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Introduction

The report has been prepared by the working group tasked with exploring possible
structures for the academic organisation at SBS, including a consolidation of the
current research groups. The purpose of the working group has been to seek inspi-
ration from other business schools and monodisciplinary faculties in order to present
a number of models on which the future academic organisation at SBS can be
based.

The tasks of the working group have included:

o Mapping the research areas in the two departments

e A survey among faculty across the two departments

e Gathering inspiration from other business schools and mono-disciplinary fac-
ulties

¢ Discussing design criteria of importance to the future organisation

¢ Qutlining models to be considered by the new business school leader.

The working group consisted of:

e Dean Hanne Sgndergaard Birkmose (chair)

o Professor Domen Bajde, DBM

e Professor Nicole Richter, DBM

e Associate Professor Victor Martin-Sanchez, DBM
e Professor Per Freytag, DBS

e Professor Majbritt Evald, DBS

e Associate Professor Stephanie Sohn, DBS

e Vice-Dean Kristin B. Munksgaard

Current organisation

Department of Business and Management (DBM)

The current research organisation at DBM consists of 6 research groups, a centre,
and a department administration. Each faculty member belongs to one of the follow-
ing research groups or research centre:

e Accounting

o Centre for Integrative Innovation

e Consumption, Culture & Commerce

e Finance

¢ International Leadership & Management
e Strategic Organization Design

e SDU SCC Elite Center PACA

It totals to approximately 90 FTE (8.1 TAP FTE).

Department of Business and Sustainability (DBS)

The current research organisation at DBS consists of 8 research groups, two of
which are centres, as well as a department administration. Faculty members can be-
long to one or two research groups. The research groups / centres are:
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o Center for Sustainable Business Development and Policy

o European Center for Risk & Resilience Studies

o Entrepreneurship

e B2B Marketing

e Interactive Innovation

e Social Aspects of Organising

¢ Management and Economics of Resources and the Environment
e Supply Chain and Technology Management

It totals to approximately 31 FTE (7.5 TAP FTE).

Current management

Business School

The management of the business school is made up of a Business School Director
and two Vice-Business School Directors. These are the Heads of Department at
DBM and DBS.

Faculty Management ‘

4‘ Faculty Administration

University of
Southern Denmark
Business School
Management

Department Department Department Department of Department of Law
of Business and of Business of Economics Political Science
Management and Sustainability and Public Management

Department of Business and Management (DBM)

At DBM the management team is made up by the Head of Department, one Vice
Head of Department, the Head of the Administration and the six Heads of the Re-
search Group.

The management is supported by a PhD-coordinator and an Academic Director re-
sponsible for Life-Long Learning (MBA, Barsen, bespoke education etc.).

Department of Business and Sustainability (DBS)
At DBS the management team is made up by the Head of Department, three
Vice Heads of Department and the Head of the Administration.

The management is supported by a PhD-coordinator and the Heads of the Re-
search Group.
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Framework and design criteria

The work of the working group has been shaped by two main factors. First, ambi-
tions for the SDU Business School, as formulated by the board in its decision to sep-
arate the Business School from the Faculty. Second, the working group’s terms of
reference, stating that the future organisational structure must take account of geo-
graphical presence and ensure that research environments across all campuses are
integrated into a unified structure.

Ambitions for SBS

¢ Increase external visibility and profiling - nationally and internationally -
with a clear identity and branding of SBS as a single entity

¢ Intensifying collaboration with external partners, including companies,
public organisations and international institutions and building a reputation as
the business school of the Region of Southern Denmark

¢ Achieving further international accreditations, building on the recent
AACSB accreditation and ambitions for EQUIS and AMBA accreditations

e Strengthening the quality of research and education through excellent re-
search environments, strategic recruitment and a sharper educational profile
- both full-time and part-time

The aim has therefore been to operate with a set of design criteria that allow the fu-
ture organisation to:

e Support strategic ambitions for SBS

e Support the development of strong, academically focused research environ-
ments with critical mass

e Consolidate current research groups to reduce complexity and strengthen
collaboration

e Accounta multicampus structure and ensure local presence

Design criteria

The development of the design criteria is based on input gathered in different fora. A
questionnaire was sent to all academic faculty at the two business departments ask-
ing about their preferences for a future organisational structure. The results of the
questionnaire are found in Annex 1. The members of the working group initiated
meetings at both DBM and DBS to gather views and perspectives on the criteria,
and finally the criteria were established through discussions at working group meet-
ings.

1. Coherence
Emphasises broad, recognisable academic areas as the organising principle.
2. Continuity
Captures stability, long-term structures, and avoiding unnecessary future re-
organisations.
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3. Collaboration
Supports cross-field collaboration, cross campus work, project-based group-
ings, and external engagement.

4. Autonomy
Supports academic freedom, bottom--up development, keeping bureaucracy
and hierarchy light.

5. Governance
Frames the need for clear leadership roles, separated responsibilities, and
transparent decision-making.

While the ambitions for SBS are oriented toward external positioning, identity-build-
ing, and strategic profiling, the design criteria for organising academic staff reflect in-
ternal academic logics such as research coherence, continuity, collaboration, auton-
omy, and governance. The working group are aware that these two perspectives do
not naturally align in all respects, and the organisational design must therefore ac-
commodate both sets of considerations.

Model description — ideal models

The working group sought inspiration from other business schools and monodiscipli-
nary faculties. The group divided into two sub-groups, each with responsibility for
one of the two categories. Due to time constraints the search was limited to schools
and faculties in Europe. The aim was to identify models that could be relevant for
the future academic organisation of SBS. The initial findings were presented within
each sub-group, and from a broader set of options, three to four examples were
chosen to be discussed within the working group. Ultimately, four ideal models were
identified and described. The four models are elaborated in the following sections
and subsequently assessed against the design criteria.

The Discipline Model

The business school is organised as a set of
sections corresponding to established research

] disciplines and/or business functions (e.g., man-
Business School agement, marketing, finance). As the scope of
research disciplines is relatively broad, this

model allows for a smaller range of organisa-
tional units (e.g., 3-5) which can be relatively
large in size. The model allows for relatively less
complex and more centralised governance with
only two organisational layers (Business
Disciplinary categories are fairly stable and often familiar across diverse academic
circles as well as among potential external partners. While the sections are meant to
reflect and support the full range of activities spanning teaching, research and col-
laboration with external partners, some activities might be more conducive to

Discipline Model

School/sections). The governance structure also
makes it possible to streamline administrative
processes such as budgeting, hiring and perfor-
mance evaluation across sections.
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sectional organisation than others e.g., teaching programmes are often organised Dean’s Office, Faculty of
UNTRT . . . . s Business and Social Sci-
along disciplinary fields or business functions, while research activities tend to be ences

more specialised. This governance structure tends to be more stable than ‘thematic’
research units which often depend more on individual leaders and/or research and
funding trends. Within the disciplinary model researchers can still self-organise into
informal thematic units or around (ongoing) research projects without requiring for-
mal structural changes. johanna@sam.sdu.dk
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An approximate example of disciplinary organisation is the Faculty of Theology at
the University of Copenhagen, where the sections are however also supplemented
with research centres that cut across the sections (i.e., closer to a matrix model).
Examples of purely disciplinary organisation (without any elements of cascade or
matrix models) are hard to find.

The Pure Research Model

The business school is organised around a set
Pure Research Model of cross-disciplinary research themes, and cen-
tres or sections rather than traditional discipli-
Business School nary departments. These thematic units bring to-
gether scholars from different fields (e.g., man-
agement, marketing, accounting and finance,
strategy, innovation, entrepreneurship, organisa-
tion studies, HRM, sustainability, or international
business) who share similar research interests.
This model allows for a larger range of organisa-
tional units, some of which can be relatively
small in size. The model consists of two layers:
Business School leadership and the leaders of

I

the research themes.

Because thematic areas are typically more focused and dynamic than broad discipli-
nary units, this model implies a larger number of smaller and more fluid research en-
tities, which may vary in maturity, visibility, and critical mass. Research identity and
external positioning are built primarily through centres (e.g. a centre for sustainable
business), platforms, or collaborative networks, rather than through stable depart-
mental structures.

The thematic organisation is designed to support research excellence, interdiscipli-
nary collaboration, and external engagement, while teaching responsibilities tend to
be coordinated across themes to ensure programme coherence. Importantly, the
structure allows themes to emerge, grow, merge, or close in response to strategic
priorities, funding opportunities, and societal needs.

Overall, this model emphasises flexibility, permeability across disciplines, and strong
outward orientation, positioning the Business School as a networked research or-
ganisation, which can be embedded in regional, European, and global knowledge
ecosystems. An example of this model is the Law School at the University of Exeter
(UK).



The Cascade Model
The Business School is organised into a set of
Cascade Model formal disciplinary sections corresponding to
core areas of business scholarship (e.g., ac-
counting, finance, marketing, and management).
These sections provide stable institutional an-
choring for academic interests and resource al-
location. Within each disciplinary section, re-

search and scholarly collaboration are structured
around a limited number of thematic pillars (e.g.,

within management: strategy, entrepreneurship,

international business, and innovation).

This model allows for a smaller range of organi-
sational units (e.g., 3-5) which can be relatively
large in their size, but with smaller research
units embedded in internal pillars. The model consists of three governance layers:

Business School leadership, the leaders of the disciplinary sections, and the leaders
of the thematic pillars.

The internal pillars concentrate intellectual expertise, support the development of
critical mass in priority research areas, and allow strategic direction to be translated
from School-level priorities into discipline-specific research agendas.

Governance and strategic coordination follow a cascading logic, whereby overall pri-
orities defined at the School leadership level are progressively interpreted and oper-
ationalised within sections and their respective pillars. This structure is intended to
balance organisational stability and accountability with research differentiation and
specialisation, while maintaining alignment between teaching, research, and exter-
nal engagement activities.

Overall, the cascade model emphasises clear lines of responsibility, and structured
research development within disciplines, positioning the Business School as a coor-
dinated yet internally differentiated academic organisation. An approximate example
of this is CBS which has 11 departments with varying numbers of centres per de-
partment.
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The Matrix Model

The business school is organised across two (or
Matrix Model more) intersecting dimensions. For example, as

) a set of disciplinary sections (1%t dimension) and
Business School as research units — such as research centres or
research groups (2" dimension) — that cut

across the disciplinary sections. This model al-
lows for a smaller range of first-dimension or-
ganisational units (e.g., 3-5) which can be rela-
tively large in size, but with second-dimension
research units varying in size.

In the business school context, the first dimen-
sion tends to be primarily focused on supporting
more broadly structured activities, such as
teaching activities (e.g., finance, marketing) or broader areas of expertise (e.g., digi-
tal business, sustainability), while the second dimension typically focuses on more
specialised research activities organised around specific themes, approaches or so-
cio-economic challenges.

The model thus allows for a relatively flexible arrangement that allows for simplicity
on one level (e.g., a limited number of disciplinary sections), while retaining the abil-
ity for more specialised organisational units (e.g., centres or cross-disciplinary re-
search groups) that are not constricted by disciplinary boundaries. Nevertheless,
due to multiple intersecting dimensions and levels of organisation and leadership,
the resulting structure can become quite complex.

An example of a matrix organisation is Bl Norwegian Business School, which hosts
a number of units (primarily organised across disciplinary lines) as well as multiple
cross-disciplinary research centres aiming for research excellence “through the
study of a clearly defined theory, phenomenon or context”. As is often the case, Bl’s
matrix model is combined with a cascade model as some research groups and cen-
tres are bound to individual units (e.g., hosted by a single unit).

Assessment of the four models

In the following section, the working group has assessed the described ideal models
against the five design criteria to establish how they support the ambitions of SDU
Business School. The design criteria are:

Coherence
Continuity
Collaboration
Autonomy

5. Governance

howbh-~

The Discipline Model

The discipline model builds on broad, well-established academic fields (e.g., market-
ing, finance, management) as the primary organising principle for the Business
School and supports coherence in the research organisation. One of its core
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strengths lies in its clarity: disciplinary boundaries are easily recognisable internally
and externally, and the model is broadly comparable to structures found in other
business schools and can facilitate external understanding among partners, accredi-
tation bodies and students. Reliance on well-established academic fields may trans-
form into strong contributions to the international academic community. However, re-
liance on broad disciplinary categories may reduce the distinctiveness of SBS at a
time when business schools increasingly differentiate themselves through thematic,
cross-disciplinary profiles. The emphasis on disciplines may constrain creativity and
innovation, particularly if it encourages a traditional view of academic fields or fos-
ters path-dependent thinking. Also, when disciplines become very large and broad,
researchers may struggle to identify where they belong, and it may be a challenge to
create a meaningful academic identity. This may weaken community cohesion, peer
support, and intellectual belonging.

In terms of continuity, the model offers stability and a predictable organisational
setup. Because disciplines change slowly over time, the structure avoids frequent
reorganisations. Yet this same stability may come at the cost of flexibility. As re-
search themes emerge, grow or decline, the model does not easily accommodate
new or cross-cutting areas without establishing additional structures, such as infor-
mal networks or centres, which remain peripheral to the formal organisation.

With regard to collaboration, the disciplinary units can strengthen collaboration
within each field by bringing together scholars on related topics. The disciplinary
model may also be advantageous from the perspective of junior scholars, as inter-
nationally reputable journals, academic communities, and performance indicators
are largely organised around established disciplines. This can provide clearer refer-
ence points for publication strategies, evaluation and career development than more
fluid thematic structures. At the same time, the model tends to be less conducive to
cross-disciplinary research, as its structure does not inherently encourage collabora-
tion across disciplinary boundaries. Therefore, unless deliberate mechanisms are
put in place to support cross-field collaboration, it may also risk limiting researchers
whose work spans multiple areas. Potentially it may reduce the school’s capacity to
engage with grand societal challenges that require multidisciplinary perspectives.

Autonomy within the disciplines model is typically strong. Large disciplinary units
can allocate internal tasks and coordinate research agendas with a fair degree of in-
dependence. However, this autonomy exists primarily within the disciplinary units;
the model allows less structural flexibility for bottom-up development of new the-
matic areas. As autonomy also entails light governance understood as the absence
of bureaucracy and hierarchy, certain tasks need to be elevated to the business
school (i.e. faculty) level, as the model builds on only two levels.

Governance in the discipline model benefits from a clear structure with a distinct hi-
erarchy and, subsequently, the possibility of establishing clear leadership roles and
ensuring transparent decision-making. The size of the formal groups may entail that
members of the sections experience distance to the formally appointed section
leader and that the span of control becomes large.

Overall assessment
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The discipline model offers clarity, recognisability, and stable organisational anchor-  Dean’s Office, Faculty of
. . . .o . . T Business and Social Sci-
ing grounded in established academic fields. This may increase external visibility ences

and profiling. However, the model risks limiting interdisciplinarity, innovation, and the
ability to respond to emerging societal challenges. While it supports coherence and
strong academic identity within disciplines, it may constrain thematic development
and reduce the Business School’s distinctiveness. The organisational structure can
ensure critical mass and consolidate existing environments while allowing for a mul-  johanna@sam.sdu.dk
ticampus structure that integrate research environments across campuses. Auton-

omy and governance may be seen as conflicting design criteria in the disciplines

model.

25/3/2026

The Pure Research Model

The pure research model is centred on thematic research units rather than discipli-
nary areas. These themes act as dynamic hubs that bring together scholars from dif-
ferent backgrounds based on shared research interests, societal challenges, or
methodological approaches supporting coherence among those with shared inter-
ests. The model’s defining strength is its strong support for problem-driven, cross-
field collaboration. By removing disciplinary boundaries, the structure fosters inter-
disciplinary research communities with high potential for innovative output and
strong engagement with external stakeholders. However, the model simultaneously
weakens the visibility of traditional academic disciplines such as marketing, strategy
or finance. Thematic research areas often emerge in response to external drivers
such as foundations’ strategic priorities, e.g., climate, health, and digitalisation. For
this reason, thematic areas often signal that the university is actively engaging with
relevant societal challenges, making them easily recognisable to external partners.
For those not familiar with the specific themes, the organisation may appear less in-
tuitive and harder to navigate.

Continuity represents one of the model’s major challenges. The thematic units are
inherently fluid: new themes emerge, others disappear, and some evolve in ways
that may not correspond with formal structures. This dynamism can ensure respon-
siveness to societal needs and funding opportunities but also risks structural insta-
bility or strategic misalignment. Themes may be formalised in ways that no longer
reflect the actual academic activities, and reorganisations may be required more fre-
quently than in discipline-based structures. At the same time, organising around re-
search themes may strengthen academic identity, as it follows the organic develop-
ment of the themes. However, over time themes may stabilise as sub-fields or en-
during areas of research and business practice, ensuring a better degree of continu-

ity.

Collaboration is a clear strength of this model. The thematic focus promotes cross-
field collaboration both internally and externally, provided that strong, capable theme
leaders are in place. The structure naturally supports interdisciplinary projects,

broader research networks, and engagement with businesses and public organisa-
tions.

Related to autonomy, the model allows considerable freedom to pursue academic
interests and can encourage entrepreneurial academic behaviour. Researchers
have room to initiate new themes or shape their research agendas in response to
external opportunities and academic curiosity. Similarly to the disciplines model,
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the model builds on only two levels. ences

Governance in the pure research model can be complex. Staffing, promotion pro- 25/3/2026

cesses, workload distribution and teaching coordination become harder to manage
when academic teams are fluid and cut across traditional boundaries. At the same
time, decision-making can be more decentralised and closer to the active research
community, which may enhance ownership and bottom-up influence.

johanna@sam.sdu.dk

Overall assessment

The pure research model promotes interdisciplinary innovation, external engage-
ment, and responsiveness to societal needs, which may increase external visibility
and collaboration with external partners. Its flexibility and problem-driven orientation
are strong assets, yet the model may suffer from structural instability, potential ambi-
guity in governance, and weaker disciplinary identity. Success depends heavily on
size, leadership capacity, and the ability to maintain coherence amid fluid thematic
structures.

To fully capture the strengths of the pure research model, the research units need to
be small and agile. This may conflict with the aim of ensuring critical mass in re-
search units and the fact that SDU Business School aims to have only 3-5 units. The
organisational structure can ensure critical mass and consolidate existing environ-
ments while allowing for a multicampus structure that integrates research environ-
ments across campuses. Larger formal units may entail that members of a section
experience distance to the formally appointed section leader and that the span of
control becomes large. Autonomy and governance may be seen as conflicting de-
sign criteria in the pure research model as in the disciplines model.

The Cascade Model

The cascade model combines disciplinary anchoring with structured thematic devel-
opment within each discipline. Disciplinary areas form the primary building blocks of
the organisation, ensuring visibility and clarity for external stakeholders and ensuring
coherence internally. At the same time, thematic pillars within each discipline allow
for scholarly specialisation and the development of research priorities aligned with
the School’s strategy.

One of the model’s strengths is its ability to provide stable institutional anchoring
while still enabling thematic initiatives to emerge. Disciplinary areas remain recog-
nisable as academic homes, and research themes can develop within these areas
without requiring frequent structural change. This provides continuity, while allow-
ing the school to pursue specialisation and differentiation through targeted thematic
priorities within the respective disciplines.

Collaboration is partly supported by the structure, as thematic pillars foster schol-
arly connections within each discipline. However, support for cross-disciplinary col-
laboration is limited: themes are typically confined to the disciplinary area in which

they are housed. Thus, the cascade structure may insufficiently leverage strengths
that build on cross-disciplinary research environments.

In terms of autonomy, the disciplinary units can help provide an academic identity,
but cascading strategic priorities from School leadership to disciplines and then to



thematic pillars may limit bottom-up entrepreneurial activity. The structure inherently
embeds a top-down logic, which may reduce the freedom for researchers to initiate
new areas that do not align clearly with disciplinary boundaries or strategic priorities.

Governance is core in the cascade model. Clear responsibilities at each of the
three structural layers help ensure transparent decision-making, and disciplinary
sections can manage staffing, workloads and coordination in a coherent manner.
However, the additional governance layer introduced by thematic pillars increases
complexity. Effective functioning requires clarity in the distribution of authority be-
tween School leadership, discipline leaders, and theme leaders without creating bu-
reaucratic overhead.

Overall assessment

The cascade model balances disciplinary stability with space for thematic specialisa-
tion. It provides coherence and continuity while enabling strategic development
within disciplines. However, it may insufficiently support cross-disciplinary strengths
and risks underleveraging research areas that naturally span multiple disciplines,
limiting strategic alignment with SBS’s ambitions. The model thus provides coher-
ence but may not fully capture cross-cutting potential.

The organisational structure can ensure critical mass in the disciplinary sections and
strengthen collaboration around themes within the disciplines. The formalisation of
bottom-up thematic pillars may come at the expense of multicampus collaboration.
Strategic priorities around thematic pillars may reduce autonomy.

Thematic pillars reduce the span of control and the distance between leaders and
group members are reduced as well.

The Matrix Model

The matrix model combines two intersecting organisational dimensions — typically
disciplinary units and thematic research units. As such, it offers the highest degree
of flexibility among the four models. It supports the development of thematic excel-
lence, aligns well with external funding mechanisms that increasingly favour interdis-
ciplinary approaches, and allows for the coexistence of distinct identity markers, in-
cluding thematic specialisation tracks and unique academic strengths. The model’s
flexibility enables the Business School to maintain standard disciplinary structures
as a core while expanding cross-disciplinary research initiatives. It supports cross-
disciplinary initiatives and offers opportunities for developing unique thematic pro-
files. However, this flexibility also comes with the risk of dispersed positioning. If the
matrix is poorly coordinated, the external profile may become unclear or overly com-
plex and internally it may lack coherence.

In terms of continuity, the matrix model will provide an organisation around the dis-
ciplines that remain stable. The structure will at the same time provide possibilities
for strategic adaptability, as thematic units can be developed, reoriented, or discon-
tinued in response to emerging priorities, societal challenges, and funding opportuni-
ties without requiring repeated reorganisation of the School’s disciplinary founda-
tions. The more formalised organisation at the second dimension may limit the agil-
ity of the matrix model though.
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Collaboration is a central strength. The model invites a diversity of perspectives,
relying on trust and sustained interaction between disciplinary and thematic struc-
tures. It fosters both intradisciplinary cohesion and cross-disciplinary collaboration,
which can create strong research communities and international networks. Moreo-
ver, it makes potential “shadow structures” — informal collaborations operating
across units — explicit, while offering a more formalised framework for them to grow.

Autonomy is also supported in several ways. In an autonomy-aligned matrix, bot-
tom-up development is not treated as an informal workaround but as a recognised
organising principle of the second dimension. In this sense, the matrix can decouple
intellectual leadership from administrative hierarchy, which is central to maintaining
academic freedom, if research groups or centres emerge from scholarly initiative ra-
ther than top-down planning and leadership in the second dimension is facilitative
(coordination, representation, resource brokerage) rather than directive. Matrix mod-
els can become heavy and bureaucratic when both dimensions exercise strong line
authority. Therefore, the autonomy-friendly version avoids this by being asymmetric:
the first dimension holds formal line responsibility for staff and core processes, while
the second dimension operates largely through influence, coordination and scholarly
leadership, not command.

Governance in the matrix model is inherently complex. While staff often have close
access to immediate leadership, the model introduces multiple lines of leadership
and can increase coordination costs. For the matrix to function well, clear decision-
making processes and strong coordination mechanisms are essential. Other issues
include the challenge of ensuring that the model enhances rather than fragments or-
ganisational identity and sense of belonging. Without careful governance, the matrix
can become difficult to operationalise and may confuse both internal and external
stakeholders. The complex governance structure might also make it more challeng-
ing to develop shared norms and sense of identity across the intersecting organisa-
tional levels and units.

Overall assessment

The matrix model offers a high degree of flexibility and supports both disciplinary
and thematic excellence. It strengthens collaboration, adaptability and alignment
with external funding and societal challenges. Thus, the model may help position
SBS, increase visibility and collaboration with external partners. The model’s com-
plexity requires robust governance, clear decision-making, and strong coordination.
Without careful design, the model risks fragmentation, unclear identity, and reduced
coherence.

The organisational structure can ensure critical mass in the disciplinary sections and
strengthen collaboration around themes across disciplines. The formalisation of the-
matic research units may come at the expense of multicampus collaboration. For-
malised thematic research units reduce the span of control and the distance be-
tween leaders and group member are reduced as well.

Management structure and leadership principles
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Besides governance being a key design criterion in the presentation of possible or-
ganising models, the working group has had a more general discussion in relation to
the management of SBS.

johanna@sam.sdu.dk

Across all organisational models, the group finds that it is essential to distinguish
clearly between responsibilities related to research and those that are best handled
by the overarching leadership structure. Research groups should focus on academic
development, research collaboration and scholarly progression. Administrative re-
sponsibilities such as allocation of teaching, distribution of resources or other deci-
sions with faculty-wide implications should remain at the appropriate managerial
level. This separation ensures transparency, avoids ambiguity about who receives
what and on which grounds, and provides a clear basis for decisions concerning re-
search, education and other key faculty-wide matters. In particular, budgetary au-
thority should be placed at the business school (i.e., faculty) level, thereby avoiding
STA-oriented considerations across research groups.

The working group finds that it is important that responsibility for employee develop-
ment dialogues (MUS) is placed within a formal leadership position and that this
leader has the competences for making binding agreements etc. with faculty. This
could indicate that it should be the research groups leaders. These leaders could
then also be responsible for the organisation of research seminars within the group,
and the strategic development of the group’s research profile. Accordingly, they
should have access to a modest budget dedicated to research group activities. They
could approve participation in annual conferences for researchers in the group, be
informed about and involved in ongoing funding initiatives, and recommend grant
applications to the dean for final approval. The research group leader also has a
particular responsibility for supporting junior academics, including active involvement
in their career planning.

Next steps

In concluding its work, the working group emphasises that several important aspects
lie outside the group’s formal mandate and therefore have not been analysed in
depth. These matters have not been forgotten, but they require careful consideration
in the next phase of the organisational design process. The points below outline key
areas of attention that should be addressed to ensure a coherent and sustainable
implementation of the future academic organisation.

Designing the future organisation

A central next step is to determine how the chosen organisational model is to be
translated into a concrete structure. While this report outlines four ideal models, de-
cisions still need to be made regarding the specific configuration, the number and
scope of units, and the internal distribution of responsibilities. This includes as-
sessing how different models support the ambitions of SBS and how they can be



adapted to the multicampus context. The design phase must balance strategic direc-
tion with opportunities for bottom-up contributions, taking into account that different
models imply different degrees of autonomy, leadership layers and administrative
complexity.

Placement of academic staff

Another key issue concerns how employees are to be placed in the new organisa-
tional structure. This includes establishing transparent principles for mapping current
research groups to new entities, ensuring academic belonging, and supporting re-
search coherence. Considerations should also be given to how to enhance existing
strong research environments. Special attention should be given to how to handle
researchers whose profiles are cross-disciplinary, and how to secure a fair and
trust-building process — particularly if placement affects career development or re-
search identity.

Leadership of future research groups

The identification and appointment of leaders for the new research groups is a piv-
otal decision for the success of the organisation. The working group notes that lead-
ership roles will differ depending on model choice (e.g., two-layer vs. three-layer
structures), and that expectations regarding span of control, decision-making author-
ity, and academic leadership must be clarified early. A transparent, open process for
appointing research group leaders could support legitimacy and ensure strong lead-
ership profiles. It will also be necessary to address potential tensions related to aca-
demic rank, promotion pathways and the balance between managerial and scholarly
roles.

Interaction with educational programmes

Although educational programmes fall outside the research organisation, the final
decision on the academic structure must consider implications for education across
disciplines and campuses. All four models influence how teaching responsibilities,
programme alignment, and cross-disciplinary coordination can be organised. The
working group notes that some models may risk reinforcing disciplinary silos, which
could affect the agility of programme development and the ability to respond to
evolving industry needs or student demand for interdisciplinary competencies. Fur-
thermore, independent of the chosen structure, there is a need for clear governance
regarding where teaching coordination is placed, how programme leadership inter-
acts with the research organisation, and how to ensure transparency in resource al-
location and staffing.

Finally, the working group refers to Annex 2, which contains a draft process plan
outlining the proposed timeline and key decision points for the next phase of work.
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Sample

- 154 invitations sent out; 63 data sets registered as complete = 40.9%7 *note that there are several where we do not have complete answers to all
the questions

= Locations (n = 63):
Esbjerg (n = 5, 7.9%), Kolding (n = 13, 20.6%), Odense (n = 30, 47.6%), Sonderborg (n =1, 1.6%),
missing (n = 14, 22 2%)

- Career stage (n=63):
early-career (n = 2, 3.2%), faculty (n = 45, 71.4%), prefer not to say (n = 3, 4.8%), missing (n = 13, 20.6%)

SDU4~



Q1: To start, we would like to hear your big-picture perspective. From your point of view, what should be the top

priorities when organi

g research at SBS going forward?

41 responses , key takeaway: respondents want the organization to be stable and academically driven, protecting academic

freedom and existing strengths, while building a shared school identity that supports internationally excellent, societally relevant

research

Theme

Stability and
Continuity

Academic
Freedom and
Autonomy

Balancing Unity
and Local
Autonomy

Resarch
Excellence and
Societal Impact

Supportive
Environment and
Well Being

SDU-&

Deseription

Many resgondents emphasized the importance of stabiliy in the new organization. After years of fraquent
chanpes and reomanizations. they want a structure that endures and builds on existing strengihs rather than
introducing more disnuptive changes. Pressning what sieady works (such as sfiective research groups] and
awoiding constant resiructuring i seen as crucial for maintainng mementurn and trust. Continuity n strategy
=nd structure is preferred o ensure long-term success without further uphesval

Another dominant theme was the presenuation of acaderic freedom and a fexible, botiom-up erganizational
approach Famm, mmembers want the freedam t pursue resesrch without heavy buresusratic sonstraints or
rigid top-down directives. Many supgested a lean struciure wih minimal hisrarchy that enables curiosty-
driven inguiry and organic collsaration. By reducing sdministative burdens and encouraging autenomy, the
organization can bester foster innovation and responsivensss in research.

Respondents called for 3 balance betwsen forging @ unified 583 identity and respecting existin local and
cuitural differsnces. Many acknowbedge caution against imposed cross-campus colisborations that might do
e i then good. The ne surkrs should sneaage volurtary colsboraion and s sense of belonging
to one school. Hauing leadership presence at each campus and reducing the need for constant infer-campus
{7290 WErE SUggested ways o Sengihen Iocal engagement s ol waring taird oo man g0zt

A sirong emphasis on research qualty and impact emerged aoross the responses, Faculty want the business
schoal to enhanc its scademic reputation by building on current strengths and aiming for intemationally
Exlent research Many siressed trat quly shoukd rump quamey: Fcusing o ighimpac: rsesrcn 1 op-
tier journals and on addressing pressing societal challengss. rther than chasing Simple aup:

concentratng on core business dissipines and "hot fopic” areas (such as sustainakility, mgnanzannn ordata
analytics). SBS can distinguish its=if while: maintaining credibiity and accreditation. In short, respondents.
envizsion 3 resesrch profil that is both scademically outstanding and highly relevant to sooisty.

Panicipants Righlightsd the imponiancs of a supportive wark environment and researcher wel-being. They
desire an engaging, collegial simosphere where faculty fesl valued and part of & community. Pricrites include
Strong. present leadership and effisent suppart SyStems S0 that reserners have clear guidancs and kess
adrinistrative hassie in their daify work. Mentonng and career development apportunites for staff. along with
= peychologically sae space for sharing ideas and taking risks, are seen a5 crucial.

Exemplary Quores

“Ensure stability for an erpanization that has suffered from a very largs numiser of

reorganizations and restuciurations in the ast years...” (107

Zessity hn urganlzzmnal struciure that tasts and does nat lead o further restructuring in the
&l

"Safeguard the principle of scademic freedom at allfimes.* (I0_44)

"Enabling a fres and open ressarch process not constrained by organizationsl stuctur,
resource allocation and administrative burden."(ID_75)

"S85 shoukd void overly figid top-dowi priodtization and create 3 structure that allows for
curiosity-driven research, methodblogical diversity, and batiom-up mitatves. IC_0E)

1 ik cvaroning e culrs i besen Jatand and Fyn ashaping 2 colecin dandly
of we are 3l members of SBS' should be the top prority “(I0_

“Estabich an crganizsfonl sucurs hetcrsies unity whi r‘ps:nng local cultural and
structural differences... The past has shown us that enforcing collsboration between campuses.
s more ofien them Act e i confictrher tan colaboratian (1D, 77)

“Raising the overall research output (quality and level) and research reputatan of the entire
school {ID_118)

"S85 shouid prioriize the quality and impact of research over shortterm output metris. This
m=ans supporting resesroh simed at top-tier joumals and addressing issues of significant
societl relevance.(I0_98)

"Gne of the tog priorities shoukd be to make researchers fives as easy as possible. (ID_171)
"suggarting career developmen, cutivating research ideas, buikiing a psycholegically secure
spaoe to explore ideas (10_140)

Q2: As a first step, please select the five considerations (out of the twenty presented below) that you consider most

important for the design of SBS’s research organization. Please note that you are free to select multiple considerations

from a single design principle.

49 responses, key takeaway: Responses signal that SBS should be built on disciplinary areas + strong local research

environments

Structural design [Plurality. coherence and academic practice: thematic and diseiplinary coherence, scale. and diversity

80 selections for this principle (19.4 % of all selections)

item

The structure should arganize reszarch sround flexible thematic s (e.g. inability. artificial intedi

The structure should ensure that researsh units have an apprapriste size.

The st

e should be anchored in

1y defined disciplinary units (e.g. & neurship. supply chain management).

The structure should sccount for diversity in e.g., research methods, or carser stages.

Openness and

a
63 selections for this principle (20.4 % of all selections)

inside and outside the Business School)

The structure should be and 1o extemal (2. companies)

The structure should supportinterdisciplinary and eross faculty collabaration

The structure should enabie effective collaboration across campuses,

The st

SDU-&

should enal

trong. locally anchored research environments at individual campuses.

n (% out of 4 responses}
14(28.6%)
11(224%)
22 (44.9%)

13(20.5%)

14 (236%)
14(28.6%)
12(24.5%)

23(46.9%)
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Q2: As a first step, please select the five considerations (out of the twenty presented below) that you consider most
important for the design of SBS’s research organization. Please note that you are free to select multiple considerations

from a single design principle.

continued, key takeaway: respondents prioritize a research organization that builds on existing strong research environments
and creates a shared academic identity, while also being internationally comparable and supported by clear governance and

leadership roles

Strategic positioning and distinctivenass (how the researeh arganization positions the Businass Schoal)

51 selections for this principle (16.5 % of all selections)
item
The stru ould be intemational business sehoals or relevant peer i
The structure shouid enabie 3 distinctive Business School research profile.

The structure should clearty differentiate the Business School from other entifies within the university.

The structure should ensble strategic priorilization of selected reseanch aneas.

Academic community and careers (people. careers, and academic environment)
68 selections for this principle (22.0 % of all selections)

The structure should support recruitment scross different acadermic carssr stapes

The structure should support career develogment. mentoring. and progression over fims.

The stru ould co shared academ

The structure should support ckear roles and expectations for the ind

Continuity, feasibility, and integration institutional alignment, resources, and governance}
67 selections far this principle (21.7 % of all selactions)

The stru
The structure should be organized based on educational activities or best suppart educasanal programs.
The structure shouid take into Gooount avaiiable financial and administrative resouross.

The structure should enabie clear leadership roles, povemnance, and decision responsibiities.

SDU-&

1 (% out of 43 responses)

2142
16 (327%)
T(14.3%)
T(14.3%)

12 (24.5%)
18 (38.8%)

11(224%)
g(12.4%)
21 (428%)

Q3: Please now rank these considerations in order of importance. To do so, click on the statements in the order you
consider most important: the first statement you click will be ranked 1 (most important), the second 2, and so on. You

may change the order by clicking again until you are satisfied.

tem

The structure should organize ressarch around flexible thematic areas (e.g., ariificial inted

The structure should ensure that ressarch units have an approprists size.

The structure should be anchored in clearly defined disciplinary units (2., ip, supply chain

The structure shouid osount for diversty in e.g. reseanch methods, or carer stages.
The structure shouid be and 10 extemal (2. companies).

The structure shouid supportinterdisciplinary and eross faculty callabaration

The structure should enable effective collaboration scross campuses,

The structure should enable strong, locally anchored research environments at individual campuses.

The structure should be comparsbie o leading intemational business schools or rekevant peer institufions.
The structure shouid enable 3 distinctive Businass School research profile

The structure should clsarly differentiate the Business School from other entifies within the uniusrsity.
The structure shouid enable strategic priorfization of selscted research reas.

The structure should support recniitment across different scademic carer stages.

The structure should support career development, mentoring, and progression over fie.

The structure should contribute to a shared academic identity and sense of belonging.

The structure should support clear roles and expectations for the individusl

The structure should take into consideration existing strong research environments.

The structure should be organized based on educationsl activifies or best suppart educaonal programms.
The structure shouid take into aooount avaiiable financial and administrative resouroes.

The structure should enabie clear keadership roles, povemnance, and decision responsibiities.

SDU4~

Gonsidered for
ranking 1-5 o)

Rank 1 selscted
)

1

- O O B om %m0 mmoahonaw OO NS

Ranks 4 or 5
sefected ()

5

Aversge value of sssigned ranks
(the lower, the ‘betfer’}

3z
440
218
390
300
250
220
250
3.00
33
287
275
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Q4: Are there any important principles or considerations that you feel are missing or insufficiently represented above?

26 responses; key takeaway: respondents want the new school to be built around core academic values, supported by a flexible
strategy-aligned structure, inclusive and transparent leadership, and stronger resources/support systems, while also
strengthening the school’s external orientation and real-world impact/international positioning

Theme

Academic
Culture and
Values

Organizational
Structure and
Flexibility

Leadership and
Governance

Resources and

Suppart

External
Orientation and
Impact

Description

This theme captures calls to uphokd cars academic princples and a supportive scholary culre
Respondents emphasized protecting academic freedom and prioritizing academic considerations
over ranaperial interests. They aiso Lrgad the school o foster an environment of suthantiry,
inclusivity, and intellectual bresdth, for exampie, by valuing diverse disciplines and spproaches and
avoiding corparate jargen that could undemine academic intsgrity.

Many responses focused on how to design an effecive organization structure that aigns with the
schaal's strategy while remaining praccal snd sdaptable Thers wers calls totie the new structure
clossly to stratepic gusls (encompassing both research and teaching) and to avoid imposing any
ovarly igid. one-size-fits-3ll “grid” on the organization

A nurrber of rspandznts highighted prinsiples refat=d 1o lesdership style and povemance. They
advocated for a mors inclusive and bransparent leadership spprosch, where faculty are actvely
involved in discussions about leadership roies and decsions ars mads based on clear, consistent
rules. It was also suggested that academic leadership needs to be acoessible and present across
all campuses, 5o that leaders stay cannected to the daily reaities of research and t=aching in each
location.

This category encompasses calls for better support systems and resources to ensble academic
work. Respondents underscored the need for stable funding and reduced bureaucrey so that
ressarchers can focus on high-quaity ressarch. Ensuring squitable and sufficient support — from
baseline funding for projects to freeing up time for research by mamlnmg administrative tasks —
waS seen as erucial o the new StTUStUTE to truly empover facul

several respondents et the new principles shouid better reflect an outward-logking perspeciive.
They veant the school to amphasize reakwadd impact and to position itse/ as = tap-fisr intemational
instiution. This includes leaming fram other lesding schoals' best practices and considsing the
needs and peroepfions of extemal stakehaiders (like funding apencies of industry pariners) when
snapurg the schaal's direchan and idendity

Exemplary Quotes

“There shoukd b 3 focus on diversity {of disciplines. peopis. research questions, methodologies..) and 3
suitably broad cenception of business' to includs the wide varisty of work done at the faculty.”
“On mparand onscerston hat could be made mare 2l = i ol of enstemicgicl ang

methodological alignment within research ur

et osareh sty and amatonsl v my s depsnd on shared smumymnms.
publication cutturss, and evsluation standards within research envirsnments.

“Structure folows Strategy should be [s] guiding principie. Research AND tesching sheuld squally be
considerad within the structure.

"A framework that has both structure and inherent aglity-collaborative Rexbillty is needed to avid rigid
forms while: providing dlarity.”

“THhink itis impartant to both enable streng disspine-speciic focus (.0, to support carser development)
and actively encourage cross-disciplinary work (eg., through thematic groups that cut acruss individusl

disciglines).”

“Engage researchers in angeing dialogue abest the roles and responsioiities of the Business Schodls

leadership.

Fule hated decsion-making "
“Frosinity i Ieadership, ansuring that scademic leadership s localy prasent and cosaly sonnectd 1o the
everyday realfies of resesrch and tesching across campuses

“Establish stahln bassfine funding to support project development and the prepasafion of extemal grant

application:

Chliaborae vith s 2 v funding bodies o Srearine splcaton procedurss ensung et
researchers do not spend excessive fime on administrative processes that may utimsiely be

unsucoassful.”

"Encourage ides generation to guide research toward areas wher it can creste meaningful impact for
‘socsty and business "

"The narming, Eranding, snd structure should make it dlear that cur wpearming business schosl s 3 highest-
Iewel intermational research arganizatan, not anly a kacally-anchos

I think that, to 5o

me extent, we should look into the best practices that intemasicnal business schodis

represant. Howewsr, thess must also it o our realiy.”
“As xtemal funding bacomes Bxremely imponant, the Stusture has to consider the perosptions and
expectstions of extemal ressarch funding bodies and companies.”

Q5: If you had to name one design principle or consideration that should clearly guide decisions about the research
organization, what would it be?

33 responses; key takeaway: Respondents want a reorganization that protects academic freedom and long-term research
quality, strengthens cross-campus collaboration and a shared identity, and creates a clear, internationally comparable structure,
ensuring the model is practical, workload-aware, and sustainable to implement

Theme
Academic
Freedom and
Research Guality

Collaboration,

Description

Wany respondents emphasized core academic valuss that shouid guide the

reorganization. They highlight=d pratesting acaderic freedom and researcher
autanomy, nsuring intsgrey and high-quaity research, fostering cunosty-drven

ingquiry, and focusing on long-term scholarly sustainabilty ower shert-tem metrics.

Exemplary Quares

“Ughalding the prineple of acarenic freadom whils siso emphasising the respensibity and intsgrity required of essarchers.”

utonarty”
ipporting high quaiy resarch woukd be the most important design princile, in my vies.”
“Frioriize long-term res=arch qualiy and over shorttzm

metrics. All structural decisions

should support impactil research, protect scademic fresdom, and creste a sustainsble environment for all.”

Another strang theme is the desire for grester collsharation and 2 unified idantity acrss

Unity, and Shared  the business school. Respondents urged breaking dovn silos betwesn campuses or “Enatlrg cross oo
Identity fauitis, fostering cross-boundary teamwark. and creating n inolusive culture whers ‘Giversity & colaboration across boundariss™
everyans fieels part of ane cohesive academic community with 3 shared sens= of "Delegated rmpnnslhqu'm'nrm an including and progressive and supporting culturs™
belonging "To creste rather than hi ‘conditions that enable groups of ressarchers to grow the relations that enatle productive
ineracsons. nense, n depih, snd cneueng research comverscions and research profots-
Clear and Seversl comments focused on ho o siructure the ne organization in 3 ooherent and “research rganization should be guided by academic coherence and intemationl comparabilty of cars business discilines”
Ce bl ible include organizing arcund academic "Research organzstion should primarily be guided by disciplinary coherence and long-term academic sustainability ~
Organizational disciplines or themtc hubs (1o [eversge =3h campus 25 3 themsic cenier, ensuring '\l\é;huu\d rganize the Business School in thematic aress whers campuses will become a thematic hub. That vy, aiso
Structure the stusure slgns win miematonsly reognized standarcs i business dsdpines. jses create 3 point of difference inside and outsidz SDUL”
and even considenng innovative madels ik 3 Gzsentalizad “hoiacracy.” A commen Rt JoaaUpig IaSeaTch oTIEHE Hom 2Ching feance powertioss . they can be too Remrmed in by ‘grougness”
puint was that the organizationsl design should be academicaly logical and adapiable, " bolacracy with 2 decentralized organizationsl system would probably serve best ur siustion”
ot just sameshing that onfy makes sense to top Management. “The crganization should b2 intemationaly camparable in its strusture.”
Continuity and Many respandents cautioned against sweeping changes that disregard the niversiys  "Continuiy. Ancharing in exising research organization.”
Leveraging exdsting strengths nd history. They siressed the importance of sonbruity — anchonng “Respect for diversity In needs, approaches, culfures and histories (ihe latter as a basis for oantinued sucosss, not out of
Existing Strengths  the new stuciure in the sucosssful aspects of the cument research organization and nostaigial’”
respesing the divarse nissds, approaches, and campus culures that have devsloped “Th transfion 1o 3 busiess school shoukd not come 3t the cost of sur academis strengths and the diversity of curinter- and cross-
ouer time. The trsnsifon fo a new business school modsl should not comproriss discipiinary acitvies
cuent apaderic strengths or g e and oo iy v, In ot “That it makes sense. and doss not lead ta further restructuring.”
ing=s should buld on what sieady warks and avoid triggsring further disruptive
rsu—untunng, down the line.
Workload, Time.  Respondants raised pracical concarms about imglementation and resources. Several  "Research orpanization shoud take nto acsount teaching duties.”
and Practical noted that any new structure must account for faculty workloads — including teaching "What s the least costly approach in terms of the hours spent by emgloyees.”
Considerations abligatians — and ensure researchers stil have adequate fime for research. Therewere T for research”

warmings abaut the “hidden” tme costs of rearganizatian, such as hours spet in
rrestings, pianning, and surveys. which might be underestimated, Efficiency in dsily
aparations ffor example. within each campus) was also mentionsd a3 imponiant to make
the new setup viable without overburdsning staf.

“The structure should contribute to a shared acadermic identity and sense of belongir

ing”
alsborsfon” Enbrace oca irangh, bt bresk up local 365 e sheuldfy bacoms one deparment”

“Mkz the daily operation an ach campus be efizctive with collsboration between paogle on each s=garste sampus’
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Q6: Is there any principle or consideration that should NOT be considered for structuring the new Business School?

25 responses, key takeaway: respondents are cautious about a reorganization that forces cross-campus/interdisciplinary

integration, and instead want a structure that is flexible, justified, and preserves individual choice in research group membership.

They also stress that the change must be driven by a clear internal strategic rationale and academic priorities, not by external
pressure, trends, or administrative convenience.

Theme Deseripdon Exempiary Quotes
Interdiseiplinary  Many resgondants warry sbout being forced imto cross-campus or 1 think that forsing inter-disciplinary colaboration wouldn't be 3 good idea. It would be: great to have a support for those who are
&CrossCampus  interdisciplinary colishorations that may not arise naturally or make  interested and to provide opportunities to share knowledge across difiersnt thematic and field sikos.”
Integration themstic sense. Geoprachic separstion between campuses s seen  "Assumed unresiised synengies 3coss campuses (e.g. crealing cross-campus research grougs with persansl responsiity)”
as a challenge, and some cation apainst assuming synergies acoss "o nied for oross Gampus Droups i it Gossn't maks thematic sense. Size of grougs shoukd also not play 3 toa big role.”
different laations or disciplines without cler ustiication. “All groups ne=d to be scross campuses and peography’
Organizational Concarns were raised sbout how the new ressarch units snd groups “Themes. Radical change.” (concem that organizing by brosd themes rEprEsems a radical structural change)
tructure & will be structured. Respondents question decisions ke creating "Nt thepossilly to maks il choces of bkonging I 2 researh g
Research Group  new unitjust because existing on=s are small, and warry about B carehil ot t Algn researh organzation inn tosely wih 2ducaions) prOGrams, sihce t il nsmaamg resaurce discussions
Formation retaining personal choice in joining groups. There sre ions between groups refated to educstion and recreate the oid mm;; Etwsen deparments 3t a gro
against sicty dicipine-oases dsions or cenializing everything =t "Move 2wy fram tracitonal names of he ciscline. which som=how aso hind callsboraton. i is clearly divided, it creates intangible
one campus, and to use more flexible. walls for
structures (.. no hierarchical ‘discipine heads™). "That the business school gets 100 centralized and Odense focused”
"N discipin]e] head of research proups and [ihe] head of research groups shall anly be coordinators and eventually form a council to be
responsibie for research”
Strategic Focus  Many concems revoive: around why the resrganization is being “The focus shauld NOT be on what extemal stakiholders want. The most imporiant stakehoiders are thase who spend ther fves at SDU:
& Motivation pursuied and what it i prioritzing. Respondents caution against employess and students.”
latiing extemal prassures, trends, or cost-cutiing drive the process st "The organization should nat be based on current trends andior fancy buzzwords.”
the expense of intmal needs and academic values. Some worry *Shor term administrative simplicty shoukd not autweigh academic considerstions in research organization.”
about copying oher instutions or chasing buzswonds nstsad of “Organizing it li= other business schools™
focusing on substantive strategy. There are alss notes about “Teaching Is impartant — but the strategic prorities for the reomanization ane focused on research. So suppon the strategic prioritiss over
balancing the new research-focused prorities with the university's what we already dowel "
existing strengths (like teaching sxcelence) "Creating a new unit solsly because two xisting units, which are intemationally regarded as core areas, are cumently small”
A
S5DU-

Conclusion

- Key suggestions from the survey for structuring research

1) Build for stability and continuity: Design an enduring structure that builds on existing strengths, preserves what already works,

and avoids repeated disruptive reorganizations (= structure that enables adaptations in the future)
2) Safeguard academic freedom through a lean, enabling model: Protect autonomy and bottom-up research development by
keeping bureaucracy and hierarchy light, reducing administrative burden, and maximizing time for research.

3) Create one SBS identity while strengthening local research environments: Foster a shared school identity and collaboration
across campuses, while respecting local cultures and ensuring collaboration remains meaningful, voluntary, and supported by visible

leadership presence.
4) Organize around clear academic units (while staying flexible): Anchor the structure in internationally recognizable business

disciplines, while allowing flexible groupings (e.g., thematic clusters or project-based collaborations) that reflect real research practices

and enable connecting to the outside

5) Enable excellence and impact with strong governance and resources: Prioritize internationally excellent, societally relevant
research (quality over quantity), supported by transparent governance, a supportive culture, adequate funding, efficient support
systems, and realistic workload/time conditions
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Conclusion
- Responses suggest that designing the research structure is a complex, multi-criterion task (structure as a carefully i
designed compromise) johanna@sam.sdu.dk

- Input discloses potential tensions, such as-

= Stability and continuity vs_ the need for strategic renewal and unity
- Academic freedom and local autonomy vs. coordination, comparability, and governance
= International excellence and impact ambitions vs. practical constraints (time, workload, support capacity, geography)

- Outlook: complement the overall design work with a more fine-grained understanding of our research landscape

(outcome could benefit from a mapping of research themes, method traditions, publication outlets, previous
collaborations, etc., at the individual level)
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Annex 2: Draft process plan

Date Responsible Activity
25.03 Dean SAMF Dissemination of the draft report to the steering committee
27.03 Steering com- Discussion of the draft, incl. any requests for further elabora-
mittee meeting tion or additions to the report
27.03-24.04 | Dean SAMF Dissemination of the draft report to Liaison Committee / Aca-
demic Council / departments as part of the consultation pro-
cess (Consultation from 27.03-24.04 in Liaison Committee /
Academic Council)
07.04 Academic Coun- | Consultation on the draft report in the Academic Council
cil
10.04 Dean SAMF and | Online information meeting regarding the draft report with
Director of SDU | employees at DBM and DBS (and the Faculty Administra-
Business School | tion)
10.04 Optional working | Finalisation of the report (if changes requested by the steer-
group meeting ing committee)
13.04 Cooperation Consultation on the draft report in Liaison Committee (ex-
Committee traordinary meeting)
16.04 Steering com- (primarily for approval of the Administrative Structure)
mittee meeting
24.04 Cooperation Consultation on the draft report in Liaison Committee (ex-
Committee traordinary meeting)
27.04 Working group Handover from the Dean SAMF and the working group to
meeting the Director of SDU Business School.
27.04 Steering com- Approval of the report
mittee meeting
April-June | Director of SDU | Dialogue with faculty and staff at DBM and DBS and hearing
(ca) Business School | in the Academic Council, Liaison Committee, departments
etc.
13.05 Steering com-
mittee meeting
01.06 Director of SDU | SBS Seminar
Business School
Mid / late Director of SDU | Communication of the new structure
June Business School
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