to practice seems to test the proposals from the predominant essays and conceptual 
works.

Another contribution is the unique method used in this article, especially joining co-citation 
and bibliographic coupling analysis, which seems to provide a possibility for future bibliometric 
studies, enabling a better understanding of fields and phenomena.

This study has limitations regarding its method, as it is a bibliometric study. Future studies 
could include the Scopus database. This base contains several journals on higher education that 
are not included in the base used for the present study. However, most of the journals mentioned 
are not directly related to management, which was our focus, but mainly with the sociology of 
education. Another limitation was the use of the chosen keyword for research. The verification 
of complementary keywords attenuated this limitation in the selected articles that did not result 
in a significant change in the sample. Other possible limitations were mitigated by the use of 
two complementary methods of analysis (factor and network), and conducting a joint study of 
co-citation and coupling. 

The study of B-Schools, despite its growth, can still be considered recent if we consider that 
most of the articles were published less than 30 years ago. It could be said that, due to the existence 
of many fields related to criticisms, understanding the strategic behavior of B-Schools through 
their importance to, and influence on, executives will require a great deal of further study. As 
predicted by Gioia and Corley (2002), in the first issue of AMLE, “the Circe-like transformation 
of business schools from substance to image, [is] a phenomenon that deserves our understanding 
and proactive engagement.” Considering the importance of the topic, and the authors that emerge 
from our study, we have to enhance the question raised by the late Prof. Arbaugh, “Where are 
the dedicated scholars of management learning and education?” (Arbaugh, 2016, p. 230), in 
this case, B-Schools. The importance, and foremost, the potential benefit of having relevant 
B-Schools, considering research and teaching, to prepare and have a positive influence on future 
leaders is paramount to having engaged and dedicated researchers.
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APPENDIX 1. BIBLIOMETRIC RESULTS

Co-citation analysis

The factor analysis for the co-citation (Table A1.1) of the bibliographic coupling references 
enabled the identification of three factors responsible for 64.3% of the variance, the first factor 
being dominant. The named factors are: Factor CC1: Theory and Practice Gap; Factor CC2: 
Social Relevance; Factor CC3: Curricula and Practice. The works included in the co-citation are 
predominantly conceptual and in essays or books. 

Table A1.1 
Co-citation Factor Analysis results

References
Factor loads

CC1
Theory and Practice Gap

CC2
Social Relevance

CC3
Curricula and Practice

Nowotny et al., 2001 ,886 ,056 ,170
Anderson et al., 2001 ,825 ,103 ,034
Tranfield & Starkey, 1998 ,823 ,193 -,007
Gibbons et al., 1994 ,821 -,088 ,345
Grey, 2001 ,806 -,113 ,338
Pfeffer, 1993 ,782 ,106 -,109
Shapiro et al., 2007 ,660 -,178 ,585
Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006 ,657 ,432 -,027
Starkey & Madan, 2001 ,651 ,274 ,034
Van de Vem, 2007 ,635 ,366 ,044
Rousseau, 2006 ,598 ,562 ,072
Hambrick, 1994 ,584 ,390 ,399
Kuhn, 1962 ,514 ,310 ,469
Leavitt, 1989 ,492 ,484 ,427
Ghoshal, 2005 ,195 ,840 ,114
Adler & Harzing, 2009 ,061 ,824 ,226
Ferraro et al., 2005 ,251 ,791 ,207
Bennis & O’Toole, 2005 ,194 ,755 -,059
Gioia & Corley, 2002 ,076 ,729 ,477
Cheit, 1985 ,023 ,716 ,159
Starkey & Tiratsoo, 2007 ,406 ,664 ,064
Datar et al., 2010 ,031 ,647 ,221
Friga et al., 2003 ,101 ,641 ,285
Porter & McKibbin, 1988 ,445 ,613 ,221
Gordon & Howell, 1958 ,213 ,579 ,522
Navarro, 2008 -,138 ,528 ,386
Pfeffer & Fong, 2004 ,256 ,152 ,892
Pfeffer & Sutton, 2007 ,321 ,035 ,880
Pfeffer & Fong, 2004 ,125 ,364 ,845
Starkey & Tempest, 2009 -,108 ,044 ,777
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References

Factor loads
CC1

Theory and Practice Gap
CC2

Social Relevance
CC3

Curricula and Practice
Rubin & Dierdorff, 2009 -,174 ,189 ,708
Mintzberg & Gosling, 2002 ,501 ,201 ,651
Trieschmann et al., 2000 ,019 ,137 ,619
Mintzberg, 2004 ,316 ,412 ,607
Khurana, 2007 ,242 ,451 ,591
Starkey et al., 2004 -,012 ,410 ,579
Rynes et al., 2001 ,374 ,118 ,556
Rousseau & McCarthy, 2007 ,120 ,345 ,496

Note: The complete references are available at https://drive.google.com/file/d/1iFNj0bRD1znifs6z1d4VRM2e-
a9CmoFb/view?usp=sharing.
Source: Elaborated by the authors.

To select the number of articles, presented in Table A1.1, we used Lotka’s law of bibliometrics 
in the citation analysis (File link: https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ed7BUQw0F11E6GJIQUc_
9IAyR38BjmO_/view?usp=sharing). It indicates that a relatively small number of cited articles 
(around 5%) would be representative of the intellectual structure that influences the theme (Nath 
& Jackson, 1991). The selected sample of 44 references was reduced to 38 due to adjustments 
during the factor analysis procedure. The articles of the sample selected, presented in Table I.1 
in the Supplementary File at the previous link, correspond to 603 citations in 6200 citations in 
the 76 articles referenced (approximately 10% of the citations). 

The bibliographic co-citation network in Figure A1.1 shows the links between the articles in 
the sample. Table A.1.2 shows the explained variance from the factor analysis and the density 
and cohesion of each of the factors identified in the network. 

Factor CC1 was labeled “Theory and Practice Gap”. It contains 14 works. The articles show 
a high density in the network, suggesting that the references are predominantly shared in the 
same factor (Figure A1.1). The low cohesion indicates that this factor connects with the others 
(Table A1.2). 

Factor CC2, named “Social Relevance” is represented by 12 works (Table A1.1). This factor 
shows a relatively high density between the works. The references are predominantly shared in 
the same factor, with a relatively homogeneous body (Figure A1.1). The low cohesion indicates 
that this factor connects with the others (Table A1.2).

We labeled Factor CC3 as “Curricula and Practice”. This factor is made up of 12 articles that 
generally criticize the curricula and content of teaching at B-Schools (Table A1.1). The articles 
showed a relatively heterogeneous body of literature (Figure A1.1) by the relatively low-density 
measure (Table A1.2). The low cohesion indicates the connection of this factor with others.

Table A1.1 
Cont.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1iFNj0bRD1znifs6z1d4VRM2e-a9CmoFb/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1iFNj0bRD1znifs6z1d4VRM2e-a9CmoFb/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ed7BUQw0F11E6GJIQUc_9IAyR38BjmO_/view?usp=sharing)
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ed7BUQw0F11E6GJIQUc_9IAyR38BjmO_/view?usp=sharing)
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Figure A1.1. Co-citation network.
Source: Elaborated by the authors.

Table A1.2  
Co-citation factor analysis and network metrics

Co-citation Works Density Cohesion % Variance 
explained

% Variance 
accumulated KMO Bartlett

CC1 14 0.85 1.58 40.94 40.94
CC2 12 0.71 1.16 13.02 53.96
CC3 12 0.41 0.79 10.34 64.30
Total 38 0.48 0.000

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

 
 

 
Legend: 
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Bibliographic Coupling (BC)

The 6 factors were identified (Table A1.3). The bibliographic coupling network in Figure A1.2 
shows the nodes, which are the articles in the sample, and the lines, which represent their shared 
references. The network shows two clusters, one formed by Factor BC2 and the second formed 
by Factors BC1, BC3, BC4, BC5 and BC6. Then, assuming that a logical order was observed 
in the network, it is possible to infer that Factor BC1- “B-School Relevance”, and Factor BC3 – 
“Relevance to practice”, are the central factors of the discussion, as they are related to the other 
factors and clearly have greater density. These are the factors from the factor analysis with the 
most articles. These factors are linked to the challenges facing B-Schools in regards to the market 
and the relevance of their research, respectively. Another aspect that justifies these factors being 
the most central is that they include the three articles with the highest degree of centrality. This 
means that they are coupled with many articles and have points in common with them, meaning 
their approaches are predominant in the network. In Factor BC1, there are two articles with a high 
degree of centrality. The first is Petriglieri and Petriglieri (2015), with 282 couplings, in which 
the authors address the teaching of leadership in B-Schools. The second is that of McTiernan 
and Flynn (2011), with 281 couplings, in which the authors address the criticisms of B-Schools 
from the perspective of their deans and their personal characteristics. Factor BC3 contains the 
article by Hughes et al., (2011), with the highest centrality of the three, with 286 couplings. 

Due to the centrality of Factors BC1 and BC3, it is perceived that they communicate with 
the other factors, providing support for the other discussions. It is connected with Factor BC4 
– “Curricula Relevance”, which is linked to Factor BC2 – Teaching Relevance, and Factor BC6 
- Reputation – its characteristics and influences. Meanwhile, in Factors BC1, BC3 and BC5 
– “B-Schools evolution and influence”, the authors base their discussions on the evolution of 
B-Schools. The way in which B-Schools evolved distanced them from the needs of the market and 
society. Schools are under pressure to conduct research that is more theoretical, which has little 
bearing on everyday phenomena and the reality that company managers deal with in practice. 
This has led to questions being raised with regard to this research and its relationship with the 
teaching of management, which is addressed in Factor BC2. This relationship is intermediated 
by the preparation of students for the market. Thus, the criticism is that if B-Schools claim to 
prepare students for the market, which is, or should be, their main goal, why are they conducting 
research that is not in keeping with this proposal? It has resulted in a reputation crisis, which is 
discussed by a significant number of authors, especially in Factor BC 6.

Factor BC1 has the highest number of articles, with 28 (Table A1.3). We labeled it as “B-School 
Relevance”. The factor has the highest explained variance with 25.48% (Table A1.4) representing 
the predominance of the stream. The factor shows a homogeneous body of literature, considering 
the high-density measures. The relatively low cohesion (Table A1.4) and the cross loadings (Table 
A1.3) indicate the connection of this factor with others (Figure A1.2). 

Factor BC3 has the second highest number of articles, with 18 (Table A1.3). This factor was 
named “Relevance to practice”. This factor, contrary to Factor BC1, has the predominance of 
BJM, with 7 articles (Table A1.3). However, just two AMLE articles are present in Factor C33. 
This factor has an explained variance of 8.27% (Table A1.4). The factor shows a homogeneous 
body of literature focusing on the academic-practitioner divide. Considering the high-density 
measures, the relative low cohesion (Table A1.4) and the cross loadings (Table A1.3) indicate 
the connection of this factor to others (Figure A1.2). 
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Factor BC4 has only 4 articles (Table A1.3), and we found it adequate to label it “Curricula 
Relevance”. The factor has a low explained variance with 5.17% (Table A1.4). Factor BC5, with 
6 articles (Table A1.3), was identified as “B-School evolution and influence”. The factor has a 
low explained variance with 3.89% (Table A1.4).

Factor BC6 has 5 articles (Table A1.3) and is named “Reputation”. This factor is related to 
factor BC1 and presents some positive evidence of the relevance of B-Schools. It has the lowest 
explained variance with 2.98% (Table A1.4) and shows a homogeneous body of literature (Figure 
A1.2), considering the high-density measures. The relative low cohesion (Table A1.4) and the 
cross loadings (Table A1.3) also indicate the connection of this factor with others.

Factor BC2 has a high number of articles (15) (Table A1.3) and was named “Teaching 
Relevance”. The bibliographic coupling network shows that Factor BC2 is more isolated in the 
right-hand corner of Figure A1.2. This is justified because the factor discusses how management 
is taught and, it focuses more on teaching tools and methodologies. This factor considers aspects 
regarding criticism of the teaching of management and the methodologies employed. The central 
discussion is always the same: that B-Schools evolved in such a way that the research they conduct 
is not very relevant to the market, even though they propose to prepare students for the challenges 
they will face in their careers. 

In the other factors, especially on the left side of the network, which begins with the central 
factors (1 and 3), the authors show concern over how to ally theory and practice. in the classrooms 
of B-Schools. On the right side of Figure A1.2, the need for B-Schools to draw closer to companies 
is discussed in factor BC2. 

Figure A1.2. Bibliometric coupling network diagram. 
Source: Elaborated by the authors.

 

 
Legend: 
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Integrating Co-Citation and Bibliographic Pairing Results

To build the intra-factor relations, we interpreted the cross-factor loadings from the factor 
analysis, the network shape and its metrics, as well as the reading of the articles. To support 
our readings regarding the relation of the co-citation factors, with the bibliographic coupling 
factors we calculated the sharing of references from the co-citation factors in the articles of the 
bibliographic coupling factors. The results are presented in Table A1.5 and Figure A1.3. In Table 
A1.5, the darker the cell, the greater is the relation between the co-citation and coupling factors. 
These results enabled us to integrate the co-citation and the bibliographic coupling. Together with 
the cross-loadings and network metrics enabled us to prepare Figure 1 that oriented our review.

Table A1.5 
Influence of the co-citation factors references values on the bibliographic coupling factors

Factor
Cocitação

CC1 CC2 CC3

Pairing

BC1 7 26 37
BC2 8 24 25
BC3 45 14 18
BC4 5 23 5
BC5 8 18 7
BC6 4 2 6

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

Figure A1.3.- Influence of the co-citation factors references graphic on the bibliographic coupling factors.
Source: Elaborated by the authors.


