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Annex to Report from the workgroup assessing the job satisfaction survey at CBS  

We spoke (more formally) to a total of 25 people at both junior and senior faculty levels (1 ACC, 

4 DBP, 1 ECON, 2 FIN, 1 INO, 3 INT, 2 IOA, 1 ITM, 1 MARKTG, 1 MPP, 3 MSC, 2 OM, and 

3 SMG). Most interviews ranged between 30 minutes and one hour; a few colleagues sent in 

their comments in writing. In addition, a large number of intra- and cross-departmental 

conversations were carried out with junior and senior colleagues in more informal settings, like 

around the lunch table or during breaks at seminars and workshops. Our colleagues were asked,  

(Q1) Why is there lack of confidence in the way the top management runs CBS? 

(Q2) Why are people unable to speak up and give their views/suggestions on the way things are 

done at CBS? 

The following document contains anonymized excerpts from faculty responses to these 

questions. 

(Q1) Why is there lack of confidence in the way the top management runs CBS? 

Several themes surface consistently in faculty responses. Overall, the comments are critical.  As 

one colleague put it, “The level of criticism may not be entirely fair. But you cannot correct 

people’s feelings. There is an organizational feeling, sentiment… irrespective of whether it is fair 

or not. On some accounts, perhaps not all, we can do better.”  

The lack of confidence in top management is attributed to four issues relating to:  

1. An opaque strategy and vision for CBS including a lack of focus on research excellence, as

well as concerns expressed by colleagues from several departments about whether CBS

would become a “regular business school” with a narrow focus on the more traditional

business school disciplines.

2. An increased use of CBS-wide key performance indicators that some faculty members

perceive as challenges to academic autonomy and diversity while other faculty members

perceive these as being futile unless measurable CBS-wide minimum requirements and

ambitions for research as well as teaching are defined.

3. A failing recognition and appreciation of faculty work and deficient incentive systems.

4. A general lack of transparency in decision-making and an unreceptive tone from top

management.
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(1) Opaque strategy and vision

There is a perceived lack of strategy and vision. Related to this are the notions of research

excellence and CBS’s DNA – what is our DNA?

‐ I personally feel there is a lack of clear vision for CBS from top management. The only 

agenda I can sense from the top management is 1) internationalization, 2) CBS being 

under funded. In other cases, they seem to be rather reactive rather than proactive. I 

think this can be very problematic especially in a somewhat turbulent 

political environment. 

‐ The biggest issue has to do with lack of strategy, or rather – the fact that our strategy 

constantly changes. There is no clear direction. 

‐ Now this. Wait, what? Why? 

‐ I am not sure that is a fair point, but there seems to be lack of vision and no clear 

leadership. Rational people won’t expect them to be able to flip things but 

dissatisfaction is because nothing is done – or we do not see what is done.

‐ Actually rolling back on the 88 hour rule is a good example. This was rightfully 

perceived as yet another initiative, a piece of our strategy that changes all the time. 

Where is the long term vision? It is another questions of do we really need one. But 

initiatives, strategies lose importance as they change all the time. 

‐ The 88 hours rule is perhaps the most ridiculous initiative we have seen so far at CBS. It 

has damaged a lot of the already tensed relationships across the organization. This 

is perhaps the starkest example of how little DIR understand CBS. 

‐ The new “entrepreneurship and innovation” addition to the strategy is perceived as yet 

another initiative to a strategy that changes all the time. First there was business 

in society, and now this… What’s next?        

‐ My impression is that, in recent years, top management wants to shift CBS from a 

university (object: “to make capable and cultivated human beings”) to a 

professionshøjskole (object: “to teach the knowledge required to fit men for some special 
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mode of gaining their livelihood”). Top management should make a decision, but not hire 

great academics from abroad to later force them to apply for third-party money about 

buzzword topics from Danish industry groups. That is not how world-class academia 

looks like. … Why is CBS, as a global business school, focusing so much on local Danish 

businesses? 

‐ What distinguished CBS from other business schools in the past is, that it integrated 

disciplines beyond the traditional business fields (marketing, ops mgmt, finance), for 

example sociology, philosophy, languages. This created great ideas, e.g. ecological and 

ethical business knowledge. However, it is exactly these areas were CBS fired most 

people two years ago. CBS is on a way to become a “boring” traditional business school 

and to lose its unique selling point. But it is this USP that has created CBS’s great 

reputation worldwide, not that it follows obscure British journal rankings or tries to 

please Danish industry foundations. CBS should be led by great ideas again and not 

managed like an output oriented company. A university just is no company! 

‐ CBS’s DNA is in diversity and innovation. This means: recognize we are not all the same, 

increase diversity in top management  

‐ The biggest issue is the blurry signals management sends. This seems to be due to 

internal disagreement in management. Management is in disagreement. There is an 

internal struggle – for example between Per and the research dean, who has own agenda 

but no political base… There are many examples of this. The biggest one may be during 

the cuts. It appeared as if they had a hidden agenda, signals were very blurry. Another 

example is the confrontation hours. There appeared to be a game played in management. 

There is tremendous uncertainty. Who is making the rules, policies? What are they? 

Three months later, they change. We have no idea what the benchmarks are for 

performance, promotion, because they change all the time. Blurry signals is the headline. 

Benchmarks need to be departmental-specific. But that means long-term departmental 

budgets. You need to be able to promise people security, opportunity structures have to 

be in place. Academically-designed benchmarks of promotion – yes, sure. But they should 

be located in the academic field, thus departmentally-defined. If hiring committees work 

well, if they are objective and world-class, that should be possible. Then the dean’s role 
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is to ensure/overlook hiring committees are good; set up good hiring committees in 

each department.   

‐ Most of the colleagues I talk to are most concerned about the perceived lack of focus on 

research excellence by DIR. This problem is the most prominent (reason for 

dissatisfaction with DIR). Research excellence is a primary focus for us, also when hiring 

international faculty. However, research excellence appears far from being a focus of the 

DIR, whose attention seems to centre on teaching, administration, and funding. Top 

management must also protect and stimulate research excellence. The specific 

materialization of the focus on research excellence may vary between departments, but 

overall priority to research measured in publication output is fundamental. 

‐ The core-periphery issue has long been there, and is difficult to change. But there is 

discrepancy in communication though. They appear to be reallocating resources to what 

they perceive as core areas, yet communicating otherwise. It is a legitimacy issue, 

adding fuel to the fire. Are they trying to shut down the periphery? 

‐ The deans of research and education should be working together to formulate strategy. 

There is no chemistry between them. 

‐ Is there a ’blue print’ of where we are going? New initiatives and major changes seem to 

come out of the blue (ex. merger of two departments, change of focus away from area 

studies, language programmes – what is next?). 

Another theme that was consistently brought up is the perceived lack of efficiency in the 

(newly) centralized administration – by some termed “administrative nightmare” - and the 

resulting loss of control amongst faculty. Some interviewees suggested that administrative 

errors have negatively reflected on their individual teaching evaluations while on the whole, 

people expressed the feeling of losing of control of their work.  

‐ The administrative reorganization has brought considerable more administrative work to 

faculty (communication, planning, printing). It is lack of respect close to arrogance that 

TMT continues to invite us to countless seminars with unclear objectives, such as for 

example to redefine what “erhvervsøkonomi” means at CBS.  You contribute to group 
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work with presentations and ideas, only to realize that these are outright rejected 

or simply forgotten. 

‐ The administration side of CBS is not working. They mix up information to students and 

faculty all the time (e.g., exam, room planning). Most people blame top management that 

centralized administration is consistently not working. We seem to have beginner’s 

trouble with the centralization of the administration. There is a strong tension between 

technical/admin personnel vs. academic personnel, and that is probably normal at a 

university. But at our annual meeting, our rector said he did not know anything about 

this. It makes you wonder if true; if true – perhaps one meeting per year is not enough. 

Whatever goes wrong administratively often reflects on students’ evaluations of 

teachers (exam overlaps, wrong room bookings, etc.) 

‐ Perhaps the main touchpoint between the top management and most of the employees are 

the administrative employees. I cannot be absolutely sure about it, but it appears that 

CBS administration may suffer from being understaffed. This means that employees 

encounter many mistakes in relation to the administration- e-mails are not replied and 

problems are not solved fast enough. If that becomes a part of the work environment, 

then, again, people point their fingers to the top management. Another issue, related to 

the administration could be the level of bureaucracy. I am not sure if in reality it would 

be possible to make the processes run faster and more efficiently, but it feels that too 

much time and effort need to be spent (or wasted) on bureaucratic  paperwork, filling in 

forms and collecting confirmations. Again, perhaps these issues are also associated 

with general management of the institution. 

‐ The problem with administration is a big issue. There is no continuity, it’s a massive 

black hole. Ratings of courses suffer because of poor planning and faceless 

administration such as “Exams” at CBS. It is faceless. Student evaluations should 

include a component on exam planning, room planning, etc. service quality – otherwise, 

whatever is not measured goes into our teaching evaluations. Top management think they 

saved money but administration is a disaster. It is not clear if central admin is cheaper; it 

is certainly ineffective and people are stressed – both admin and academic staff. 

Administration may be the biggest cause of angst among staff. 
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‐ Thanks for listening to my sob story, but I think these are not sob stories but real 

experiences how the people making the decisions have no clue how quality and value 

education can be delivered. CBS is recognized as a world class institution not because of 

its administration but because of its guiding principle of business in society and targeted 

customized courses for our students. This means that the researcher must have control of 

the best design and not be told arbitrarily how to deliver the course, just because it 

makes monetary sense, while that may be the recent trend we are not a McDonald of 

universities, education cannot be standardized even though degrees can, here lies the 

crucks of the matter. For those so called managers of education, when there is a 

misunderstanding between delivering degrees with financial prudence as opposed to 

providing value education which makes us what we do as joyful and motivating, then 

there is no difference between working for a company and a university. 

‐ The organization is tremendously inefficient. Top management is doing nothing. 

‐ We are operating in a contraction rather than growth scenario which makes their jobs 

harder… But most colleagues understand this. The centralization of the administration 

was unpopular but maybe had to be done to keep the organization lean and efficient. But 

it may seem like top management has an agenda that doesn’t take care of its people. It 

takes care of numbers but not people. It does not care for actual research ideas, and 

staff as individuals… 

‐ Initiatives such as requiring more feedback to students without giving more time to the 

teachers, contact hours, etc. are ‘re-active’ to outside trends, the same goes for other 

initiatives. What if CBS was more proactive – or if DIR stood up for us in these 

situations instead of putting more pressure…? 

(2) Increased use of CBS-wide key performance indicators

Overall, there is a perceived challenge to diversity, innovation and ultimately academic

autonomy. Many express concern with increasing bureaucratization and use of KPIs, while

others perceive these as being futile unless measurable CBS-wide minimum requirements and

ambitions for research as well as teaching are defined.
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‐ Top management lead like bureaucrats – the REEAD, committees, meetings… It is a due 

diligence type of approach. Top management has no idea what professors are doing… 

It is also unclear what top management is doing and why. 

‐ Boxy thinking… there is failure to see that this institution has many sheep, some black, 

some white, some grey. They all contribute. … Management should think less “boxy”— 

be interested in research (and perhaps education) broadly beyond a narrow sub-field of 

management… Overall there is a problem in thinking “hard” vs “soft” disciplines in 

CBS. 

‐ My impression is that the view on academics has changed: In the past, good people were 

hired and they have received a lot of academic freedom. Today, top management seems 

to increasingly distrust academics, as they try to establish performance measurement 

systems (e.g. journal rankings). However, academic output is not measureable like the 

output of a car plant. This distrust is currently about to destroy business schools in the 

UK, and if we follow it will also destroy CBS. This will lead to more output, but 

unimpressive output that lacks innovative ideas and that is “produced” to please 

journal reviewers. 

‐ Top management is oblivious of the huge heterogeneity in CBS. You can’t talk to Finance 

and SMG in the same way – there is heterogeneity in research, teaching, 

international staff… They are not considering the differences between departments. 

‐ The meaning of CWAC is unclear. How do you even get consistency across departments? 

And why? We don’t even have the same journal lists. … It is unclear if OM is a core or 

a periphery department. 

‐ There is inconsistency in the promotion criteria. The REEAD model is a ticking the box 

job. There should be different criteria for different people… why is there no one on 90% 

teaching contract if they don’t do research anyway? Meanwhile, those that just got a 

4*… Good for you! But that’s that. No one cares about the content, and there is no 

discussion of the ideas behind it. There is increasing pressure to get external 

funding, even for assistants. 
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‐ The individual employee sees a culture of compliance rather than innovation, 

experimentation. As academics, we all want maximum freedom in daily scholarship, work 

life. Most initiatives take us in the opposite direction, and are therefore unpopular. DIR 

should try to recognize individual autonomy, strive for and balance that at least a little 

with lean management. 

‐ If you want a great business university, you need people to be good in other fields 

(beyond mainstream business and management) as well. You cannot just have one size 

fits all. Any great ecology has its niches.  

‐ I have a weird trust in Per. He is likely to become a good rector with time, because he is 

politically experienced, a power player who plays among political elites. Because of that, 

and maybe perhaps because he is Danish, I do not believe he is likely to hire new deans 

exactly like himself.  Per needs two really good deans, none of which associated with the 

core-periphery – they need to thing beyond that, and not openly associate with either. 

The Business in Society strategy is good, and I hope it sticks. But that means we need 

(more) balance of power when we hire new deans – we need people who can speak to 

both camps. Hopefully, that is possible for both deans…This would free up space for Per 

to do his external work. Yes, we would need someone to somehow bring Finance, SMG 

on board… But there needs to be balance… diversity has been under attack. 

‐ More KPIs and measurement of ‘output’ and terms are constantly changing: from STÅ, 

to feedback, to contact hours - then no contact hours. I expect more and new ones will 

come soon. So the issue here is not the contact hour reform as such – but how it was 

decided, presented, and implemented. VIPs generally like to teach. 

‐ Motivational consequences and less focus on ‘collective’ priorities. People tend to mind 

their own business more than previously. Constant feeling of not being able to perform 

on all parameters – also knowing it is impossible. Promotion seems to be based only on 

publications.

(3) Failing appreciation of faculty work, and deficient incentive systems. Generally, many

people feel that more recognition is needed. It is less clear what exactly should be recognized.

Some people believe that top management should customize incentives and performance
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evaluations to account for diversity; others seem to imply that there should be measurable 

minimum standards for research and teaching quality across departments and explicit incentives 

for higher ambitions.  

‐ There is little or no recognition or acknowledgment of effort. It appears that management 

leads by an assumption of “lazy faculty”. This is a general problem, but also particularly 

pronounced when it comes to recognition of efforts outside of a narrow mainstream 

such as AOM or the Academy. 

DIR has expressed no interest in the fact that very shortly CBS will be hosting the largest 

scientific conference in its history – EGOS. It is being ignored in the President’s New 

Year Speech, in the anniversary material, and the event has disappeared from his 

calendar. 

‐ For us who went through the tenure process, such image did not get better, as some of us 

felt mistreated. It does seem from time to time that on one hand more control is exerted to 

each department from the management (e.g., the REEAD model), but on the other hand, 

they don’t care too much about the employees. 

‐ Top management does not care about the emotional wellbeing of staff. If that is the case, 

the unions should be more involved. There is no recognition – previously, you would get 

at least a smiley face for good teaching evaluations… Something has to go – why don’t 

you get recognition for high, say, teaching evaluation or star publication. Perhaps there 

should be more Prophix teaching hours for those who don’t publish; less for those 

who do. Otherwise, some of us, we don’t have much of a life. 

‐ There is an overall issue of HR. The assumption seems to be, “we should be grateful to 

work for CBS”… It should be the other way around. At CWAC, you need to tell us why 

we should stay! There is an assumption it is a privilege to work here. And are we losing 

talent? Probably yes. Good people are gone. International reputation of CBS is taking a 

hit. We are underpaid. Rules for qualification allowance, incentives unclear. You get an 

“extraordinary” allowance for just doing the job. It is short-sighted. Some, mostly 

senior Danes, are getting cash for extra teaching, with little incentive to publish. 
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‐ Teaching time is 50% but highly normed, catalogued down to miniature detail. So 

everything extra, outside of this eats out of research time. A lot of things do – poor 

communication, administration, committees, correcting administrative mistakes, tons of 

emails…. There is a misalignment with promotion criteria then.

‐ If a faculty member is teaching too much or very well, they should get a lower research 

load, and vice versa. Top management should strategize around this, how to best use 

different people. We are short of staff obviously. Most people have huge surplus; those 

who also publish very well may be rewarded somehow. Not necessarily financially- but 

a discount in teaching like in the Dutch model, for instance. 

‐ Why do all people get the same resources? Instead – check for differences in level, 

criteria… accord rewards and responsibilities (in research versus teaching versus 

admin) that fit with prior record, e.g., according to allowance in previous years. 

Recognize discrepancies, standardize to some extent… You cannot locally enforce that, it 

has to be CBS-wide. There are big differences across departments – even out a bit of 

the inconsistencies is a matter of fairness. 

‐ There is no recognition of our efforts. Criteria for research should be clearer. Top 

management should consider incentives for top journal publications, for example 5000 

eur for a publication in JIBS. They overburden young people with teaching and 

administration, locking them in, without providing security. The job prospects for 

untenured staff are unknown until last minute. There is a complete lack of understanding 

about how international job market works, that it takes minimum one year to get a job 

elsewhere. In addition, there is lack of consideration of individual people. HoDs are in 

a weird position, unable to plan and develop their staff. 

‐ They are completely unaware of the international rules of the game; how the 

international game works. Job market but also publishing and the publication process… 

The dean of teaching is especially oblivious. You can still have non-tenure track but 

with better consideration for what that means internationally. 

‐ Why would an assistant do a good job, teaching-wise, if there is no promise for 

opportunities in the long term? I am not optimistic (I will get tenure) because of the 
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promotion structure, but despite it! The 10 new positions for innovation, 

entrepreneurship... There seems to be yet another struggle within management. What 

type of expertise should be hired? Why call it entrepreneurship and innovation if 

anything counts, and if it’s super broad? If it means anything, then why not let 

departments have their own mandate? We seem to be hiring for teaching; teaching 

should be rewarded at the departmental level. When you are hired as assistant, there 

should be long-term opportunities.  You should get rewarded for teaching plus research. 

But that is, departments need long-term budget, budget power. If you teach a lot, 

publishing should count less. Overall, tenure track is a good idea. But at the local level – 

who the good teachers are is only known at the local, departmental level. It is difficult 

for central mgmt. to make that evaluation.  

‐ I do not have an expectation of having a close relationship with DIR. (Maybe this 

question was wrong in the Trivselsmåling and maybe the answers relate to the feeling of 

lack of access to information…). But I have a feeling of DIR not knowing 

(and appreciating) what is going on – academically – in the department. 

‐ Teaching: I have a feeling that VIPs do a lot for their students and feedback is certainly 

an important tool – but difficult to meet the requirements when classes are large and 

teaching norms are limited. VIPs cannot ‘fake’ feedback. I honestly want to engage with 

the students, have discussions and give feedback. Not enough teaching hours to the 

number of students. Smaller classes… more teachers. Feeling that new initiatives 

have emphasis on students' right, not on faculty's right.

(4) Lack of transparency and an unreceptive tone

There is the feeling that staff do not know top management, and vice versa. “Who are these

people?” as one of our colleagues put it. Meanwhile, there is also a feeling that, when engaging

in communication, top management is somewhat “authoritarian” and perhaps even “arrogant”.

This theme concerns the perceived leadership style of top management.

‐ We always hear from the board what we have to do (more of everything even when it’s 

not realistic / desirable), but not so much about what they do (so regarding the second 
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part, bad comm. about TMT work. Publishing press releases on share that nobody 

reads does not count as communication, I think. 

‐ Perhaps it is not clearly communicated how the top management reaches their decisions. 

It can also be that even if the information is accessible, people do not take the time to 

delve deeper into the matter, but instead discuss their confusion with colleagues. Another 

factor may be that when people hear something about the top management, then it is 

more often related to some issues or restrictions. People respond more strongly to 

negative news. 

‐ There is a general impression of the top management for being rather defensive and 

controlling at the same time. I remember there is this incident during their annual visit to 

our department. One of our colleagues asked a somewhat critical question and later got 

“burned” by the deans. 

‐ Our annual meeting with DIR is an hour-long showcase. There is no discussion, nothing 

tangible comes out of it. It feels staged, rehearsed. CWAC is similar. 

‐ It is important for management to show themselves, lead the way. Build team spirit. 

Management here is not showing themselves. To get better ratings, top management 

should represent the interest of employees, rather than the interests of politicians. In 

addition, there is poor communication – tons of irrelevant communication, too much 

communication on some issues, too little on others. There is a lot of miscommunication 

too, and lack of transparency.  

‐ We need more humor and human touch, social skill. There is little acknowledgment or 

understanding that you’re actually herding cats. So that is not easy. But it is difficult to 

assert yourself as “the boss” in academia. You simply cannot be too authoritarian or 

hierarchical. 

‐ I get the efficiency drive but it needs to be done differently. For example, there is this 

norm for hours for projects. It was reduced without dialogue with unions, and announced 

directly on Prophix. I am sure they talked about it at least one year before executing it. 

They should have communicated it. They may consider more town halls – get people 
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together and talk about it, get ideas? If CBS is pressed economically, people will 

understand and may even have ideas. Typically there is a good explanation… a piece of 

information, explanation does not hurt. There is a good reason. But TMT unilaterally 

make decisions. They exploit the unwritten agreement that used to exist with unions 

and staff to consult each other. 

‐ They do not know about us – they do not know who we are. And they decide on our 

careers. I have seen this elsewhere. Dean of faculty in XXX <US-business school> 

actually knows all of his faculty. The dean of faculty should know everyone; know what 

we have in the house, what we represent. You feel unknown by the leader – they actually 

don’t know you. 

‐ CBS has grown tremendously, and management would have a hard time to know it all. It 

is inevitable we feel lack of proximity to leadership. But are they doing enough to come 

close to the factory floor? Probably not. Where are they most of the year?  They can 

probably be more visible. They need to be better at the shop floor, be more visible. Not 

just in terms of channels of communication – also in the way they listen. One of the deans 

is not a very attentive guy, quickly goes into defensive, aggressive, whenever something 

goes against his own belief… Good leadership quality is to be able to step back for 

a second and think about it. 

‐ Communication? Problem with top management is not about communication. Or style of 

leadership. Of course, the way of signalling, governing the place is related… their 

awkward, blurry style. But they do have a very reactive style. Something happens, and 

“Ooops” – solutions. 

‐ Many faculty experience an unfortunate and arrogant attitude from DIR. At a meeting 

with PhD supervisors on research ethics the dean rejected to take any questions on the 

agricultural case – “my response to you is the same as to the media: no comments”. But 

CBS faculty is not the media. For our engagement in CBS this case of reputation is 

extremely important. There is a general frustration about his handling of the case in the 

media. And it should be possible to discuss how the case has been handled with him, 

without going into the person-sensitive issues pertaining to the case as such.   
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The interviewed regard top management as not sufficiently transparent. As one put it, “I am not 

sure what they do.” Relatedly, staff sometimes feel that management should take more 

responsibility (i.e., for mistakes).  

‐ In general I think that I did not fully grasp the reasons for the first budget crisis. There 

was no transparency on the responsibilities and on what kind of actions (apart from 

firings of relatively old employees) were taken in order to avoid similar problems in the 

future. For example I don’t remember whether somebody in the management was fired 

for these mistakes. The second budget crisis was very unfortunate and due to government 

cuts so nobody can be held accountable for this. 

‐ The whole cost-saving exercise in 2015 left somewhat of a stain on the reputation of the 

top management, especially because of how the process was handled. As far as I recall, 

the whole started out of nowhere and without much warning. And just two years before 

(around 2013), CBS was hiring big time. Then, each department has a different quota to 

fulfill, but some were hit much harder than the others, making it look like a 

strategic move to reduce the size of certain departments… 

‐ It is unclear how and where in the school decisions are taken, and therefore, on what 

basis. There is no clear and plausible communication about why major decisions have 

been taken. For instance, why were HoDs replaced? Why were some people fired 

although they published pretty well, but other people, often Danes, received 

premature praise although they never published? 

‐ DIR is reactive and not deal with problems when they emerge… ex Troels Troelsen, I 

have a feeling that DIR lean back and wait for problems to fade away. Also the deans do 

not listen to alternative solutions – ex when fixed on DVIP and tenure track, not 

same situation for all teaching types and all departments. 

‐ There seems to be a low concern for accountability – for example none of the TMT 

members has quit their position when the heavy cuts came, and the following 

unsatisfactory implementation of savings. In general the ‘fault’ is always deflected on the 

state/government or on the board. It is hard to understand who the management answers 

to, i.e. whose interests they are representing (so they blame the state etc. represented 
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through the board I guess, but at the same time they say they have to do what the 

board says. So what is their agency?) 

‐ There are rumors going around that TMT evaluate their own performance thereby 

assigning their own bonuses. 

‐ The organization is too hierarchical and yet lacks of leadership. It is not clear what TMT 

does. Unclear what they get paid for. There are all these numerous “committees” that 

are not actually put to use – how decisions are made is unclear. The committees are a 

bit of a show. People’s time is wasted on committees. 

‐ They are acting not just on incomplete, but on inconsistent and bad information. The way 

they measured performance during the cuts – STÅ– … that is such a bad indicator. If they 

are going to use bad information, they should at least keep it consistent across time, so 

that people can adjust their performance. They were p-hacking indicators to fit with 

their own political goals. 

‐ The fact that the board is typically white, Danish, male, middle aged is acting a 

reinforcement of the impression and/or reality that the TMT is running CBS top 

down rather than bottom up. 

‐ I am not impressed by Per, Peter, Jan. No diversity there. 

(Q2) Why are people unable to speak up and give their views/suggestions on the way things 

are done at CBS? 

On the specific issue of speaking up, it became very clear that few people may really be afraid to 

speak up. Instead, voicing one’s opinion is perceived as “waste of breath”, as one person put it. 

‐ Not speaking up is a protest thing.  ‐ 

Unable to speak up: 

 Decisions will be taken somewhere, somehow, anyway. 

 Because systems are too complex to be able to affect change. 

 There is no sense that voice would be responded to (we have never had any 

feedback after visits from DIR). 
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 In general at CBS, there is major institutional decoupling: We have a public 

relations narrative (which is always all positive!) and we have a real narrative 

that is hugely negative. 

‐ To some of us, it seems that they don’t care enough to listen and to reflect. If people feel 

they are not heard, why should they speak up and make suggestions? On the surface, they 

appear to be listening, but in reality, maybe not so much. I also think the structure of the 

organization plays a role. Most of us directly report to our HoDs, and our 

communication with the top management is mostly mediated through the HoDs. 

Therefore, it is hard to both give suggestions and to understand whether certain 

suggestions are taken into considerations. We have discussed this in the department, and 

we think the top management should open up more opportunities for direct 

communication with the employees (such as town halls if you think about politicians). 

‐ The lack of confidence (stemming from experience with how the management has, on 

several occasions, decided on matters/introduced changes in ways that seemed 

closed/surprising to employees) also includes a lack of confidence that management 

will listen. 

‐ I think they are able to do that – they are plenty of channels, including meetings with 

DIR. The problem is that they are not listened to. Last visit of DIR at our department was 

again a full display of empty blabla (both due to not always so sharp or timely questions 

from staff, and to Per’s very general answers or avoiding to clearly answer). I agree with 

him that DIR cannot spend time every week on coming ‘down’ speak with everyone 

several times a year. It would be more efficient if they met for example department forum 

representatives and actually take points into account. If this is not possible or not 

desirable this should also be said clearly. I lived fine in the <<foreign>> system where 

we know who has power to make suggestions / decisions, where either you try to get into 

such a position, or just let it be and don't lose your time on numerous meetings. I don’t 

know if this makes sense, so in other words (and to stay a bit positive): I have witnessed / 

heard that TMT members can be very committed and listen / take into account points 

made in higher level committees. This is not my impression when they come for they 
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yearly visit or other friendly visits. So not being Danish, I don’t need the illusion of being 

asked my opinion / of being in direct contact with them if it’s creating even more 

frustration. I am not a communication expert but I am sure there are more efficient ways 

to create proximity and trust that coming once a year and be obviously semi-bored at 

hearing to much input from every single department staff (again, I can understand why 

it’s boring and/or useless for the TMT, but also for me as I have to be present for 

useless meetings).

‐ Related to speaking up – no one is really “afraid” but you soon find out that speaking up 

is useless, pointless, and a waste of time. 

‐ Some good old sense of humor needed. Ability to understand and talk to people, get the 

dialogue going – why is it that we are doing this? You often get a response like, “You 

simply do not want to listen to what I am telling to do”. It is perfectly possible to send 

another type of signal. They are a bit out of touch with what people think. They can be 

more in tune, gauging… striving for culture where all kinds of communication are 

accepted, legitimate. Always accept dissenting voices. Respond in serious but 

lighthearted way. 

‐ One of the deans is a grumpy old man who only criticizes. The moment you propose 

something new or innovative, you get told no.  

‐ My colleagues are very articulate, they express their concerns with DIR here. But they 

tend to decouple from most of what is coming from DIR. DIR are experienced as being 

very, very far away from us. In a strange way there seems to be a mutual decoupling 

going on. DIR do not have any clue as to what’s happening in the departments. They 

decouple from us. But we decouple from them as well. The current composition of DIR 

has undoubtedly led to a type of steering of the organization with no anchoring. Trust is 

rapidly eroding, and CBS will face decomposition if that situation is not changed soon. 




