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ABSTRACT

The normative landscape of academic research is increasingly fragmented. Classical CUDOS norms and counternorms coexist

across profession, market, corporation, state and community logics, yet existing scholarship rarely explains how these norms

are patterned, how they interact, or how tensions between them are mediated. This conceptual article develops an institutional

logics wheel of research norms: a relational, spatial heuristic grounded in institutional logics and higher education governance

scholarship. Using a structured theory-synthesis of relevant literature, we map CUDOS and DECAY, an inverted model of

classical norms, onto the wheel, derive propositions about compatibility, conflict, hybridisation and bridging, and identify hy-

brid logics (entrepreneurial, open science, responsible innovation, translational research) and bridging mechanisms (excellence,

innovation, impact, sustainable development). The analysis shows how particular configurations can intensify metric-driven

behaviour and research-integrity risks, while others create constructive alignments between scholarly rigour and societal rel-

evance. We argue that the wheel offers a diagnostic and design tool for governing research norms and a basis for comparative

empirical testing.

1 | Introduction

The normative foundations of academic research are widely
seen as in flux amid shifts in the higher education landscape.
Mid-twentieth-century sociologists of science—Robert K.
Merton, Max Weber and Talcott Parsons—articulated an ‘ethos
of science’ grounded in academic freedom, communal knowl-
edge and the disinterested pursuit of truth (Merton 1938;
Parsons 1968; Weber 1974, 1946). Merton's (1942) formulation
became especially influential: four institutional norms—com-
munism, universalism, disinterestedness and organised scep-
ticism (CUDOS)—capture a liberal ideal of science in which
researchers openly share knowledge (communism), judge claims
by universal criteria rather than personal attributes (universal-
ism), separate inquiry from personal interest (disinterestedness)
and subject findings to rigorous critical scrutiny (organised

scepticism). We also acknowledge longstanding critiques that
CUDOS is an ideal-typical ethos rather than a descriptively dom-
inant code; counter-norms and interest-driven behaviours have
long coexisted with the classic norms (Koch 2002; Mitroff 1974).
In this sense, CUDOS functioned as a high-watermark for integ-
rity, framed against rising political encroachments on academic
autonomy in the interwar years.

When these ideas crystallised, research within universities
was still maturing: in the early twentieth century the re-
search function was nascent even in elite institutions such
as Oxford, so early ‘ethos’ statements were an idealised set
of norms rather than a functioning reality. Parsons' liberal
ideal emphasised the ‘associational’ character of academic
life—collegial equality and freedom from line authority—as
‘an essential condition’ for creative innovation (Parsons 1968,
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175-176; see also Lidz 2021). Yet deepening specialisation was
already shifting practice towards collective endeavour and
greater organisational discipline. Weber underscored that ‘a
really definitive and good accomplishment is today always
a specialized accomplishment’, prefiguring a community-
oriented understanding of cumulative, collaborative science
(Weber 1974, 1946).

Running alongside this liberal tradition, J. D. Bernal advanced
a more explicitly collectivist vision that foregrounded state and
market coordination. Science, he argued, had become ‘an indus-
try supported by large industrial monopolies and by the State’,
requiring planning, investment and goal-orientation to meet
societal needs (Bernal 1939, xiii). Bernal's stance—seeing the
scientist as a ‘research worker’ and a salaried employee situated
within wider organisational systems—anticipated post-war ar-
chitectures of public science funding, e.g., the U.S. Bush Report
(Bush 1945), and later movements for the social responsibility of
science (Ziman 1978, 1983). While Weber, Merton and Parsons
centred the profession logic, Bernal explicitly incorporated state
and corporation logics into his account of how science should be
organised for collective ends.

By the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, marketi-
sation, audit regimes and competitive stratification had trans-
formed university governance and the environment of academic
research, developments widely described as ‘academic capital-
ism’ and audit culture (Power 1997; Shore and Wright 2015;
Slaughter and Rhoades 2004). This institutional drift recast
the ‘ideal academic’ as an ‘ideal worker’ oriented to continu-
ous productivity, long hours and performance metrics (Sang
et al. 2015), reflecting a move from Parsons' associational model
towards increasingly bureaucratic control. Against this back-
ground, commentators argue that classical norms have been in-
verted or supplanted by new ones (e.g., Macfarlane 2024; Deem
and Brehony 2005; Fairweather 2002; Jiang and Zhang 2023).
One such alternative proposed by Macfarlane (2024) synthesises
these as DECAY—differentialism, egoism, capitalism and advo-
cacy—capturing the market-oriented ethos now embedded in
many academic settings.

Macfarlane's (2024) DECAY is best read as a critical diagnosis
of shifts in academic culture, rather than a stabilised norma-
tive code equivalent to CUDOS. We therefore use DECAY as a
heuristic for emergent counter-norms. Against this backdrop,
existing work still lacks an integrative account of how multiple,
potentially contradictory norms coexist and interact within uni-
versities: studies document specific flashpoints—commerciali-
sation versus communalism (Perkmann et al. 2013; Slaughter
and Rhoades 2004), managerialism versus collegial values
(Deem and Brehony 2005; Tapper and Palfreyman 2010), open
science versus subscription-based quality control (Eve 2014;
Tennant et al. 2016), and impact imperatives versus curiosity-
driven inquiry (Holbrook 2005; Sarewitz 2016)—but the in-
sights remain dispersed. We use norm fragmentation to describe
this condition: CUDOS-type norms and DECAY-type counter-
norms overlap, conflict, and are unevenly distributed across the
profession, market, corporation, state and community logics
shaping research in contemporary higher education. Existing
debates tend to isolate particular flashpoints (e.g., audit culture,

impact, open science or entrepreneurialism) rather than offering
a relational account of how these fragmented norms are config-
ured across institutional logics.

There is an urgent need to respond to this research challenge,
particularly within the evolving research landscape shaped by
three interlinked transformations. First, knowledge production
has shifted from discipline-based ‘Mode 1’ to mission-oriented
‘Mode 2’ (Gibbons et al. 1994) and innovation-driven ‘Mode
3’, which emphasises societal relevance, cross-sector collabo-
ration, and ecosystem engagement (Carayannis and Campbell
2012). Second, university-stakeholder relations increasingly
frame research as a co-produced enterprise involving industry,
government, and civil society, aligning academic work with
market, state, and community expectations (Etzkowitz and
Leydesdorff 2000; Mampaey and Huisman 2016). Third, the rise
of open science and Al-enabled scholarship is reshaping stan-
dards of transparency, sharing, and reproducibility, as funder
mandates and infrastructures promote immediate access, data
stewardship, and participatory practices (Bourg et al. 2024).
Within these shifting contexts, normative tensions across re-
search fields, and potential solutions to those tensions, remain
underexplored.

To address this gap, we synthesise CUDOS and DECAY
through the institutional logics perspective and develop an in-
stitutional logics wheel of research norms: a relational, spatial
heuristic that positions norms within a five-logic configuration
and generates propositions about where logics are likely to be
compatible, in tension or combined into hybrid arrangements
(Friedland and Alford 1991; Thornton et al. 2012; Cai and
Mountford 2022). Existing institutional logics work in higher
education has illuminated how state, market, corporation, com-
munity and profession logics shape governance, funding and or-
ganisational forms (e.g., Clark 1983; Cai and Mountford 2022),
but it has not systematically connected these logics to the micro-
normative level of research ethos or explained how classical and
counter-norms are distributed across them. Our institutional
logics wheel of research norms addresses this theoretical gap
by recasting research norms as positions within a multi-logic
configuration, thereby clarifying when they are likely to align
or clash and where hybrid logics and bridging mechanisms
emerge. Particularly, we map CUDOS and DECAY norms onto
the wheel in the context of higher education, using the result-
ing configuration to identify hybrid logics and bridging mech-
anisms that mediate tensions, for example, between scholarly
rigour and societal relevance.

Building on this framing, we ask:

RQ1. How do the classical Mertonian ethos (CUDOS) and
emergent norms (e.g., DECAY) map onto identifiable institutional
logics in contemporary higher education?

RQ2. When do co-existing institutional logics align or clash in
academic research, and how are these relationships enacted and
managed?

RQ3. Which emerging or potential hybrid logics and bridging
mechanisms can reconcile conflicting norms in practice?
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2 | Research Method

This is a conceptual study based on the literature synthesis: our
aim is to build an integrative framework that captures the plu-
rality of research norms in contemporary higher education. We
follow Jaakkola's (2020) theory-synthesis design, enriching a
less-developed domain theory—the interplay between classical
(CUDOS) and emergent (DECAY) norms—by drawing on a ma-
ture method theory: the institutional logics perspective, opera-
tionalised through the institutional logics wheel. Institutional
logics theory suits this task because it treats organisations as
arenas of plural, often competing value systems (Thornton
et al. 2012). Extending the wheel to research norms lets us vi-
sualise how CUDOS-aligned (profession, community, state) and
DECAY-aligned (market, corporation) values converge, clash
and hybridise.

Following Jaakkola's (2020) guidance, our synthesis proceeded
in three steps. First, we clustered the literature into three strands:
scientific norms/counter-norms; institutional logics in higher
education; and hybrid/bridging arrangements in research and
innovation. Second, we selected and compared ‘anchor texts’
within and across strands to identify what each can and cannot
explain about norm coexistence. Third, we integrated insights
by constructing the institutional logics wheel and deriving prop-
ositions about compatibility, conflict, hybridisation and bridg-
ing. Appendix 1 summarises the key ‘anchor texts’ used in each
thematic strand and highlights their specific roles in the synthe-
sis, while Appendix 2 presents these three steps in greater de-
tail. Appendix 3 provides the consolidated classification used for
RQ3, summarising the origins, typical institutionalisation and
field functions of the hybrid logics and bridging mechanisms
that structure the Section 6 analysis.

The synthesis yields the following results:

1. Mapping research norms to societal-level logics (RQ1/
Section 4). Anchoring texts on scientific norms (e.g.,
Merton 1942), Macfarlane's (2024) DECAY schema and
critiques, and empirical studies of normative tensions
in higher education were assembled. Each CUDOS and
DECAY element was then extracted and mapped to its
underlying societal-level logic (profession, market, state,
corporation, community) to establish the analytical
foundation.

2. Propositions on alignment and conflict (RQ2/Section 5).
Building on the Section 4 mapping, we develop proposi-
tions that specify when co-existing logics are likely to align
or clash and how these relationships are managed.

3. Identification of mediating mechanism in illustrative are-
nas (RQ3/Section 6). The wheel was applied to identify
and interpret the mediating mechanisms (Hybrid logics
and bridging mechanisms) that help reconcile tensions be-
tween parent logics.

Because our purpose is to marshal illustrative rather than ex-
haustive evidence, we use a narrative literature review rather
than a systematic review. Systematic reviews require formal,
replicable screening protocols (Arksey and O'Malley 2005),
whereas narrative reviews permit purposive selection of sources

judged pivotal to current knowledge (Jesson et al. 2011). To mit-
igate selection bias, we used an iterative ‘pearl-growing’ strat-
egy: starting from anchor texts, we conducted backward- and
forward-citation tracing and cross-checked emergent strands
until additional sources yielded no new concepts. Our claims
are framed as testable propositions, inviting comparative, cross-
national and cross-disciplinary empirical examination to vali-
date or recalibrate the wheel's placements and dynamics.

Specifically, the corpus included in our analysis comprised (i)
foundational sociology-of-science works and critiques of classi-
cal norms (e.g., CUDOS and counter-norm debates); (ii) schol-
arship on DECAY and related analyses of academic ethos; (iii)
organisational-theory literature on institutional logics and in-
stitutional complexity; (iv) higher education studies on gover-
nance, marketisation, rankings and audit culture; (v) domain
literatures that exemplify logic interaction—entrepreneurial
universities and university-industry relations, open science
and scholarly communication, responsible research and in-
novation, translational research, and Al-enabled scholarship;
(vi) research-evaluation and impact literatures; and (vii) high-
salience policy frameworks that shape incentives (e.g., interna-
tional open science mandates). Particularly in the analysis in
Sections 5 and 6, we primarily examine studies evidencing shifts
in knowledge-production modes, changing university-stake-
holder relations, and the rise of open science and Al-enabled
scholarship, as these most clearly illuminate evolving configu-
rations of research norms. We prioritised peer-reviewed articles,
scholarly monographs and authoritative policy documents.

3 | Institutional Logics Perspective and the
Institutional Logics Wheel

3.1 | The Institutional Logics Perspective

Our approach is rooted in the classic field-level lineage of insti-
tutional logics inaugurated by Friedland and Alford (1991), who
conceptualised logics as symbolic and material orders that con-
fer legitimacy and structure action across organisational fields.
This programme was elaborated by Thornton and Ocasio (1999)
and systematised by Thornton et al. (2012), who define a logic as
‘the socially constructed, historical pattern of material practices,
assumptions, values, beliefs and rules by which individuals...pro-
vide meaning to their social reality’ (Thornton and Ocasio 1999,
804). Put simply, logics are shared normative frameworks that
tell field participants what goals to pursue and how to judge suc-
cess (Scott et al. 2017). Unlike earlier institutional theory that
implied a single, coherent ‘recipe’ for behaviour, the logics per-
spective foregrounds institutional pluralism: organisations rou-
tinely navigate several, sometimes contradictory, templates for
action (Thornton et al. 2012). Seven ideal-type logics are com-
monly identified in Western contexts—family, community, reli-
gion, state, market, profession and corporation (ibid.).

Higher education scholarship shows this pluralism in action.
In a literature review, Cai and Mountford (2022) catalogued
more than fifty logics in the higher education literature and
found four societal-level logics dominate analyses of universi-
ties: profession, market, corporation and state. Recent work also
highlights a resurgent community logic, driven by open science
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movements (Lattu and Cai 2023) and sustainability agendas
(Taylor and Kahlke 2017; Lihteenkorva 2025). In practice, uni-
versities therefore operate where professional ideals, market
competition, managerial efficiency, public accountability and
community engagement intersect—conditions that generate the
normative tensions examined in this study.

For clarity in the higher education context: profession logic
privileges disciplinary expertise, peer review and academic
autonomy, linking prestige to scholarly contribution; market
logic treats teaching and research as commodities, emphasising
competition, efficiency and revenue; corporation logic views the
university as a managed enterprise, endorsing hierarchy and
performance measurement; state logic casts the university as a
public instrument, stressing accountability, social welfare and
democratic oversight; and community logic foregrounds collec-
tive well-being and participatory knowledge production, urging
shared responsibility for societal challenges.

3.2 | The Institutional Logics Wheel Framework

Building on their earlier work (Cai and Mountford 2022; Mountford
and Cai 2023), Mountford and Cai (2026) propose the institutional
logics wheel—a colour-wheel-inspired heuristic that visualises
how different logics relate (Figure 1): the spatial configuration was
derived from observed patterns of ‘linking’ logics and relation-
ships between logics. Pairs that were frequently combined through
intermediate logics such as care (profession-community), bureau-
cracy (state—corporation), business (corporation-market) and civil
society/democracy (state-community) were placed adjacent to one
another, whereas pairings that typically appeared in conflictual or
co-dependent relationships—most notably market and corpora-
tion vis-a-vis profession and community—were positioned further
apart or roughly opposite. Family and religion are not included in
the wheel because they play a more occasional, context-specific
role in the empirical material. In this article, we retain this em-
pirically informed configuration as our starting point and adapt it
to the research-norms context in higher education (Cai 2026a), so
that the wheel functions as a synthesised representation of typical
relationships between logics rather than an arbitrary visual layout
or a precise metric of distance.

Wealth & Esteem Profession
Care
Market Community
Civil society/
Business Democracy
Corporation
—
Bureaucracy

FIGURE1 | Institutional logics wheel.

Although the wheel is presented as a static diagram, it is in-
tended as a dynamic heuristic. The relative proximities of log-
ics represent typical configurations that can be reweighted over
time as funding regimes, evaluation criteria and policy priorities
change. In this sense, policy shifts and exogenous shocks can
‘rotate’ logics closer together or further apart by altering which
value commitments are jointly institutionalised.

The wheel suggests three propositions that illuminate norma-
tive tensions in academic research that will be further evidenced
in the analyses presented in the following sections:

« Proximity predicts compatibility; distance predicts tension—
the nearer two logics sit, the more their institutional elements
align; the farther apart, the greater the likelihood of conflict.

« Hybridisation of neighbours—hybrid logics emerge that
blend elements of both adjacent parents, combining their
value emphases and evaluative criteria into a relatively sta-
bilised configuration

» Bridging mechanisms—social movements, ideologies or
institutionalised practices positioned between neighbours
can translate and harmonise their relationship, providing a
shared evaluative or policy frame while leaving the under-
lying logics largely intact.

According to Mountford and Cai (2023) and Mountford and Cai
(2026), hybrid logics and bridging mechanisms differ in both
structure and function. Hybrids emerge when elements from
two or more parent logics combine into a new, integrated logic
with its own coherent normative frame, gradually blurring the
boundaries of the originals. Bridging mechanisms, by contrast,
do not merge parent logics. Instead, they act as intermediar-
ies—whether a distinct logic, practice, ideology, or evaluative
criterion—enabling coordination while preserving each par-
ent's integrity. Bridging is particularly valuable when logics are
normatively distant, providing a ‘third space’ for collaboration
without requiring full normative integration.

In positioning logics on the wheel, we draw on three criteria.
First, we consider their dominant value emphases as described
in institutional logics scholarship—for example, the profession
logic's focus on collegial authority and intrinsic quality, the
market logic's emphasis on competition and exchange, the cor-
poration logic's concern with managerial control and efficiency,
the state logic's orientation to public mandate and legality, and
the community logic's focus on solidarity and collective benefit
(Friedland and Alford 1991; Thornton et al. 2012; Greenwood
et al. 2011). Second, we use empirical and conceptual work on
higher education governance to identify typical alliances and
conflicts, such as recurrent tensions between profession and
corporation logics, or coalitions of profession and commu-
nity logics against unfettered marketisation (Clark 1983; Cai
and Mountford 2022; Cai and Ahmad 2023). Third, we attend
to governance roles: state logics tend to be institutionalised
through funding and regulation; market and corporation logics
through competition and managerial control; and profession
and community logics through collegial bodies, associations
and epistemic communities. Proximity on the wheel thus sig-
nifies a pattern of overlapping value emphases, frequent alli-
ances and/or complementary governance roles; distance and
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TABLE1 | CUDOS norms mapped to institutional-logic alignments and tensions.

Secondary alignments

Typical tensions

CUDOS norm Core alignment
Communism (common Profession
ownership of knowledge)

Universalism (impersonal Profession
evaluation)

Disinterestedness Profession
(separation of personal

gain)

Organised scepticism Profession

(systematic peer review)

Community (collective welfare);
State (public-good mandate)

Market (merit-based competition);
State (equal treatment ideals)

State (public-interest ethos)

Market & Corporation (quality
assurance); State (research probity)

Market & Corporation
(proprietary IP, paywalls)

Market (prestige stratification),
State (politicised funding)

Market (self-interest incentives);
Corporation (performance-pay
schemes); sponsored research

Market (speed-to-market pressures);
State (political interference)

opposition indicate recurrent tension or value conflict in the
literature.

4 | Mapping CUDOS and DECAY Norms to
Institutional Logics and the Wheel

Our first research question asks how the classic Mertonian
research ethos (CUDOS) and emerging norms (such as
Macfarlane's DECAY schema) relate to identifiable institutional
logics in contemporary higher education. To address this ques-
tion, we systematically map each component of the CUDOS and
DECAY frameworks onto the institutional logics framework, ex-
amining how these research norms align with, challenge, or hy-
bridise different institutional logics. These configurations show
how universities can manage coexisting logics via hybrids and
bridging mechanisms.

4.1 | CUDOS Norms Through the Lens
of Institutional Logics

Merton's four CUDOS norms express the profession's logic at the
heart of academic science, yet each norm also draws—positively
or negatively—on other logics that coexist in the university field.
Table 1 summarises these connections, followed by a brief dis-
cussion of the main alignments and tensions.

Communism fits the profession logic's expectation that scholars
advance knowledge collectively, while the community logic rein-
forces its ‘science-as-commons’ ideal and state logic underwrites
public access to publicly funded research. Conflict arises where
market or corporation logics demand intellectual-property
control.

Universalism rests on professional merit but partially aligns
with market competition and state commitments to fairness.
Tension appears when commercial value or politically driven
funding skews ‘universal’ criteria.

Disinterestedness elevates service to the discipline above
personal gain, echoing a civic, state-oriented notion of serving
the public. It is, however, undermined by market incentives for
entrepreneurial reward and corporate performance metrics that
privilege individual output.

| Profession |

Community

State

Market

™~ .
.| Corporation | -

The size of each box schematically reflects the relative weight of that logic within
the CUDOS configuration; it does not represent a measured quantity.

Proximity and opposition between logics reflect the patterns of compatibility and
tension.

FIGURE2 | CUDOS in the institutional logics wheel.

Organised scepticism serves as the key quality-control mech-
anism within the profession logic. While markets and corpora-
tions value peer review as a warranty of quality, their quest for
speed or hierarchy can erode thorough critique; similarly, the
state may endorse rigorous vetting yet may politicise outcomes
on sensitive topics.

By placing CUDOS within the Institutional Logics Wheel, we
illustrate its structure in Figure 2.

4.2 | DECAY Norms Through the Lens
of Institutional Logics

Macfarlane (2024) brings together a range of concerns about
contemporary academic work under the DECAY label—dif-
ferentialism, egoism, capitalism and advocacy—as a way of
naming how marketised and managerial pressures reshape aca-
demic roles and incentives. Building on the introduction, where
DECAY is characterised as a critical diagnosis rather than a
settled code, we treat it here as a prominent example of how
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TABLE 2 | DECAY norms mapped to institutional-logic alignments and tensions.

DECAY norm

Core alignment Secondary alignments

Typical tensions

Differentialism

Market (competition, differentiation)

Corporation (strategic

State (equity

Prestige stratification via rankings, positioning); limited mandates);
branding link to Profession Profession
(peer esteem) (universal
standards)
Egoism Market (self-interest incentives) Corporation (performance  Profession (service
Individual career maximisation management) to field); State/
Community
(public-service
ethos)
Capitalism Market (commodification, revenue) Corporation (profit, Profession
Commercialisation of research IP management) (knowledge as
outputs public good); State
(public-access
expectations)
Advocacy Market (commercial lobbying); Corporation (corporate Profession
Strategic promotion of research for Corporation (reputation social responsibility) (disinterestedness,
external ends management); State (policy agendas); organised
Community (social justice) scepticism)

counter-norms are articulated in Anglophone, audit-intense
systems, rather than as a universally popular normative ethos
comparable to CUDOS. From an institutional logics perspective,
DECAY points to a reweighting of market and corporation log-
ics in the governance of academic labour, while still recognising
that these logics intersect—sometimes reinforcing, sometimes
undermining—with profession, state and community logics in
the academic field. Table 2 summarises these relationships.

Differentialism reframes scholarly worth in terms of world
rankings position and brand value. Market logic celebrates such
differentiation as a driver of competition, while corporation
logic translates it into branding and ranking strategies. Yet state
logic's equity commitments and the profession logic's universal-
ist standards resist excessive stratification.

Egoism foregrounds personal advancement, mirroring mar-
ket assumptions about self-interest and corporate HR systems
geared to individual performance. This sits uneasily with the
profession logic's expectation that academics subordinate per-
sonal gain to disciplinary progress and public service.

Capitalism treats knowledge as a tradable asset. Market and
corporation logics legitimise patents, spin-outs and revenue
targets, but the profession logic's view of science as a public
good—and many state-funding regimes that mandate open ac-
cess—push back against full commodification.

Advocacy instrumentalises research to pursue commercial, or-
ganisational, political or social goals. Depending on whose in-
terests are served, it can align with market, corporation, state or
community logics. What unites these variants is their departure
from the profession logic's insistence on disinterested, sceptical
communication of findings.

Community

Market

AN

~

Corporation

The size of each box schematically reflects the relative weight of that logic within
the DECAY configuration; it does not represent a measured quantity.

Proximity and opposition between logics reflect the patterns of compatibility and
tension.

FIGURE 3 | DECAY in the Institutional Logics Wheel.

By placing DECAY within the Institutional Logics Wheel, we
illustrate its structure in Figure 3.

5 | Conditions for Logic Alignment and Conflict

In Section 4, plotting CUDOS and DECAY on the institutional
logics wheel enables us to grasp the configurations of research
norms in academic work, as well as the normative compatibilities
and frictions evident in contemporary research environments.
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TABLE 3 | Key conditions that foster alignment among institutional logics in academic research.

Condition Logics most often aligned Illustrative arena
Complementary value Profession « Market; University-industry R&D partnerships;
propositions Profession « Community engaged-scholarship projects

Shared temporal orientations

Institutional complementarity =~ Profession « Market « State (Triple Helix)

External legitimacy pressures

Profession < State

Profession < Community;
Profession < Market

Long-horizon public-funded basic research
Regional innovation clusters (e.g., Silicon Valley)

Impact-based funding and evaluation regimes

Here, we further examine when and how these coexisting insti-
tutional logics align or clash.

5.1 | Conditions That Foster Alignment Among
Institutional Logics

Institutional logics coexist most harmoniously when they share
compatible goals, means and success metrics, or when exter-
nal incentives encourage cooperation rather than competition.
Four recurring conditions, summarised in Table 3, help explain
why alignment sometimes triumphs over conflict in academic
research.

Complementary Value Propositions Alignment is easiest
when logics offer benefits the others lack. Profession logic's depth
of scholarly expertise, for example, dovetails with market logic's
search for innovation and speed, creating win-win university-in-
dustry collaborations in which academic insight feeds commercial
product pipelines while industry resources fund fresh lines of in-
quiry (Perkmann et al. 2013). A similar complementarity exists
between profession and community logics in engaged-scholarship
or community-based research, where rigorous methods advance
discipline-specific knowledge even as projects address local social
needs (Boyer 1996; Saltmarsh et al. 2009).

Shared Temporal Orientations Logics mesh more smoothly
when they work to comparable time horizons. Both profession
and state logics typically accept long lead times for capacity-
building and fundamental discovery, which is why publicly
funded basic research has historically flourished in universities
(Geiger 2004). By contrast, market logic's focus on quick returns
can misalign agendas—unless corporate partners adopt longer
investment perspectives or governments accelerate commercial
timetables.

Institutional Complementarity When each logic supplies dis-
tinct yet interdependent capabilities, alignment becomes struc-
turally advantageous. The Triple Helix model illustrates how the
profession logic's knowledge generation, the market logic's com-
mercialisation machinery and the state logic's coordination and
risk-capital roles combine to create high-performing innovation
systems such as Silicon Valley, Cambridge (UK) or Boston's
Route 128 (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff 2000; Saxenian 1994;
Kenney and Mowery 2014).

External Legitimacy Pressures Finally, shared scru-
tiny from funders, policymakers, media, and the public can

synchronise logics. Impact-oriented assessment regimes now
oblige academics to demonstrate both scholarly quality and so-
cietal benefit, nudging profession and community logics into
partnership (Marginson 2013; Watermeyer 2019). Likewise,
policy calls for entrepreneurial universities encourage profes-
sion and market logics to converge around spin-outs and pat-
ents that enhance both reputation and revenue (Clark 1998;
Etzkowitz 2008).

Recognising these conditions allows university leaders and poli-
cymakers to design incentives, timelines and evaluation criteria
that pull disparate logics towards mutual reinforcement rather
than collision.

5.2 | Conditions That Trigger Conflict Among
Institutional Logics

Logics collide when their goals, means or success metrics are
mutually exclusive and when external circumstances pit in-
stitutional spheres against one another in a zero-sum fashion.
Table 4 groups the most salient conflict triggers in academic re-
search and links them to illustrative tensions and sources.

Competing resource claims arise whenever two logics fight
for the same scarce assets—time, funding or staff. The classic
teaching-versus-research dilemma (Fairweather 2002) sets
the logic of the profession for disciplinary scholarship against
market or state imperatives for instructional revenue or work-
force preparation. Likewise, funding contests between basic
(profession) and applied (market) research priorities force ac-
ademics to trade scholarly curiosity for commercial relevance
(Stokes 1997).

Incompatible evaluation criteria generate conflict by re-
warding different things. Peer review values rigour and orig-
inality (profession logic), whereas citation tallies and media
reach reflect market logics of visibility and quick uptake (Hicks
et al. 2015). Researchers often ‘game’ whichever metric domi-
nates, thereby eroding confidence in both systems (Muller 2018).

Temporal misalignments occur when logics operate on diver-
gent clocks. Academic publication and tenure cycles span years,
but firms require rapid prototypes and market entry (Siegel
et al. 2003). Similarly, policymakers constrained by electoral
cycles may demand immediate answers from studies that need
decades to mature (Pielke 2007). The resulting frustration can
derail collaborations or distort findings.
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TABLE 4 | Conditions that spark conflict among institutional logics in academic research.

Conflict trigger

Typical logics at odds

Illustrative tension

Competing resource claims
Incompatible evaluation
criteria

Temporal misalignments

Cultural/identity clashes

Institutional capture

Profession vs. Market; Profession vs. State

Profession vs. Market

Profession vs. Market; Profession vs. State

Profession vs. Market

Dominant Market over
Profession & Community

Faculty time split between teaching and
research; basic vs. applied funding priorities

Peer-review quality vs. citation/
impact metrics; ‘gaming’ behaviour

Lengthy publication cycles vs. rapid product
timelines; research cycles vs. electoral cycles

Scholar identity (collegial, disinterested)
vs. entrepreneurial identity
(competitive, self-interested)

‘Marketisation’ that subordinates scholarly
quality to revenue or funding success

Cultural and identity clashes stem from contradictory self-
conceptions. Traditional academic identity prizes collegiality
and disinterested service to knowledge, whereas entrepreneur-
ial identity centres on personal gain and market impact (Jain
et al. 2009). When institutions frame these identities as mutually
exclusive, scholars experience internal strain and inter-group
friction (Owen-Smith and Powell 2001).

Institutional capture occurs when one logic becomes so
dominant that it distorts or suppresses others. Marketisation of
higher education—manifest in revenue-driven strategies and
funding-chasing metrics—has provoked a backlash from fac-
ulty and students who identify with profession or community
logics (Marginson 2013). Where market criteria eclipse scholarly
quality or civic mission, resistance movements emerge to defend
core academic values (Slaughter and Rhoades 2004).

Recognising these conflict triggers equips universities and pol-
icymakers to design safeguards—such as balanced evaluation
systems, realistic timelines and hybrid identity frameworks—
that prevent any single logic from crowding out the rest and
thereby protect the integrity of academic research.

6 | The Institutional logics Wheel: Locating
Hybrid and Bridging Logics

Our third research question asks which emerging or potential
hybrid and bridging logics can reconcile conflicting norms.
To answer it, we first position the five most salient logics—
profession, community, state, market, and corporation—on
the wheel to locate compatibilities and points of friction,
thereby identifying where hybrids and bridges are most likely
to emerge.

6.1 | Positioning Research Logics on
the Institutional Logics Wheel

The preceding analysis shows that both CUDOS and DECAY
are composites of multiple institutional logics. To reflect
their varying compatibilities and frictions, we recalibrated

Profession

Community

State

Market

Corporation |—

\

Proximity and opposition between logics reflect the patterns of compatibility and
tension.
FIGURE 4 | Institutional logics wheel in the context of research in
higher education.

the wheel—adjusting distances between logics accordingly
(Figure 4). Relative positions and distances schematically repre-
sent typical patterns of compatibility, conflict and hybridisation
between logics, based on institutional logics theory and higher
education governance literature (Friedland and Alford 1991;
Thornton et al. 2012; Clark 1983; Greenwood et al. 2011; Cai and
Mountford 2022), as well as the discussions in the previous sec-
tions and on empirically observed ‘linking’ logics in Mountford
and Cai (2026). Closer logics share overlapping value emphases
and frequently form alliances or hybrids, whereas more distant
logics are more likely to be in tension and to require bridging
mechanisms.

At the top centre of the wheel sits the profession logic, the
classical foundation of academic legitimacy. It emphasises ex-
pertise, autonomy, peer review and service to the discipline,
and most closely underpins CUDOS—especially universalism
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Profession

<Academic—entrepreneuriaD

< Translational-research >

Market

.| Corporation

State

Rectangles = institutional logics
Rounded rectangles / circles = hybrid logics
Arrows point from the institutional logics (rectangles) to the hybrid logics
(Rounded rectangles) and indicate that each hybrid logic draws on and partially
integrates elements from those parent logics. The arrows do not represent
temporal causality or quantitative influence; they simply show which logics are
combined in each hybrid configuration.

FIGURE5 | Hybrid logics in academic research.

(merit-based evaluation), disinterestedness (insulation
from personal interests) and organised scepticism (rigorous
scrutiny).

Adjacent is the community logic, which shares a concern for
collective benefit but defines the relevant community more
broadly, extending to society at large. It supports CUDOS com-
munism (knowledge sharing) and, where advocacy serves the
public rather than private gain, overlaps with selected aspects
of DECAY.

The state logic sits adjacent to the community logic and rela-
tively close to the profession logic. Although it also borders the
corporation logic, it is farther from it than from the profession.
When the state funds fundamental research and safeguards ac-
ademic freedom, it sustains CUDOS; when it insists on impact,
accountability and policy relevance, it echoes DECAY. It there-
fore functions as a hinge between scholarly autonomy and the
public mandate.

Opposite to the profession logic is the corporation logic. Its man-
agerial hierarchy, reliance on metrics, and efficiency orientation
tend to favour DECAY. However, quality-management routines
can partially complement CUDOS by formalising standards and
review processes.

Adjacent to the corporation logic and opposite the community
logic lies the market logic, which reflects tensions between in-
dividualised competition and collective welfare. It aligns with
DECAY—capitalism (commercialisation), egoism (careerism),
and differentialism (status competition)—yet can also reinforce
a meritocratic interpretation of universalism.

This spatial arrangement clarifies where conflicts predictably
arise (e.g., profession versus corporation/market) and where hy-
brid logics are most likely to form (e.g., profession with commu-
nity or state).

6.2 | Hybrid Logics in Academic Research

The institutional logics wheel helps to identify and interpret
hybrid logics that arise where core logics intersect, generating
normative frames better suited to complex university settings.
We identify and explicate four such hybrids and invite further
empirical and conceptual examination (see Figure 5).

Academic entrepreneurial logic sits at the junction of pro-
fession and market logics. It reframes commercialisation as
knowledge application, enabling academics to retain scholarly
credibility while engaging in patent licensing, spin-outs and
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industry-sponsored research (Etzkowitz 2008; Shane 2004).
The approach cultivates ‘academic entrepreneurs’ who can
traverse scholarly and commercial arenas (Owen-Smith and
Powell 2001). However, when commercial viability and revenue
generation become dominant criteria, market and corporation
logics can override professional judgements and community-
oriented purposes, leading to conflicts of interest in the selec-
tion of research topics, methodologies and in how findings are
reported (Owen-Smith and Powell 2001).

Open science logic combines profession, community and,
to some extent, state logics by pairing rigorous peer review
with democratic access, as seen in open-access publishing,
open data and participatory methods that seek simultaneous
gains in quality and accessibility (Fecher and Friesike 2014;
Tennant et al. 2016). Funders, policymakers and civil-society
actors increasingly endorse these practices, and transna-
tional policy frames such as the European Commission's
‘Open Innovation, Open Science, Open to the World’ agenda,
UNESCO’s Recommendation on Open Science and cOAli-
tion S's Plan S normalise mandates for immediate open ac-
cess, data sharing and participatory practices (European
Commission 2016; UNESCO 2021; cOAlition S 2021). These
mandates recalibrate evaluative and accountability regimes
by making openness a condition for funding, career advance-
ment and institutional prestige, thereby dynamically re-
weighting the relative influence of logics and, in terms of the
institutional logics wheel, ‘rotating’ state and community log-
ics towards profession as quality and impact are jointly rede-
fined over time (European Commission 2016; UNESCO 2021;
cOAlition S 2021). However, uneven ability to pay article-
processing charges, the proliferation of predatory outlets and
disputes over credit or priority allow market and corporation
logics to colonise open science practices, undermining profes-
sional standards of quality and equity even as community and
state actors promote openness (Tennant et al. 2016; European
Commission 2016).

Responsible innovation logic links profession, community
and state logics. It requires researchers to anticipate ethical,
social and environmental implications, engage stakeholders
and institute reflexive governance—particularly salient for
emerging technologies such as nanotechnology, synthetic
biology and AI (Stilgoe et al. 2013; Owen et al. 2012). Policy
support frames these practices as foundations of public trust
(von Schomberg 2013). However, when responsible innovation
is reduced to checklists, consultations and impact statements,
bureaucratic state and corporation logics can dominate, pro-
ducing procedural ‘responsibility’ that crowds out profes-
sional reflexivity and genuine community responsiveness
(Stilgoe et al. 2013).

Translational research logic bridges profession and state
logics by creating structured pathways from discovery to
application—whether in policy, clinical practice or techno-
logical innovation (Woolf 2008). Established in biomedicine
and increasingly applied to education and environmental
science (Jones et al. 2022; Eisenhauer et al. 2021), it relies on
cross-sector teams, shared infrastructures and milestone-
based funding (Dougherty and Conway 2008). Although ten-
sions persist between the long horizons of basic science and

short-term implementation pressures, major funders now treat
translation as essential to securing public value and returns
on investment (Drolet and Lorenzi 2011). However, strong
pressures to demonstrate rapid, measurable benefits mean
that state and market logics can overshadow professional cu-
riosity, encouraging premature closure of inquiry and over-
promising of utility within compressed timelines (Woolf 2008;
Drolet and Lorenzi 2011).

6.3 | Bridging Mechanisms

As discussed in Section 3, bridging mechanisms are not them-
selves fully fledged societal-level logics in the sense described by
Friedland and Alford (1991) or Thornton et al. (2012). Instead,
they function as intermediary criteria, ideologies, or practices
that facilitate interaction and coordination between distinct
logics while preserving the integrity of each parent logic. We
identify four such mechanisms that are especially prominent in
contemporary academic research (see Figure 6).

Excellence operates primarily as an evaluative criterion
and, in some contexts, as an ideology. It mediates between
profession and market logics by supplying a shared vocabu-
lary of quality and performance applicable across scholarly,
commercial, and civic arenas (Readings 1996). This enables
actors to retain distinct priorities while coordinating around
‘high standards’, whether expressed as scholarly impact, mar-
ket success, or policy effectiveness (Hazelkorn 2015). Yet the
vagueness of ‘excellence’ allows market and corporation logics
to appropriate the term to justify narrow performance metrics
and competitive rankings, distorting profession-community
understandings of quality and encouraging metric gaming
(Readings 1996; Hazelkorn 2015).

Innovation combines elements of ideology (valuing novelty and
problem-solving) and institutionalised practice (innovation pro-
cesses, cross-sector partnerships, policy programmes). It bridges
profession, market, and state logics by linking knowledge cre-
ation to practical applications—products, policies, or social solu-
tions (Lundvall 1992). It underpins a division of labour within
innovation systems: universities contribute discovery and tal-
ent, industry provides commercialisation, and government
coordinates and invests (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff 2000). In
this guise, innovation discourse can be captured by market and
profession logics, legitimising the diversion of public resources
towards narrowly focused technological agendas at the expense
of broader professional and community priorities (Godin 2006;
Lundvall 1992).

Impact functions as both an ideology (norm that research
should demonstrably benefit society) and an evaluative crite-
rion (measured through citations, policy adoption, or commu-
nity outcomes). It connects profession, state, and community
logics by enabling joint work while preserving sector-specific
interpretations of value: scholarly influence for academics,
evidence-informed change for policymakers, and empowerment
for civic actors (Reed 2016). Transnational frames—UNESCO's
Recommendation on Open Science (2021) and cOAlition S's
Plan S—also ‘rotate’ state/community closer to the profession
by re-articulating impact as a public good delivered through
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Rectangles = institutional logics
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Arrows indicate the mediating role of each bridging mechanism between
institutional logics: they show which logics are connected, translated or
harmonised by a given mechanism, rather than representing temporal causality or
the strength of influence.

FIGURE 6 | Bridging mechanisms.

open, verifiable scholarship, reinforcing alignment around qual-
ity, transparency, and accessibility (UNESCO 2021; cOAlition
S 2021). When impact is operationalised mainly through short-
term, quantifiable indicators, state and corporation audit logics
can dominate, marginalising professional and community val-
uations of exploratory, critical or long-term research that is less
easily measured (Penfield et al. 2014; Watermeyer 2019).

Sustainable development functions less as a fully-fledged so-
cietal logic than as an evolving ideology and institutionalised
practice that bridges community, corporation, and state logics.
As Platonova (2013) observes, it represents a worldview that
transcends private interests by embedding collective purposes
and intergenerational responsibility, naturally aligning with the
community logic. At the same time, corporate actors have insti-
tutionalised sustainability through practices such as corporate
social responsibility, ISO 14001 certification, and sustainabil-
ity indices, embedding efficiency and competitiveness within a
wider ethos of responsibility (Platonova 2013). Crucially, sus-
tainability is also anchored in state logic: the UN Sustainable
Development Goals, national climate legislation, and public
funding schemes make sustainability a policy mandate, align-
ing corporate practice and community values with regulatory
authority. In higher education, sustainability agendas can

therefore provide a shared reference point for aligning civic pur-
poses, organisational strategy and public regulation (Cai and
Ahmad 2023, Vasilescu et al. 2010; Serensen et al. 2019)—while
also carrying risks of symbolic adoption and institutional de-
coupling when used mainly for branding or compliance (Purvis
et al. 2019; Snelson-Powell et al. 2016).

These bridging mechanisms create workable interfaces—qual-
ity, innovation, and societal benefit—through which actors can
cooperate despite underlying normative differences. Their effec-
tiveness depends on actively governing the risks of vagueness,
goal divergence, and metric dominance, while maintaining clar-
ity about who defines value and how it is assessed.

7 | Conclusions

This article reinterprets CUDOS and DECAY as configura-
tions of multiple institutional logics rather than as a simple bi-
nary opposition. Using an institutional logics wheel, we (i) map
CUDOS/DECAY elements onto profession, market, corporation,
state and community logics, (ii) derive propositions about where
these logics are likely to align or clash, and (iii) identify hybrid
logics (entrepreneurial, open science, responsible innovation,
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translational research) and bridging mechanisms (excellence,
innovation, impact, sustainable development) that can mediate
tensions between scholarly rigour and societal relevance.

The study makes three contributions. First, it introduces an in-
stitutional logics wheel of research norms: a relational, spatial
model that locates research norms in a five-logic configuration
and derives propositions about their compatibility, conflict, hy-
bridisation and mediation. It extends institutional logics and
higher education governance work by focusing on the micro-
normative arena of research ethos and by specifying how dif-
ferent logics are likely to align or clash. Applying the model, we
re-read classical CUDOS norms (Merton 1942) and Macfarlane's
DECAY counter-schema (Macfarlane 2024) as particular config-
urations of profession, market, corporation, state and commu-
nity logics rather than isolated, opposing codes.

Second, the wheel advances institutional logics analysis by mov-
ing beyond bipolar or matrix models to a graded, relational vi-
sualisation that clarifies when logics are likely to converge or
clash. This aligns with evidence that logics can be selectively
integrated; for example, Jiang and Zhang (2023) show how insti-
tutions can selectively bridge into complementary hybrids.

Third, highlighting the generative role of hybrid and bridging
logics, the study refines accounts of institutional complexity that
emphasise conflict and trade-offs (e.g., Greenwood et al. 2011).
Our analysis shows how universities can convert tensions into
resources for innovation and adaptation. It echoes recent work
on university management and leadership that highlights op-
portunities arising from the coexistence of multiple logics
(Cai 2026b).

Practically, the wheel reframes normative conflict as a gover-
nance challenge: universities need not choose between CUDOS
and DECAY but can design arrangements that allow divergent
logics to coexist. It highlights four strategies: segmentation where
distant logics (e.g., market-community) repeatedly collide; com-
posite evaluation where adjacent logics share criteria; bound-
ary brokerage using bridging mechanisms such as excellence,
innovation and impact; and hybrid cultivation that strengthens
emergent hybrids (entrepreneurial, open science, responsible in-
novation, translational research) so tensions become productive
rather than paralysing.

Several limitations invite further inquiry. The argument rests
on secondary literature; multi-layered case studies and survey
evidence are needed to test whether predicted compatibili-
ties and conflicts hold in practice. The wheel draws primarily
on Western sources; research in post-colonial and resource-
constrained systems may reveal alternative configurations.
Longitudinal designs could capture how exogenous shocks—
digital infrastructures, policy shifts—rotate the wheel over
time, and micro-level studies could show how individual ca-
reers and identities are shaped by, and reshape, the interplay
of logics.

Finally, managing normative tensions in twenty-first-century
academia is less about choosing a winner among logics than
choreographing them. The institutional logics wheel offers a
vocabulary and a compass for that choreography, encouraging

universities to treat pluralism not as an obstacle but as a catalyst
for innovation that reconciles scholarly excellence and societal
relevance.
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Appendix 1

Anchor Texts Used in The Theory-Synthesis and Their Roles

Thematic strand

Anchor text(s) (as cited in the
manuscript)

Role in the synthesis

Classical scientific norms
(CUDOS) and ethos of
science

Counter-norms/DECAY and
changing academic ethos

Institutional logics - core Friedland and Alford (1991); Thornton

theory and organisational
pluralism

Higher education

governance, institutional Mountford (2022); Cai (2026a); Cai and

logics in HE and sustainable/
entrepreneurial universities

Conceptual and review
methodology

Academic capitalism,

entrepreneurial science and and Leydesdorff (2000); Slaughter and

translational research

Open science and open access

Responsible research and
innovation (RRI) and related
governance frames

Excellence, rankings,
metrics, impact and audit
culture

Sustainable development,
universities and
sustainability discourse

Merton (1938, 1942); Bernal (1939);
Ziman (1978, 1983); Koch (2002);
Bush (1945).

Macfarlane (2024); Deem and
Brehony (2005); Fairweather (2002);
Jiang and Zhang (2023); Weber (1974,
1946); Ziman (1978, 1983).

and Ocasio (1999); Thornton
et al. (2012); Greenwood et al. (2011).

Clark (1983, 1998); Cai and

Ahmad (2023); Lattu and Cai (2023);
Mountford and Cai (2023).

Arksey and O'Malley (2005); Jesson
et al. (2011); Jaakkola (2020).

Etzkowitz (1983, 2008); Etzkowitz

Rhoades (2004); Siegel et al. (2003);
Shane (2004); Jain et al. (2009);
Dougherty and Conway (2008);

Woolf (2008).

Fecher and Friesike (2014); Tennant
et al. (2016); Eve (2014); European
Commission (2016); UNESCO (2021);
cOAlition S (2021).

Stilgoe et al. (2013); von
Schomberg (2013) .

Readings (1996); Hazelkorn (2015);
Shore and Wright (2015); Hicks
et al. (2015); Penfield et al. (2014);
Watermeyer (2019).

Purvis et al. (2019); Vasilescu
et al. (2010); Snelson-Powell et al.
(2016); Cai and Ahmad (2023).

Provide the core reconstruction and historical contextualisation of

classical scientific norms (CUDOS) and the ethos of science; define

the benchmark professional research ethos against which emergent
counter-norms and DECAY are contrasted.

Anchor the diagnosis of emergent counter-norms and shifting academic
ethos (DECAY); provide critical perspectives on managerialism,
performativity and individualisation in contemporary academia that
motivate positioning DECAY as a heuristic lens rather than a stabilised
code.

Supply the foundational institutional logics framework (multiple
societal logics, contradictions, hybridisation) and the notion of
organisational responses to institutional complexity; underpin the
design of the institutional logics wheel and its propositions about
compatibility, conflict and hybridisation.

Provide governance heuristics (e.g., Clark's triangle of coordination)
and institutional logics analyses in higher education; frame universities
as arenas of institutional pluralism and inform the adaptation of the
institutional logics wheel to the micro-normative arena of research,
including sustainable/entrepreneurial university debates.

Guide the design of the conceptual/theory-synthesis strategy and
scoping of the literature; justify the integrative, non-systematic yet
transparent approach and the use of “anchor texts” to structure the

synthesis.

Ground the identification of academic entrepreneurial and
translational research logics as hybrid configurations of profession,
market, corporation and state logics; provide empirical illustrations

of commercialisation, technology transfer and “bench-to-bedside”
dynamics used in the wheel's hybrid-logics segment.

Anchor the conceptualisation of open science as a hybrid logic
combining profession, community and state logics; provide evidence
and policy frames (e.g., open access mandates, Plan S, UNESCO
Recommendation) for how transnational open science policies
recalibrate evaluation regimes and “rotate” state/community closer to
profession on the wheel.

Provide core definitions and frameworks for responsible research
and innovation and related science-policy agendas; support the
identification of responsible innovation logic as a hybrid configuration
and inform the discussion of its benefits and risks within the wheel.

»

Anchor the treatment of “excellence”, “impact” and associated metric
regimes as bridging mechanisms and expressions of state/corporation
audit logics; provide empirical and conceptual analyses of rankings,
performance indicators and their effects on academic work and
research norms.

Ground the interpretation of “sustainable development” as a bridging
mechanism connecting community, state and corporation logics;
inform the analysis of how sustainability and SDG discourses are

institutionalised in higher education and how decoupling between
rhetoric and practice can occur.
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Appendix 2

Three-Step Theory-Synthesis Process

Step Aim Main activities and guiding questions Outputs
1. Scoping To delineate the Scan and read key works on research norms (CUDOS, Three thematic strands providing
and clustering  conceptual territory and DECAY and related debates), institutional logics in the basic structure for the synthesis.
the corpus identify relevant strands higher education, and research governance agendas

of literature (audit, impact, open science, entrepreneurialism). Cluster

2. Comparing
anchor texts
within and
across strands

contributions into three strands: (1) classical and counter-
norms; (2) institutional logics and higher education
governance; (3) hybrid logics and bridging mechanisms
in research and innovation.

To identify Within each strand, identify “anchor texts” that are A comparative understanding of

complementarities, conceptually central or highly cited. Ask: How do they how different strands account for

tensions and blind spots conceptualise norms and logics? Which institutional fragmented research norms and
between strands domains do they foreground (profession, market, their limitations.

corporation, state, community, etc.)? Across strands, ask:
What aspects of contemporary “norm fragmentation”
each strand explains well, and where do explanations
remain partial?

3.Integrating  To develop an integrative ~ Use insights from Steps 1-2 to configure the institutional The institutional logics wheel
strands model and derive logics wheel and position research norms as expressions of research norms and a set of
through the propositions of different logics and their combinations. Derive propositions and applications
institutional propositions about (i) compatibility and conflict (CUDOS/DECAY mapping, hybrid
logics wheel (proximity and distance on the wheel), (ii) hybrid logics logics, bridging mechanisms).
(combinations of adjacent logics), and (iii) bridging
mechanisms (devices that mediate tensions between
more distant logics). Apply the wheel to reinterpret
CUDOS and DECAY and to locate hybrid logics and
bridging mechanisms.
Appendix 3

Hybrid Logics and Bridging Mechanisms in Academic Research: Origins, Structures, Functions and Classification

Why classified as
Primary/adjacent Primary functionin the  hybrid logic/bridging
Hybrids or bridges Category parent logics Main structure field mechanism
Academic Hybrid logic ~ Profession, market, Integrates academic quality =~ Mobilises research capacity =~ Treated as a hybrid logic
entrepreneurial logic corporation criteria with revenue and institutional resources because it combines,
generation, competitive for commercialisation, in a relatively stable
positioning and managerial third-stream activities organisational template,
control, often institutionalised ~ and university-industry professional norms of
in technology-transfer offices, collaboration. scholarship with market
incubators and third-stream incentives and corporate-
programmes (Etzkowitz 2008; style management, rather
Slaughter and Rhoades 2004). than merely invoking them
discursively.
Open science logic Hybrid logic Profession, Combines peer review Expands access, Treated as a hybrid logic
community, state and epistemic standards transparency and reuse because it recombines
with norms of openness, of research outputs while  profession, community and
participation and public value, seeking to maintain state logics into a coherent
embedded in funder mandates, professional quality pattern of values, rules and
repositories, data-management standards and public infrastructures that governs
plans and evaluation criteria accountability. research practice, rather
(Fecher and Friesike 2014; than acting only as a loose
Tennant et al. 2016; bridging label.

European Commission 2016;
UNESCO 2021; cOAlition
S 2021).
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Why classified as
Primary/adjacent Primary function in the  hybrid logic/bridging
Hybrids or bridges Category parent logics Main structure field mechanism
Responsible innovation ~ Hybrid logic Profession, state, Embeds anticipatory, reflexive, Aligns research and Treated as a hybrid
logic community inclusive and responsive innovation trajectories logic because it
practices into research with societal values, integrates elements of
and innovation processes, regulatory expectations professional expertise,
often formalised in RRI and stakeholder concerns state regulation, and
frameworks, funding calls through structured community participation
and governance procedures engagement and into a relatively stabilised
(Stilgoe et al. 2013). governance. governance template for
research and innovation.
Translational research Hybrid logic Profession, state Connects basic research, Accelerates the movement Treated as a hybrid
logic clinical practice and of knowledge from logic because it fuses
application under time- discovery to practice, professional scientific
bound, impact-oriented emphasising utility, norms with state demands
frameworks, institutionalised effectiveness and for timely, outcome-oriented
in translational research measurable outcomes. research into a distinctive,
centres, networks and funding institutionalised way of
programmes (Woolf 2008). organising research.
Excellence Bridging Profession, market Vague yet powerful evaluative Provides a common Treated as a bridging
mechanism label used in rankings, language for “quality” mechanism because
funding schemes and that can coordinate it operates as a shared
performance management funders, managers and evaluative label
systems (Readings 1996; academics, but also enables  appropriated by multiple
Hazelkorn 2015; Shore and metricisation and status logics, without forming a
Wright 2015). competition. coherent logic with its own
stable authority structure or
value system.
Innovation (as policy Bridging State, market, Broad, future-oriented policy Justifies investment, Treated as a bridging
mantra) mechanism profession and strategy frame invoked  organisational change and mechanism because it
across research, teachingand  cross-sector collaboration functions as a rhetorical and
engagement agendas and in by appealing to growth, policy frame that different
national and institutional competitiveness and logics can endorse for
strategies. problem-solving. different reasons, rather
than as a distinct, stabilised
logic of its own.
Impact Bridging State, profession, Assessment category and Connects professional Treated as a bridging
mechanism community discourse linking research research agendas to state mechanism because
to economic, social, and stakeholder demands it provides a shared
cultural or policy outcomes,  for demonstrable benefits, vocabulary and assessment
operationalised in impact reorienting evaluation device through which
case studies, metrics and around outcomes beyond different logics negotiate
evaluation frameworks (Hicks academia. value and accountability,
et al. 2015; Penfield et al. 2014; without fully integrating
Watermeyer 2019). those logics into a new
hybrid.
Sustainable Bridging Community, state, ~Normative and policy frame  Aligns university strategies Treated as a bridging
development mechanism corporation (e.g., SDGs, sustainability ~ and research portfolios with mechanism because

strategies) that overlays
existing logics with
environmental and social
goals in institutional missions,
curricula and research
agendas (Purvis et al. 2019;
Vasilescu et al. 2010; Cai and
Ahmad 2023).

environmental and social
responsibility agendas,
potentially coordinating
diverse logics around
sustainability goals.

SDG-related discourse and
policies typically overlay
and connect existing, state,
corporation and community
commitments, rather than
fusing them into a new,
internally coherent logic
with its own authority
structure.

European Journal of Education, 2026

17 of 17

95UB017 SUOWIWIOD 9A 11810 3|qeot dde auy Aq peusenob afe sajolie YO 8SN JO Sa|nJ J0j ARIq 178Ul UO A8]IAN UO (SUOPUOO-PUR-SLUBY/LIY A8 | 1M Afe.d]1/BuJUo//:Sdhy) SUOTPUOD pue Swie | 8u) 89S *[9202/90/2T] Uo ARiqi1auliuo A8|Im IS uoepunod AisieAiun aedwe | Aq T6G02POR/TTTT OT/I0P/W00 A8 im Afe.d1jBul|uoy/Sdny Woj pepeo|umod ‘g ‘9202 ‘SErESorT



	Beyond CUDOS and DECAY: Mapping Research Norms With an Institutional Logics Wheel
	ABSTRACT
	1   |   Introduction
	2   |   Research Method
	3   |   Institutional Logics Perspective and the Institutional Logics Wheel
	3.1   |   The Institutional Logics Perspective
	3.2   |   The Institutional Logics Wheel Framework

	4   |   Mapping CUDOS and DECAY Norms to Institutional Logics and the Wheel
	4.1   |   CUDOS Norms Through the Lens of Institutional Logics
	4.2   |   DECAY Norms Through the Lens of Institutional Logics

	5   |   Conditions for Logic Alignment and Conflict
	5.1   |   Conditions That Foster Alignment Among Institutional Logics
	5.2   |   Conditions That Trigger Conflict Among Institutional Logics

	6   |   The Institutional logics Wheel: Locating Hybrid and Bridging Logics
	6.1   |   Positioning Research Logics on the Institutional Logics Wheel
	6.2   |   Hybrid Logics in Academic Research
	6.3   |   Bridging Mechanisms

	7   |   Conclusions
	Author Contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	References
	 Appendix 1
	 Appendix 2
	 Appendix 3


