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Abstract

The requirements for research data management (RDM) have increased. Due to academia’s neoliberalization, however, researchers already 
face a high workload within a hypercompetitive environment. The demand to integrate RDM as an additional task into academics’ day-to-
day actions seems to be quixotic. To deepen our understanding of early career researchers’ (ECRs) daily work arbitrage, we need to know 
more about their behavior, actions, and decisions in relation to RDM. Drawing on a multiple institutional logics perspective at the micro-level, 
we conducted 40 semistructured interviews at German higher education institutions (HEIs) to investigate how ECRs respond to institutional 
logics in the context of RDM. Our findings revealed three profiles – the conformist, the waverer, and the resister – that make use of different 
response strategies to the state, market, professional, and community logic. We contribute to institutional logic research at the micro-level 
and, in addition, broaden prior research on HEIs and RDM by taking neoliberal academia into account.
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Researchers face pressure from a wide range of actors, 
such as politicians, higher education institutions (HEIs), 
and journals, to adopt research data management 

(RDM). RDM focuses on the handling of research data – col-
lection, organization, storage, and documentation – both 
during and after a research activity1 with the aim of keeping 
data findable, accessible, interoperable, and reusable (FAIR) in 
the long term (Wilkinson et al., 2016). Along with FAIR data,2 

1. Structured RDM actions can be taken at all stages of the data life cycle 
– planning research projects, creation/collection, processing and analysis, 
sharing and publishing, archiving, reuse. These should be appropriate to 
maintain the scientific validity of research data to preserve its accessibility 
to others for evaluation and analysis and to secure the chain of evidence.
2. In 2016, the ‘FAIR guiding principles for scientific data management and 
stewardship’ by Wilkinson et al. (2016) were published. The authors pro-
vide guidelines to improve the findability, accessibility, interoperability, and 
reuse (FAIR) of digital assets. Findability means that metadata and data 
should be easy to find for both humans and computers. Accessibility signi-
fies that once users find the required data, they need to know how they 
can be accessed, possibly including authentication and authorization. 
Interoperability implies that the data usually need to be integrated with 
other data, applications, or workflows for analysis, storage, and processing. 
Reusability implies the necessity to describe (meta)data so that it can be 

RDM not only enhances the transparency of the research 
process but also contributes to open science and thus helps 
to build ‘sustainable academia’, that is, open, engaged, and 
slow science that allows researchers to reflect on their 
research and find new ways to connect with each other by 
reducing their own footprint (Berkowitz & Delacour, 2020). 
But reasons driving or limiting RDM’s adoption are manifold, 
and they are shaped by researchers’ behaviors and attitudes 
(Defazio et al., 2022; Fecher et al., 2015; Schwarz & 
Bouckenooghe, 2024). The European Union (EU) estimates 
‘the annual cost of not having FAIR data to a minimum of 
€10.2 billion per year’ (European Commission, 2018a, p. 26) 
in the academic sector alone. In terms of wider policy inter-
ests, there is increasing demand on researchers to integrate 
RDM and FAIR principles into their day-to-day actions to 
ensure a sustainable use of resources. However, the experi-
ences reported in HEIs and research institutes suggest that 
RDM is still practiced by a relatively limited number of 
researchers (Stieglitz et al., 2020).

replicated and/or combined in different settings. For more information 
about FAIR, see here: https://www.go-fair.org/.
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The attitudes and actions of early career researchers3 
(ECRs) as the next generation of university professors are par-
ticularly significant because they are an important group in the 
long-term adoption of RDM. However, in light of academia’s 
neoliberalization, including increasingly insecure academic ca-
reers due to precarious casual and contract-based employ-
ment (Knights & Clarke, 2014), performance measurement, 
and overwork (Bottrell & Manathunga, 2019; Lorenz, 2012), 
ECRs are under intense work pressure due to increasing 
teaching, research, and administrative responsibilities (Bristow 
et al., 2017; Docherty, 2015; McCann et al., 2020). As Rowlands 
and Rawolle (2013) have cautioned against the use of neolib-
eralism as a catch-all, we define neoliberal academia as a field 
‘fraught with intensified corporate culture [in universities] that 
disempowers academics by eroding their autonomy and im-
posing on them standardized, quantified measures of produc-
tivity’ (Yin & Mu, 2023, p. 66). ECRs have an especially limited 
ability to oppose neoliberal academia or to deal with its ex-
cesses. Considering the numerous tasks ECRs are responsible 
for, integrating additional tasks such as RDM into their day-to-
day actions within neoliberal academia is difficult, even if RDM 
can provide numerous benefits (Berkowitz & Delacour, 2022).

Building on recent insights from the institutional logics liter-
ature, we consider both institutional logics’ influence on the 
adoption of RDM by ECRs and ECRs’ response to as well as 
the impact on institutional logics. Cai and Mountford empha-
sized that the ‘explanations on how institutional processes play 
out at a micro-level’ (2022, p. 1637) are still underdeveloped 
within higher education research. Micro-level research is im-
portant because while institutional logics are related to society 
and field, they are imposed on individual actors who then have 
to handle them, even when such logics may be contradictory. 
In addition, Kallio et al. noted that ‘less knowledge is available 
on how scholars affect their organizations and influence [insti-
tutional logics] through their actions and behaviors’ (2021, p. 
142). Researchers are especially interesting because their work 
takes place in pluralistic organizations (Spee & Jarzabkowski, 
2011), which are simultaneously hypercompetitive (Bristow et 
al., 2017) and expected to contribute to the common good 
(Berkowitz & Delacour, 2020).

In this study, we used a qualitative research design to inves-
tigate how institutional logics influence the behaviors of actors 
at the micro-level using the example of RDM in German HEIs. 
Our research is driven by the following question: How do ECRs 
respond to institutional logics in the context of RDM? To this end, 
we used Pache and Santos’ (2013) repertoire of individuals’ 
responses to competing institutional logics to show how 

3.  In the German context, ECRs are PhD students, postdocs, or advanced 
postdocs (a maximum of 6 years of academic research experience 
following completion of the doctorate) and junior professors (professors 
with an outstanding doctorate but without a ‘Habilitation’).

micro-level processes influence institutional logics. We con-
ducted 40 semistructured interviews with PhD students, post-
docs, HEI executives, and research data managers from 
different German HEIs. Their revelations allowed us to gener-
ate valuable insights into ECRs’ actions and behaviors concern-
ing RDM in neoliberal academia. We found that three different 
behavioral profiles of ECRs emerge when they are faced with 
RDM: the conformist, the waverer, and the resister. Interestingly, 
these profiles respond differently to the institutional logics.

Our study makes two core contributions. First, we focus on 
how individuals respond to institutional logics. Therefore, our 
study offers new insights in the area of micro-level research on 
institutional logics by providing an in-depth account of ECRs’ 
behavior, actions, and decisions regarding RDM and the related 
microprocesses. Second, we extend the field of HEI and RDM 
studies by focusing on RDM in the context of neoliberal aca-
demia. Our study illustrates the different pressures faced by 
ECRs, showing the crucial role of academia’s neoliberalization 
regarding RDM.

Institutional logics at the micro-level within 
HEIs

Due to international norms as well as national priorities and 
monitoring by funding agencies, HEIs must adapt to changing 
requirements such as RDM to ensure their legitimacy (Grossi 
et al., 2020). However, HEIs are pluralist organizations (Spee & 
Jarzabkowski, 2011). Defined as ‘the socially constructed, his-
torical patterns of cultural symbols and material practices, in-
cluding assumptions, values, and beliefs’ (Thornton et al., 2012, 
p. 2) that stipulate and ‘provide organizational members with 
principles and templates that guide day-to-day action’ (Waeger 
& Weber, 2019, p. 338), institutional logics provide a valuable 
framework to better understand how changes within HEIs 
take place at the micro-level. Institutional logics influence the 
mindsets (Cristofini, 2021) and experiences (Guarini et al., 
2020) of individuals. They are multiple and diverse (Dansou & 
Langley, 2012) and, furthermore, ‘are both taken for granted 
and reconstituted by actors’ (Zilber, 2016, p. 149).

Previous research has mainly addressed institutional logics 
at the macro-level or meso-level, focusing on fields, organiza-
tions, or intraorganizational aspects (e.g., Berman, 2012; Kraatz 
& Block, 2008; Townley, 1997; Yan et al., 2021). This overlooks 
the influence of the micro-level, which is characterized by indi-
viduals or collective actors. Past research has revealed that ac-
tors at the micro-level influence institutional logics through 
their behavior, reactions, and decisions (Kellogg, 2019; 
McPherson & Sauder, 2013). Confronted with multiple logics 
that are not always compatible (e.g., Greenwood et al., 2011; 
Kraatz & Block, 2008; Malhotra et al., 2021), these actors need 
to be selective about the logic to which they adhere, as well as 
how they interpret it (Voronov et al., 2013). However, ‘to 
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understand how individuals respond to competing institutional 
logics, it is important to understand first how individuals are 
exposed to institutional logics’ (Pache & Santos, 2013, p. 7). 
Furthermore, individuals’ responses to institutional complexity 
and competing institutional logics depend on their experience 
with them (Glaser et al., 2016). Thus, institutional logics are not 
only sets of organizing principles; rather, they are ‘tools that can 
be brought out to resolve conflicts, frame solutions to practical 
work problems, or legitimate calls for different courses of ac-
tion’ (McPherson & Sauder, 2013, p. 186).

The framework by Thornton et al. (2012) defines seven 
ideal types of institutional logics – state, market, family, religious, 
professional, corporate, and community – explaining the inter-
relations between society, organizations, and individuals. Given 
the hybrid nature of HEIs, which combine various institutional 
logics (Svenningsen-Berthélem et al., 2018), we follow prior 
research findings and interpret the state, market, professional, 
and community logics as the dominant institutional logics 
within HEIs (e.g., Conrath-Hargreaves & Wüstemann, 2019; 
Grossi et al., 2020; Jeanes et al., 2019; Kallio et al., 2021). 
Table A1 (see Appendix) summarizes the characteristics of 
these four logics and assigns them to the level of academia, 
HEIs, researchers, and the RDM context. Institutional logics 
manifest at multiple levels, that is, at the field, organizational, 
and individual levels. While HEIs present the organizational 
level, researchers’ actions take place at the micro-level, and ac-
ademia embodies the field level. Meanwhile, RDM is located at 
all three levels. How individuals react to the emergence of 
competing logics or new requirements depends on their expe-
riences (Glaser et al., 2016; Pache & Santos, 2013). Hence, re-
searchers will respond to RDM requirements based on their 
experience and the logics they apply to.

Considering that the individual level is interwoven with the 
organization and field levels, individuals do not only reproduce 
existing structures with their actions but are able to initiate 
change (Zucker & Schilke, 2019) and to ‘actively generate, 
maintain, and resist [institutional logics] as they operate in val-
ue-plural landscapes in different fields’ (Power, 2021, p. 10). 
New requirements or technical advances can be triggers for 
individuals to adapt their behavior. In the context of organiza-
tional microprocesses, Power noted that a logic ‘is strongly per-
formative of the conditions of its own reproduction and 
expansion’ (2021, p. 6). Furthermore, Kellogg found that 
micro-level institutional change can be accomplished by ‘subor-
dinate activation tactics’ (2019, p. 928). In short, explanations of 
microprocesses provide the ‘depth and texture to accounts of 
macro-level events and relationships’ (Powell & Rerup, 2017, p. 
312). In their study, Pache and Santos (2013) described five 
potential response strategies of individuals when competing 
logics appear: compliance, ignorance, defiance, combination, 
and compartmentalization. Compliance indicates the individu-
al’s full adoption of practices, values, and norms. As opposing 

responses to compliance, individuals can adopt ignorance or 
defiance as a strategy. While ignorance consists of the lack of 
awareness of the logic’s existence, defiance entails the aware-
ness of the logic’s existence and the conscious disagreement 
with it. Additionally, individuals are able to combine or com-
partmentalize competing logics. By blending certain elements 
of competing logics, individuals are able to combine them. The 
other option, compartmentalization, lies in the full adoption of 
a logic’s elements in certain contexts and its refusal in other 
contexts. Pache and Santos’ (2013) repertoire helps explain 
how individuals respond to institutional logics when new re-
quirements, such as RDM, are put in place.

Institutional logics and RDM

While previous research has underlined how external require-
ments and their effects influence science (e.g., Barczak et al., 
2022; Gumport, 2000; Kallio et al., 2021; Townley, 1997), knowl-
edge in the context of RDM is lacking. Technical developments, 
such as the utilization of artificial intelligence, new measure-
ment devices, or the combination of measurement platforms, 
drive new opportunities to change the process of knowledge 
creation and to answer complex, interdisciplinary research 
questions. But bigger datasets and highly technical measure-
ment devices increase the requirements for RDM, such as the 
production of FAIR data (Wilkinson et al., 2016), to utilize this 
technology to its full potential. Hence, RDM is an additional way 
for HEIs and researchers to gain legitimacy. As an expression of 
a new priority, the state provides additional funding programs 
supporting the production of FAIR data and the implementa-
tion of new support institutes for RDM such as the German 
National Research Data Infrastructure (NFDI). Moreover, re-
search funding organizations worldwide, including the German 
Research Foundation (Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft), the 
French national research agency (Centre national de la recher-
che scientifique), and the US National Science Foundation, re-
quire RDM in their policies. This demonstrates how RDM is 
fostered by the state logic.

Prior research has shown that scientific contributions can 
occur in a variety of ways, for instance via teaching, transfer 
activities, or research (Conrath-Hargreaves & Wüstemann, 
2019; Guarini et al., 2020; Gumport, 2000). All such activities 
represent the professional logic. In this context, RDM offers 
researchers an additional means of contributing to research 
and high-quality scientific work. Nevertheless, depending on 
the research discipline, a variety of norms and values exist that 
influence RDM. As the European Commission (2018b) has 
confirmed, some research disciplines recognize the FAIR prin-
ciples, while others still need to develop frameworks to realize 
them. The EU has remarked that disciplines following the FAIR 
principles should be conceived as role models. Hence, RDM 
seems to depend not only on state and professional logics but 
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also on the community logic. Considering how many responsi-
bilities researchers already have, RDM can be seen as an addi-
tional task that increases researchers’ workload (Berkowitz & 
Delacour, 2022). Therefore, RDM puts additional pressure on 
them, so researchers may also actively decide to discard some 
of their tasks that are considered less career enhancing. Thus, 
the market logic influences RDM activities as well. In summary, 
all four dominant institutional logics within academia have an 
impact on RDM. However, little is known regarding how ECRs 
respond to them.

Data and methodology

Research setting

This research adopts Germany as a research setting because, 
despite the continuing role of the traditional chair regime, 
Germany nevertheless has aspects of a neoliberal academia 
(Wieners & Weber, 2020). Thus, it provides interesting insights 
into ECRs’ daily lives in neoliberal academia. Especially at 
German HEIs, ECRs possess considerable importance as re-
searchers, teachers, and supporters of academic self-adminis-
tration. Furthermore, a distinct interdependency between 
professors and ECRs is evident. For example, in Germany, the 
professor acts simultaneously as the supervisor and examiner 
of the doctoral or habilitation degree as well as the person 
responsible for an extension of the employment contract. In 
addition, RDM is receiving increasing attention in Germany, 
which is reflected in various foundations and initiatives (e.g., 
the NFDI). Both researchers and politicians are aiming to es-
tablish and develop comprehensive RDM in order to enhance 
the entire German science system.

To examine how ECRs respond to institutional logics in the 
context of RDM, we used an inductive study design. We con-
ducted qualitative, semistructured interviews with 40 research 
associates, HEI executives, and research data managers from 
various German HEIs. Our interviewed research associates in-
cluded PhD students and postdocs. We decided to focus on 
ECRs because, in contrast to senior researchers, they have both 
more constraints and more incentives to pursue RDM. Especially 
in German academia, ECRs are more exposed to institutional 
logics because, unlike professors, they usually have insecure 
working conditions. Laudel and Gläser see them as ‘the most 
vulnerable group [within academia and, therefore, as] the first to 
suffer from the stress that has befallen [academia]’ (2008, p. 388). 
Furthermore, ECRs are the future of the profession. Thus, they 
are crucial concerning RDM’s long-term adoption.

Research participants

Initially, we searched for universities with an existing RDM 
policy and team. After identifying such universities, we chose 

three with a wide range of faculties in the natural, medical, 
and management sciences. We decided on these disciplines 
because we had attended various workshops on RDM in 
2020, in which it was reported that the natural and medical 
sciences in particular are quite advanced in terms of RDM, 
whereas the management and social sciences need to catch 
up. We scanned the universities’ homepages to find ECRs as 
well as the RDM team and sent invitations to potential inter-
view partners. To broaden our perspective and to gain a va-
riety of insights, we decided to interview researchers, research 
data managers, and an executive of a big research institute in 
Germany as well. In total, we sent 135 emails inviting potential 
interview partners to join our study. The initial response rate 
was 80%, with an overall acceptance rate of around 30%. 
Table 1 provides an overview of our interviewees.

All interviewed ECRs already had contact with research 
data as part of their doctoral or postdoctoral work and 
could therefore report on how they were dealing with data 
and why they were dealing with it in this way. Research data 
managers are experts in the field of RDM and operate as the 
points of contact for questions regarding RDM. Furthermore, 
they have a holistic view concerning the status of RDM in 
Germany. Combining these perspectives with the perspec-
tive of executives enabled us to obtain a holistic view of 
RDM beyond neoliberal academia and the predominant insti-
tutional logics. Table 2 provides an overview of the key char-
acteristics of the interviewees’ disciplines and roles in terms 
of RDM. Our collected data are heterogeneous. By obtaining 
data with high variation, we minimize the probability of not 

Table 1. Overview of the interviewees for the study

Number of 
interviewees

Percentage (%)

Career level

PhD student (research associate) 21 52.5

Postdoc (research associate) 13 32.5
Research data manager 4 10
Executive 2 5
Discipline of researchers (excluding  
research data manager and executives)
Management sciences 20 58.8

Medical sciences 8 23.5

Natural sciences 6 17.7

Sex

Female 20 50

Male 20 50

Affiliation

University 35 87.5

Research institute 5 12.5

Source: own elaboration.
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being able to collect information relevant to the study. 
Concerning our analysis, heterogeneity allows us to identify 
important common patterns that cut across variations 
(Patton, 2002).

Semi-structured interviews

We followed Brinkmann and Kvale’s (2014) standard proce-
dures for conducting qualitative semi-structured interviews. 
The first part of the interview covered information about the 
interviewees, for example, areas of responsibility. In the sec-
ond part, we asked open-ended questions to understand the 
interviewees’ experience with RDM, their knowledge of it, 
and their attitude toward it. For example, we asked how 
much relevance they attributed to the sustainable handling of 

research data. We posed in-depth questions about how they 
were hindered or supported by whom or what in RDM. We 
asked for details regarding whether and why RDM was or 
was not being practiced, and, in general, what their experi-
ence of academia was like. Furthermore, we used grand tour 
questions, asking them to provide detailed accounts of their 
research process, including their handling of research data, 
and how academia, their research community, and their mind-
set regarding their job as a researcher at an HEI influenced 
the described research process. All interviews were con-
ducted from March 2021 to June 2022. They lasted between 
30 and 90 min (totaling over 36 h) and were conducted in 
German or English. All interviews were recorded and tran-
scribed in the language used, and we translated all German 
quotes used in this study into English.

Table 2. Key characteristics of interviewees’ disciplines and roles regarding RDM

Interviewees’ disciplines Type of data Data policies Specifics regarding RDM

Management sciences •  Heterogeneity, e.g., questionnaires, 
statistics, interviews, videos

•  Under construction; gaining 
importance

•  Researchers often lacking 
knowledge about it

•  Little developed so far
•  Few data publications

Medical sciences •  Heterogeneity, e.g., gene analysis, data 
in hospital information systems, 
ultrasonic data

•  Under construction or established
•  Third-party funders require RDM

•  Challenges regarding large data 
volumes

•  Mandatory documentation and 
retention of data

Natural sciences •  Heterogeneity, e.g., geo data, 
electrochemical measurement data

•  Established
•  Depends on standards in the 

respective subdisciplines 
(heterogeneous handling of 
research data)

•  Specific tools
•  Important to ensure the quality, 

value, and integrity of data and 
other resources associated with 
scientific publications

Interviewees’ roles Description Key skills

(Early career) researcher Research

•  Collectors, users, and re-users of data with the help of discipline-specific 
methods

•  Data management planning
•  Knowledge of data ethics, legal 

implications, funding guidelines, and 
other requirements

•  Publication and citation of data
•  Data documentation

Research data manager Support of research

•  Points of contact for all (interdisciplinary) questions around data manage-
ment, e.g., ethical questions regarding project administration or technical 
implementations

•  Data management planning
•  Development and use of open 

systems for data management
•  Knowledge of data ethics, legal 

implications, funding guidelines, and 
other requirements

•  Data documentation
•  Strategy development (internal 

policies, workflows, etc.)

Executive Guidance and organization of research

•  Creators of guidelines and frameworks for action as well as the underlying 
governance concept

•  Providing orientation
•  Strengthening data culture
•  Developing strategy
•  Organizing implementation
•  Expanding infrastructure
•  Developing competencies

Source: Whyte et al., 2018.
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Data analysis

Our data analysis started with an iterative open coding of the 
interview transcripts based on the suggested procedures for 
qualitative data analysis (Gioia et al., 2013; Miles et al., 2020) 
using MAXQDA. We began by linking our data to first-order 
codes related to the main topic of this study: how ECRs re-
spond to institutional logics in the context of RDM. To answer 
our research question, it was necessary to first understand 
how ECRs engage with RDM. Therefore, we used our inter-
view data to build behavioral profiles of ECRs. The interviews 
contained rich and varied information. Thus, we were able to 
increase our understanding of the different handling of RDM 
among the profiles. The open coding was wide ranging. In this 
first step of the analysis, we stuck firmly to the interviewees’ 
terms and distilled the categories only marginally (Gioia et al., 
2013). Topics raised were, for example, attitudes, assumptions, 
experiences, processes, practices, and dependencies. By the 
end of our open coding, we had identified nearly 100 first-or-
der categories. In the next step, we looked for commonalities 
and differences among these categories to reduce the amount 
to a manageable number. We labeled these categories and 
linked our data using first-order codes to build provisional sec-
ond-order themes. For example, statements showed that 
some management science ECRs believe that their own re-
search does not benefit society. A feeling of a missing meaning-
fulness with regard to management science was conveyed, and 
therefore ‘lack of meaningfulness’ was selected as a second-or-
der theme that contained all associated first-order codes. 
Likewise, statements referring to ‘intrinsic motivation to do 
RDM’ or ‘RDM as part of the scientific claim’ initiated the 
emergence of the second-order theme of ‘professional ethics’. 
We went through our data, first-order codes, and second-or-
der themes several times until no new categories appeared.

Next, we integrated our first-order codes with our sec-
ond-order themes. We examined our data again to confirm 
that our provisional second-order themes encompassed re-
searchers’ remarks on the aspects influencing their handling of 
research data. While discussing our second-order themes iter-
atively, we sometimes abandoned provisional themes. Others 
we reached a consensus on, and concurrently we developed 
new themes for the categories that evolved. For example, a 
provisional second-order theme that we labeled ‘RDM aware-
ness of community’, depicting the first-order codes of ‘net-
works foster RDM’ and ‘journal requirements’, substantially 
overlapped with another second-order theme, namely ‘com-
munity standards’, and was thus deleted. In addition, the pre-
liminary theme of ‘pressure to publish’ lacked precision in 
terms of the ways in which ECRs feel pressured. As a result, we 
elaborated this in greater detail and created a category on 
‘competitive pressure’, which contains ‘pressure to publish is 
very high’ as well as, for example, ‘high number of duties leads 

to lack of time to do RDM’. After enhancing our set of sec-
ond-order themes and developing new themes, we evaluated 
our second-order analysis to ensure that the themes accu-
rately depicted our first-order codes.

After the theoretical saturation point was reached, our last 
step of data analysis was to analyze the underlying theoretical 
dimensions of our second-order themes. For example, some 
second-order themes were indicative of neglecting RDM (e.g., 
‘competitive pressure’), whereas others represented promot-
ers of RDM (e.g., ‘professional ethics’). In total, we were able to 
develop three different aggregate dimensions – the conformist, 
the waverer, and the resister. Twenty-six point five percent of 
the ECRs interviewed could be assigned to the conformist 
profile, 29.4% to the waverer profile, and 44.1% to the resister 
profile. Nevertheless, the aggregate dimensions are profiles. 
Consequently, the assigned interviewees are located on a 
spectrum and can therefore also be allocated between two 
profiles. To ensure clarity, however, we have assigned the inter-
viewees precisely to the profiles to which they corresponded 
most closely.

Finally, to strengthen the qualitative rigor of our inductive 
research, we consulted two of our colleagues to independently 
review randomly selected quotations from our data analysis 
(Gioia et al., 2013), and their agreement with our analysis was 
very high. Figure 1 summarizes our results and presents our set 
of first-order codes, second-order themes, and aggregate 
dimensions.

Subsequently, our data also helped us to identify institutional 
logics and to understand ECRs’ responses involved. With the 
help of existing literature, we were able to point out the key 
characteristics and influences of institutional logics within aca-
demia (see Table A1). Using this initial framework, we were able 
to identify different logics reflected in the behavior in our data. 
Interestingly, when analyzing the three behavioral profiles, we 
found out how participating ECRs respond to the influence of 
institutional logics. In addition, we discovered that ECRs differ in 
their response depending on their behavior toward RDM. Also 
of note is that these different responses were in line with the 
different behavioral profiles regarding RDM. In the following, we 
use sample quotes to illustrate the links between ECRs and the 
institutional logics as well as the different responses to them.

Profiles of ECRs

Based on the participating ECRs’ engagement with RDM, our 
findings revealed three aggregate dimensions, each of which 
describes a behavioral profile.

The conformist

This profile accounts for 26.5% of our sample. In general, the 
participating ECRs who fit this profile were familiar with RDM 
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and named the FAIR principles as its key concept. Based on the 
interviews, the combination of community standards, profes-
sional ethics, and social responsibility provides an ideal environ-
ment for RDM and influence conformists to integrate RDM 
into their day-to-day actions. Funder and journal requirements 
increase the need for RDM, whereas an existing suitable tech-
nical infrastructure, mainly in natural and medical sciences, en-
sures its execution. For conformists, intrinsic motivation and 
the conviction that RDM is a part of the scientific claim foster 
RDM too. Table 3 summarizes the conformist’s responses to 
institutional logics.

Our findings revealed that community standards were an 
important driver for being a conformist. Disciplines that 
rely on providing and sharing data globally to conduct 
high-quality research acknowledge the added value of 
RDM, as the researchers themselves are affected by it. 
Although RDM is driven by technical infrastructure, our 
findings also revealed that networks and collaboration 
where RDM is necessary are crucial to the conformist. 
Fur thermore, for conformists, the exchange with peers 
through networks or collaboration involving data handling 
and sharing within research groups are main drivers to 
practice RDM. In addition, the availability of trustworthy 
infrastructure, combined with community norms, lay a 
foundation for conformists to integrate RDM into their 
day-to-day actions. Thus, an RDM-promoting context 

influences the conformist and leads to a compliant re-
sponse to the community logic.

Journals were found to be closely connected to the re-
search disciplines too. As our findings revealed, when journals 
require RDM, researchers need to comply. Furthermore, the 
interviewed ECRs described receiving positive feedback from 
the reviewers when they made their data available to them. 
Hence, journals have a strong influence on how RDM is prac-
ticed by researchers. Additionally, more and more research 
project funders formulate clear requirements for RDM in their 
policies, and researchers with third-party funding have to abide 
by these requirements.

Beyond the formal requirements of journals or funders, in-
trinsic motivation and an understanding of RDM as part of the 
scientific claim are the main characteristics of the conformist’s 
professional ethics. Thus, conformists also respond to the pro-
fessional and state logics in a compliant way. Although those 
participants who fit the conformist profile admitted that RDM 
requires additional effort, all of them recognized the benefit of 
it. While some of them named their social responsibility as the 
recipient of tax money to accomplish their scientific work, oth-
ers mentioned the tangible benefits arising through RDM. By 
doing RDM, conformists, especially within natural and medical 
sciences, fulfill the professional claim as well as journal require-
ments. In this context, conformists are able to combine the 
market logic with the professional logic.

Figure 1. Overview of data structure. 
Source: own elaboration, adapted from Gioia et al., 2013.
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The waverer

This profile accounts for 29.4% of our sample. Waverers are 
torn between their social responsibility, which, as with the con-
formist, encourages RDM, and their strong dependence on 
their supervisor, who may be both pro and con RDM. On the 
one hand, waverers interpret RDM as being important and 
admit the benefits it can bestow. Especially when they are con-
fronted with the requirements of funder policies toward RDM, 
they try to follow them. On the other hand, ECRs often have 
a high dependency on their supervisors. In Germany, this de-
pendency has feudal characteristics. The supervisor functions 
as an employer and as a reviewer of the finished thesis at the 
same time. Thus, when the supervisor does not treat RDM as 
an important scientific contribution, the ECR wavers in their 
practice of RDM. This dynamic underlines that power is an in-
tegral part of academia (Jemine et al., 2022). Table 4 summa-
rizes the waverer’s responses to institutional logics.

The waverer’s knowledge varies from possession of a vague 
idea about RDM to having a grasp on the requirements of the 
FAIR principles. Although the ECRs who matched the waverer 
profile emphasized the benefits of RDM, they admitted lacking 
knowledge and the potential to improve their data handling. All 
ECRs must follow funder requirements. While conformists 
combine these requirements with their community standards 
and professional ethics, waverers seem to view RDM more as 
a duty than a natural part of the scientific process.

In relation to professional and community logics, waverers 
respond with compartmentalization. In other words, they seg-
ment their compliance with both logics. In some contexts, 

waverers comply with the community logic and reject the pro-
fessional logic, while in others they comply with the profes-
sional logic and reject the community logic. Therefore, the 
waverer enacts both logics but keeps them separate. Primarily, 
this is done through the influence of the professor. Accordingly, 
it is enormously important for waverers to have a good rela-
tionship with their professor, ideally conforming to all their re-
quirements, wishes, and points of view. Thus, waverers use 
compartmentalization to gain legitimacy by complying with 
professional and community logics despite their incompatibility 
in different contexts.

While conformists operate within an RDM-promoting envi-
ronment in which they have support from their supervisors, wa-
verers tend to be discouraged from practicing RDM by their 
supervisors. Although waverers are aware of RDM’s importance, 
they rarely if ever engage in it due to professorial influence and 
discouragement. The guidance of the supervisor in the context 
of a dissertation or habilitation, of course, is in many cases also 
constructive and beneficial for the ECR. However, if RDM is not 
explicitly referred to or insisted upon, waverers do not apply the 
FAIR principles as part of their scientific process. The high work-
load as a condition of neoliberal academia plays a decisive role 
here. Lacking the support of the supervisor, for whatever reason, 
can also discourage the practice of RDM among ECRs, especially 
in the management sciences, where RDM is not a community 
standard. The supervisor thus has a significant role regarding 
RDM. ECRs’ dependency on their supervisory professors in 
Germany, coupled with the circumstances of academia’s neolib-
eralization, lead waverers to neglect the sustainable handling of 
research data despite their awareness of RDM.

Table 3. The conformist’s responses to institutional logics in the context of RDM

Logic and identified key characteristics Response Sample quotes

State
•  Regulatory framework
•  Society’s interests as a priority

Compliance I have to document how I get from the question to the goal. That is ultimately my 
work. When I get the research funds, I deal with this question and everything that I 
collect within the framework of this, I have to document somehow. That’s a nuisance, 
in part, but I find it really quite essential. (Postdoc, medical sciences)

Market
•  Market-oriented career  

development

Combination with 
professional logic

I think there is a certain self-interest. As someone who is very much dependent on 
publicly available data, I would be cutting my own throat if I didn’t advocate that data 
be publicly available myself. (Postdoc, natural sciences)

Professional
•  Aim to advance knowledge
•  Aim to contribute to high-quality 

scientific work

Compliance We have a colloquium where we often present things to each other. Sometimes the 
question is ‘How can we make it [our data] accessible or usable for different people?’ 
(Postdoc, natural sciences)

Sometimes reviewers emphasize this as a positive feature of a paper submission. 
When we say, ‘we have the data and the code is completely available’, then that is 
quite often highlighted as something positive. (Postdoc, natural sciences)

Community
•  Research discipline with its own  

norms, rules, and values
•  Community influences

Compliance In meteorology, it is much more important to handle data sensibly. And I think if you 
come from a field where you work a lot with other people’s data, you know how 
important RDM is. (Postdoc, natural sciences)

Source: own elaboration.
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Moreover, many current professors are shaped by neolib-
eral academia. Since they have already climbed the upper end 
of the scientific career ladder, they can be considered experts 
in terms of career planning. So, if an ECR also wants to reach 
the ivory tower of German HEIs, career advice is often ground-
breaking and gladly accepted. Therefore, the professor’s atti-
tude toward RDM influences the advice they give.

In relation to market logic, waverers respond with compli-
ance. Driven by academia as well as their supervisors, the mar-
ket logic is fully met. However, waverers ignore the state logic; 
given their lack of awareness of state logic, they neither adopt 
nor resist it. Indeed, this ignorance is a reflection of market 
compliance.

The resister

This profile accounts for 44.1% of our sample. The resister is 
also influenced by a dependence on the professor. Moreover, 
the second-order themes of ‘lack of meaningfulness’ and ‘com-
petitive pressure’ were found to have an impact on ECRs of 
this profile. Resisters, who are characterized by neglecting 
RDM, respond in compliance to the market logic due to the 
pressure to publish under tight timescales. According to some 
ECRs in our sample, because RDM within their research area 
is not helpful for society, they show defiance to the state logic. 
Furthermore, resisters have less knowledge about RDM. 
Consequently, they often find it difficult to recognize the per-
sonal added value of RDM, so there is uncertainty about the 

meaning of RDM. Their prevailing view of RDM is to equate it 
with data sharing although there is much more to RDM 
through the application of FAIR principles, which, in turn, they 
interpret as a personal disadvantage in terms of their own ca-
reers. Their fears regarding stolen ideas are understandable, 
but these fears also underline these ECRs’ limited knowledge 
about RDM. This partly explains their resistance to RDM. 
Additionally, due to their strong dependency on their supervi-
sors, resisters ignore the professional logic. Moreover, the lack 
of knowledge and community standards leads to ignorance as 
a response to professional logic. Table 5 summarizes the resist-
er’s responses to institutional logics.

ECRs have often described the influence of pressure as a 
barrier regarding RDM. Academia is hypercompetitive, and the 
institutionalized ‘A-journal mindset’ (Aguinis et al., 2020, p. 148) 
affects ECRs’ behavior (Willmott, 2011). Moreover, ECRs have 
a high level of career insecurity. Neoliberal academia with its 
dominant market logic prevents adequate implementation of 
RDM in many researchers’ day-to-day actions. Accordingly, it is 
even more important to create incentives, as researchers’ indi-
vidual intrinsic motivation is not sufficient to conduct RDM 
adequately. On the one hand, there are calls from various ac-
tors to practice RDM responsibly rather than neglect it. On 
the other hand, the necessary framework for realizing this vi-
sion has not been established, especially within the manage-
ment sciences. ECRs’ high number of duties and the consequent 
lack of time, coupled with competition, lead to resistance re-
garding RDM. To counter this, resisters need individual benefits 

Table 4. The waverer’s responses to institutional logics in the context of RDM

Logic and identified key characteristics Response Sample quotes

State

•  Output is a value for the society

Ignorance I sometimes have the impression that people would like to do this [RDM] but have 
the feeling that other things are valued more highly, so I’ll put it that way now. Then 
you just write another publication before you take care that the dataset is published. 
If something like that were recognized, it would increase the motivation to deal with 
it. (Postdoc, natural sciences)

Market

•  Pressure to publish
•  Market-oriented career development

Compliance You also need to think about how it is with competitors. Who can access the data? 
This is difficult, especially in a world where there is so much pressure to publish. If I 
store data centrally and use RDM, then I have to be aware of the danger that other 
people will publish with my data. And then I’m out of the game. (PhD student, 
natural sciences)

Professional

•  Aim to contribute to high-quality 
scientific work

Compartmentalization In principle, I think I already meet the requirements for the sustainable handling 
of research data. But I think there is still room for improvement. It’s difficult 
because it takes a long time to do it really effectively and really well. (Postdoc, 
natural sciences)

Community

•  Community influences

Compartmentalization My supervisor says that I can do this [RDM] in my private time, but not during 
working hours. This should be used to quickly produce publications . . . and RDM 
needs time. And since I have so much to do anyway, I rarely manage that. I also want 
to have a life besides work. But I definitely believe that this approach is ethically very 
important, and it would help a lot. (PhD student, management sciences)

Source: own elaboration.
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to handle their data sustainably. It becomes evident that the 
promotion of prepared datasets could promote not just RDM 
but also open science. Because ECRs can hardly escape the 
pressure to publish, the situation could be modified by imple-
menting a reward for FAIR data publications – equivalent to a 
two-star publication – allowing researchers to meet the de-
mand for publications while being pushed to realize the FAIR 
principles in the context of their research. Changing existing 
community standards is therefore a necessity. Our interview 
results clearly show that ECRs are part of neoliberal academia 
and that most of them are aware of it. Resisters in particular 
criticize the prevailing neoliberal mindset and, as a result, also 
experience a loss of meaningfulness with respect to RDM in 
their field. Such views espoused by ECRs are emblematic of a 
crisis of meaningfulness in management research.

ECRs’ different responses to institutional logics

Our findings show that our three profiles of ECRs respond 
differently to institutional logics in the context of RDM. Using 
Pache and Santos’ (2013) repertoire of individuals’ responses 
to competing institutional logics enables us to clarify these dif-
ferent responses. The explanations of the potential different 

responses by Pache and Santos (2013) allowed us to find 
them reflected in the behavior in our data and to identify them. 
When analyzing the profiles, we found out how the assigned 
ECRs respond to institutional logics and how they differ in 
their response depending on their profile. Tables 3–5 show 
sample quotes to illustrate the links between the individual 
profiles and the institutional logics as well as the allocated re-
sponses (Pache & Santos, 2013) to them. Table 6 summarizes 
our findings regarding ECRs’ responses.

Above all, community standards are of utmost importance 
in the realm of RDM. Due to the different stages of develop-
ment of RDM’s institutionalization in the natural, medical, and 
management sciences, even resisters respond with compliance 
to their community logic. It seems that there are variations in 
community logic across disciplines. While conformists, consist-
ing only of natural and medical researchers, engage in RDM 
and thereby respond to their community logic with compli-
ance, resisters likewise respond to their community logic with 
compliance, even though they do not engage in RDM.

Conformists are mainly driven by community standards 
(community logic), professional ethics (professional logic), and 
social responsibility (state logic) regarding their behavior and 
actions related to RDM. They aim to advance knowledge and 

Table 5. The resister’s responses to institutional logics in the context of RDM

Logic and identified key characteristics Response Sample quotes

State

•  Output is a value for the society

Defiance I also honestly don’t know if what we do here in management science has any 
societal benefit. In the end, our discipline is just the stirrup holder for neoliberal-
ism. Everything revolves around efficiency and performance. In any case, I don’t 
see any societal need to do RDM here. (Postdoc, management sciences)

Market

•  Pressure to publish
•  Market-oriented career development

Compliance If you want to become a professor, you need good publications. [. . .] A good 
RDM does nothing for your career, so my boss is not interested in it. It’s just a 
matter of attitude. . . So, why should I go to extra trouble if it doesn’t do anything 
for me? Sure, it’s certainly a good thing, but it just doesn’t do anything for me 
personally. My boss isn’t interested either, so where are my incentives? (Postdoc, 
management sciences)

I find myself in systemic constraints. So, if other people within my area were also 
doing RDM and sharing their data . . . then maybe I would be more open to that. 
But I am not measured and evaluated by my RDM. There are other things that 
matter, and I don’t want to intentionally put myself at a disadvantage compared 
to my competitors by, for example, investing time in something that puts me at a 
disadvantage. The number of interviews I conduct is important and what I can 
make out of them, but not how I handle them. (PhD student, management 
sciences)

Professional

•  Aim to contribute to high-quality 
scientific work

Ignorance My boss is now retiring in 2 months. He was appointed at a time when there 
was not yet this whole obligation with publications and other things. That means 
that the interests that are pursued with RDM often have a very singular interest. 
In any case, he is no longer interested in it. And at our chair, we only follow things 
that interest the boss and are acceptable. (PhD student, management sciences)

Community

•  Community influences

Compliance My professor says that we don’t need [RDM]. And yes, she is also very strict 
about it, I would say. That’s why it’s not on my horizon at all. But the idea is good. 
(PhD student, management sciences)

Source: own elaboration.
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to the requirements within their research community and be-
yond. The community logic, which reflects common under-
standing, norms, rules, and beliefs (Marquis et al., 2007), equips 
the conformist with appropriate conditions for RDM. By fol-
lowing the community standards regarding RDM, the conform-
ist responds with compliance to the community logic. 
Considering that HEIs are pluralist organizations (Spee & 
Jarzabkowski, 2011), our data revealed variations in community 
logic within HEIs. While the influence of state, market, and pro-
fessional logics on ECRs is the same across research disciplines, 
the community logic depends on the research discipline within 
an HEI. These disciplines have different understandings, norms, 
rules, and beliefs in relation to RDM. For this reason, both con-
formists and resisters comply with their community logic al-
though one engages in RDM and the other does not.

By interpreting RDM as a new tool that ensures good scien-
tific practices, is required by funders, and increases the legiti-
macy of one’s research, the importance of professional ethics 
increases for the conformist. The conformist responds with 
compliance to the professional logic. Furthermore, conformists 
reflect the state logic, which is characterized by the impor-
tance of society’s interests and the redistribution of resources 
(Thornton et al., 2012), by practicing publicly funded research 
and recognizing their social responsibility as researchers. 
Because RDM contributes to this kind of research, by practic-
ing RDM, conformists also comply with the state logic. As for 
the market logic, conformists use it as an additional reason to 
practice RDM. The ECRs in our study who fit the conformist 
profile mentioned that not following the requirements that 
have been adopted within one’s research community will lead 
to a disadvantage for one’s own research career (Barczak et al., 
2022; Guarini et al., 2020), which is a clear interpretation of the 
typical characteristics of the market logic: profit maximization 
and competition. Hence, conformists combine market and 
professional logics and see RDM as part of both.

As our findings reveal, the resister does not practice RDM 
because of competitive pressure (market logic), lack of mean-
ingfulness (contrary to the state logic), and dependence on the 
professor (community logic). The dominant market logic within 
neoliberal academia guides resisters’ day-to-day actions, lead-
ing them to respond to the state logic with defiance (Pache & 
Santos, 2013). Although the calls for RDM in Germany have 

been growing more insistent for some time, resisters refuse to 
listen to them, explicitly rejecting the values, norms, and prac-
tices prescribed by the state logic. However, they fully comply 
with the market logic. Thus, for these ECRs, the state and mar-
ket logics are incompatible. In contrast, there is compatibility 
between the market and community logics, since resisters also 
comply with their discipline-specific version of the community 
logic. The resisters identified in our study originated from the 
management sciences, and in this community, RDM is not yet 
established, which means that rejecting RDM reflects manage-
ment sciences’ community logic.

We see RDM as a new element of the professional logic 
because RDM is one way to serve good scientific work. 
Therefore, by prioritizing the market logic, resisters ignore the 
professional logic through their ‘absence of response due to 
lack of awareness of the [professional] logic’s influence’ (Pache 
& Santos, 2013, p. 12). As long as resisters do not have to be 
afraid of any negative consequences of this ignorance (e.g., 
publishing problems), it has no effect on their career, as there 
are no commitments regarding RDM in their environment 
(e.g., community). Neoliberal academia leads researchers to 
prefer their own advantages over the value for society (e.g., 
data sharing) (Defazio et al., 2022). Critically, this process can 
lead to a loss of credibility vis-à-vis science and the researchers’ 
profession. But if resisters change their behavior toward RDM, 
engage in it, and thereby contravene the community standards 
in the management sciences, they, in turn, can shape the com-
munity logic to be compatible with the professional logic.

Waverers are mainly driven by social responsibility (state 
logic) and dependence on their professor (community logic) 
regarding their behavior and actions relative to RDM. Like re-
sisters, waverers comply with the market logic. However, wa-
verers respond with ignorance to the state logic as they do not 
practice conscious resistance (Pache & Santos, 2013). Moreover, 
waverers respond with compartmentalization to the profes-
sional and community logics, thus segmenting their compliance 
with these logics, primarily through the influence of the 
professor.

None of the profiles are in defiance or ignorance of the 
market logic. Given neoliberal academia, this is not surprising: 
the market logic is the dominant institutional logic within HEIs. 
Furthermore, ECRs in particular are caught up in this logic as 

Table 6. ECRs’ responses to institutional logics in the context of RDM

Conformist Waverer Resister

State logic Compliance Ignorance Defiance

Market logic Combination Compliance Compliance

Professional logic Compliance Compartmentalization Ignorance

Community logic Compliance Compartmentalization Compliance

Source: own elaboration.
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they have not yet reached the top of their career ladder. If they 
want to climb the ladder, they must also fulfill expectations – 
mainly by publishing in high-ranking journals. Therefore, it is no 
surprise that ECRs’ responses to the institutional logic are affir-
mative, whether in combination with the professional logic (for 
conformists) or as straightforward compliance (for waverers 
and resisters).

Discussion

Although all three profiles are confronted with the four insti-
tutional logics, we focused on the way they respond to and 
interpret them differs. On the one hand, ECRs are affected by 
institutional logics in different ways; on the other hand, ECRs 
also influence them through their behavior. HEIs assimilate 
multiple logics or elements of different logics (Boitier & Rivière, 
2016), and ECRs need to be selective about which logic to 
adhere to (Voronov et al., 2013). Our findings suggest that 
RDM practices varied by ECRs’ community, consistent with 
Glaser et al.’s (2016) findings that individuals develop a stron-
ger association with a logic when they have more experience 
with it. ECRs’ responses may vary and depend on the channels, 
for example, supervisor, research community, and education, 
through which they experience their everyday life (Pache & 
Santos, 2013). Within neoliberal academia, such experiences 
are mostly characterized by performance targets. Neoliberalism 
can be seen as culturally hegemonic knowledge (Wieners & 
Weber, 2020). Thus, it substantiates all human endeavor and 
action in an entrepreneurial way. Although we locate RDM pri-
marily within the professional logic, it is likely, given that individ-
uals’ responses can affect organizations, fields, and institutional 
logics, that ECRs interpret RDM from within the market logic 
regardless of which profile they belong to. Such a phenome-
non has been interpreted by researchers as the emergence of 
a hybrid logic (e.g., Grossi et al., 2020; Kallio et al., 2021) – spe-
cifically, a mix of the professional and market logics. But we see 
these microprocesses resulting in some kind of an institutional 
evolution (Dansou & Langley, 2012) whereby RDM also be-
comes part of the market logic. It is not only used to generate 
a benefit for society or to increase the quality of one’s scientific 
work but also to increase performance, or it is refused so as 
not to impair performance. Therefore, the reinterpretation, as 
well as the rejection of RDM, leads to a strengthening of the 
market logic.

Looking to the future, we assume that resisters in particular 
will trigger a managerial push due to their dismissive attitude 
toward RDM. In the context of neoliberal academia, HEI man-
agement sets goals and allocates resources (Wieners & Weber, 
2020), leading to the use of performance measurements. The 
louder the demand for RDM from various stakeholders in 
Germany, the more HEIs will include this in the evaluation of 
researchers. Consequently, resisters will be put in the 

crosshairs, and managerialism will increase. Paradoxically, resist-
ers’ behavior will likely serve to reinforce the dominance of 
market logic even though they developed these behaviors in 
the first place because of the already overwhelming market 
logic.

ECRs, especially waverers and resisters, are closely tied to 
their supervisors. This raises the question of how far these 
behaviors are really the results of individual decisions versus 
imposed by the structure: hierarchy, policies, and supervisors. 
Notably, the pronouns ‘we’ and ‘they’ are predominant in our 
quotes, and when interviewees use ‘I’, it is often related to 
pressures or situations they cannot control. So, do these 
ECRs actually have the ability to decide differently on their 
own? The tension between agency and institutional embed-
dedness has become known as the ‘paradox of embedded 
agency’ (Seo & Creed, 2002). The idea within the institutional 
logics perspective is ‘that the plurality of accessible logics af-
fords agents some degree of autonomy of action from struc-
ture’ (Cardinale, 2018, p. 138). Therefore, ‘ordinary individuals 
or organizations can act outside the confines of their imme-
diate institutional environments’ (Thornton et al., 2012, p. 
106). Kellogg found that ‘managers can accomplish mi-
cro-level institutional change in professional organizations 
using ‘subordinate activation tactics’’ (2019, p. 928). In our 
case, ECRs’ supervisors can also use such tactics: for the re-
sister, these are deactivation tactics regarding RDM, for the 
waverer they can be both activating and deactivating, and for 
the conformist, they are activating. Our data show that ECRs 
may reproduce the behavior demonstrated by their profes-
sors. Given professors’ role model function and their influ-
ence on subordinate ECRs, they can initiate microprocesses 
that can be positive (e.g., the promotion of RDM) or negative 
(e.g., the focus on competition) for academia. Thus, supervi-
sors’ importance within microprocesses should not be over-
looked. Furthermore, Pache and Santos point out that ‘while 
positive experiences may, over time, strengthen [individual’s] 
identification to a given logic, negative experiences with the 
enactment of this logic may lead them to progressively de-
tach themselves from (and sometimes reject) this logic’ 
(2013, p. 29). However, it cannot be denied that institutional 
theory has shortcomings regarding the consideration of 
power, domination, and oppression (Willmott, 2015).

Our study makes two main contributions. First, we revealed 
how ECRs interpret institutional logics and respond to them in 
the context of RDM as a new task in their day-to-day actions. 
Thus, we offer new insights into institutional logics at the 
micro-level by providing an in-depth account of ECRs’ behav-
iors, actions, and decisions regarding RDM and the related mi-
croprocesses. Our microanalysis of institutional logics deepens 
our understanding of ‘how scholars affect their organizations 
and influence [institutional logics] through their actions and 
behaviors’ (Kallio et al., 2021, p. 142). Furthermore, with our 
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study, we tested Pache and Santo’s (2013) repertoire in an 
empirical setting. We found it to be appropriate for empirical 
studies in the field of micro-level processes, and we were also 
able to confirm their responses. Future research can use it in 
other empirical settings and possibly further specify the 
repertoire.

Second, we broaden previous research on HEIs and RDM 
by taking neoliberal academia into account. Various recent 
publications (e.g., Berkowitz & Delacour, 2022; Defazio et al., 
2022; Schwarz & Bouckenooghe, 2024; Stieglitz et al., 2020) 
show that RDM is finally in the management studies discussion. 
We appreciate this development, but note that neoliberal aca-
demia receives insufficient attention with regard to RDM. 
However, Schwarz and Bouckenooghe (2024) mention that 
there is often a prevailing fear of RDM in management re-
search, particularly the sharing of research data. One of the 
reasons they give for this is fear of competition. Our study 
provides empirical support for this fear. We show that many of 
the interviewed management ECRs do not practice RDM due 
to the publish or perish culture within the neoliberal academia. 
Moreover, neoliberal academia disempowers ECRs by creating 
a strong dependence on their professors, similar to the vertical 
risks mentioned by Schwarz and Bouckenooghe (2024), and 
imposing performance pressure. Therefore, it is crucial to have 
this in mind regarding RDM.

Conclusion

To explore how ECRs respond to institutional logics in the context 
of RDM, we used a qualitative research design. Based on our 
investigation of the actions and decisions of ECRs concerning 
RDM within neoliberal academia, we identified three different 
behavioral profiles. Furthermore, we discussed these profiles’ 
responses (Pache & Santos, 2013) to institutional logics – state, 
market, professional, and community. Thus, we pick up the em-
phases of Cai and Mountford (2022) and Kallio et al. (2021) by 
focusing on micro-level processes.

Considering the practical implication of our three identified 
profiles, by teaching RDM to students, conformists have an 
impact on the next generation of researchers. Additionally, 
conformists are also able to influence ECRs from other re-
search communities who do not yet practice RDM. Within a 
collaboration with waverers or resisters, conformists can act as 
role models by demonstrating the role of RDM in the research 
process and convincing the naysayers to adopt RDM, at least 
for the joint research project. Thus, besides the managerial 
pushes the resisters might produce due to their rejection of 
RDM, conformists can contribute to RDM becoming a stan-
dard within research activities across community boundaries. 
This is comparable to the ‘push through the institution’ identi-
fied by Schwarz and Bouckenooghe (2024, p. 5) as one of six 
steps to tackle data sharing fears.

Our findings revealed that management researchers often 
see their research results as less important than those of re-
searchers in the natural or medical sciences. Although all ECRs 
in our sample described the high pressure and numerous re-
sponsibilities within their working day, management research-
ers often used this as an explanation for not integrating RDM 
within their activities. We consider the most likely reason for 
this to be the lack of an RDM standard within the management 
science community. Thus, we encourage all research communi-
ties – especially the management science community – to con-
sider the insights provided by this study and to critically reflect 
on their own role in enabling and fostering RDM. RDM rep-
resents not only quality assurance and control; it is the founda-
tion for the trustworthiness of researchers and their findings. 
In the future, we must achieve internationally practiced core 
values of integrity, transparency, and orientation toward the 
FAIR principles.

Conflict of interests and funding

We received no financial support for the research, authorship, 
and/or publication of this article. Furthermore, we report no 
conflict of interests.

Acknowledgements

Our paper has received much useful feedback during the 
course of its development. We would first like to thank the 
senior editor of this article, Guillaume Carton, as well as the 
two anonymous reviewers for their valuable comments 
throughout the revision process. Furthermore, we would like 
to thank Michael C. J. Mayer and Suleika Bort for their very 
constructive feedback as well as our colleagues for their sup-
port. Last but not least, we would also like to thank our inter-
viewees for the time and massive input they offered.

References
Aguinis, H., Cummings, C., Ramani, R. S. & Cummings, T. G. (2020). ‘An A is 

an A’: The new bottom line for valuing academic research. Academy of 
Management Perspectives, 34(1), 135–154. doi: 10.5465/amp.2017.0193

Barczak, G., Hopp, C., Kaminski, J., Piller, F. et al. (2022). How open is inno-
vation research? – An empirical analysis of data sharing among innova-
tion scholars. Industry and Innovation, 29(2), 186–218. doi: 
10.1080/13662716.2021.1967727

Belkhouja, M., Yoon, H. & Maon, F. (2022). Tell me where you belong, I might 
cite your work: Affiliation origins, legitimation efforts, and the citation of 
team-produced research in business and management scholarship. 
M@n@gement, 25(1), 49–65. doi: 10.37725/mgmt.v25.4455

Berkowitz, H. & Delacour, H. (2020). Sustainable academia: Open, engaged, and 
slow science. M@n@gement, 23(1), 1–3. doi: 10.37725/mgmt.v23.4474

Berkowitz, H. & Delacour, H. (2022). Opening research data: What does it 
mean for social sciences? M@n@gement, 25(4), 1–15. doi: 10.37725/
mgmt.v25.9123

https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2017.0193
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2021.1967727
https://doi.org/10.37725/mgmt.v25.4455
https://doi.org/10.37725/mgmt.v23.4474
https://doi.org/10.37725/mgmt.v25.9123
https://doi.org/10.37725/mgmt.v25.9123


Original Research Article14

Donner and Huber

Berman, E. P. (2012). Explaining the move toward the market in US aca-
demic science: How institutional logics can change without institutional 
entrepreneurs. Theory and Society, 41(3), 261–299. doi: 10.1007/
s11186-012-9167-7

Boitier, M. & Rivière, A. (2016). Management control systems, vectors of a 
managerial logic: Institutional change and conflicts of logics at university. 
Accounting Auditing Control, 22(3), 47–79. doi: 10.3917/cca.223.0047

Bottrell, D. & Manathunga, C. (Eds.) (2019). Resisting neoliberalism in higher 
education. (Vol. 1 Seeing Through the Cracks). Palgrave MacMillan. 

Brinkmann, S. & Kvale, S. (2014). InterViews: Learning the craft of qualitative 
research interviewing (3rd ed.). Sage.

Bristow, A., Robinson, S. & Ratle, O. (2017). Being an early-career CMS ac-
ademic in the context of insecurity and ‘excellence’: The dialectics of 
resistance and compliance. Organization Studies, 38(9), 1185–1207. doi: 
10.1177/0170840616685361

Cai, Y. & Mountford, N. (2022). Institutional logics analysis in higher educa-
tion research. Studies in Higher Education, 47(8), 1627–1651. doi: 
10.1080/03075079.2021.1946032

Cardinale, I. (2018). Beyond constraining and enabling: Toward new micro-
foundations for institutional theory. Academy of Management Review, 
43(1), 132–155. doi: 10.5465/amr.2015.0020

Conrath-Hargreaves, A. & Wüstemann, S. (2019). Multiple institutional log-
ics and their impact on accounting in higher education: The case of a 
German foundation university. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability 
Journal, 32(3), 782–810. doi: 10.1108/AAAJ-08-2017-3095

Cristofini, O. (2021). Toward a discursive approach to the hybridization of 
practice: Insights from the case of servitization in France. M@n@gement, 
24(2), 23–47. doi: 10.37725/mgmt.v24i2.7796

Dansou, K. & Langley, A. (2012). Institutional work and the notion of test. 
M@n@gement, 15(5), 503–527. doi: 10.3917/mana.155.0503

Defazio, D., Kolympiris, C., Perkmann, M. & Salter, A. (2022). Busy academics 
share less: The impact of professional and family roles on academic with-
holding behaviour. Studies in Higher Education, 47(4), 731–750. doi: 
10.1080/03075079.2020.1793931

Docherty, T. (2015). Universities at war. Sage.
European Commission. (2018a). Directorate-General for Research and 

Innovation. Cost-benefit analysis for FAIR research data – Cost of not hav-
ing FAIR research data. Publications Office. Retrieved from https://data.
europa.eu/doi/10.2777/02999

European Commission. (2018b). Directorate-General for Research and 
Innovation. Turning FAIR into reality – Final report and action plan from the 
European Commission expert group on FAIR data. Publications Office. 
Retrieved from https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/1524

Fecher, B., Friesike, S. & Hebing, M. (2015). What drives academic data 
sharing? PLoS One, 10(2), e0118053. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0118053

Gioia, D. A., Corley, K. G. & Hamilton, A. L. (2013). Seeking qualitative rigor 
in inductive research: Notes on the Gioia methodology. Organizational 
Research Methods, 16(1), 15–31. doi: 10.1177/1094428112452151

Glaser, V. L., Fast, N. J., Harmon, D. J. & Green, S. E. (2016). Institutional 
frame switching: How institutional logics shape individual action. In J. 
Gehman, M. Lounsbury & R. Greenwood (Eds.), How institutions mat-
ter! (Research in the Sociology of Organizations, Vol. 48A, pp. 35–69). 
Emerald. 

Greenwood, R., Raynard, M., Kodeih, F., Micelotta, E. R. et al. (2011). 
Institutional complexity and organizational responses. Academy of 
Management Annals, 5(1), 317–371. doi: 10.5465/19416520.2011.590299

Grossi, G., Dobija, D. & Strzelczyk, W. (2020). The impact of competing in-
stitutional pressures and logics on the use of performance measure-
ment in hybrid universities. Public Performance & Management Review, 
43(4), 818–844. doi: 10.1080/15309576.2019.1684328

Guarini, E., Magli, F. & Francesconi, A. (2020). Academic logics in changing 
performance measurement systems: An exploration in a university set-
ting. Qualitative Research in Accounting & Management, 17(1), 109–142. 
doi: 10.1108/QRAM-06-2019-0076

Gumport, P. J. (2000). Academic restructuring: Organizational change and 
institutional imperatives. Higher Education, 39(1), 67–91. doi: 
10.1023/A:1003859026301

Jeanes, E., Loacker, B. & Śliwa, M. (2019). Complexities, challenges and impli-
cations of collaborative work within a regime of performance measure-
ment: The case of management and organisation studies. Studies in 
Higher Education, 44(9), 1539–1553. doi: 10.1080/03075079.2018. 
1453793

Jemine, G., Pichault, F. & Dubois, C. (2022). New ways of working in aca-
demia: Maneuvering in and with ambiguity in workspace design pro-
cesses. M@n@gement, 25(4), 16–30. doi: 10.37725/mgmt.v25.4447

Kallio, K.-M., Kallio, T. J., Grossi, G. & Engblom, J. (2021). Institutional logic and 
scholars’ reactions to performance measurement in universities. 
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 34(9), 135–161. doi: 10.1108/
AAAJ-03-2018-3400

Kallio, K.-M., Kallio, T. J., Tienari, J. & Hyvönen, T. (2016). Ethos at stake: 
Performance management and academic work in universities. Human 
Relations, 69(3), 685–709. doi: 10.1177/0018726715596802

Kellogg, K. C. (2019). Subordinate activation tactics: Semi-professionals and 
micro-level institutional change in professional organizations. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 64(4), 928–975. doi: 10.1177/0001839218804527

Knights, D. & Clarke, C. A. (2014). It’s a bittersweet symphony, this life: 
Fragile academic selves and insecure identities at work. Organization 
Studies, 35(3), 335–357. doi: 10.1177/0170840613508396

Kraatz, M. S. & Block, E. S. (2008). Organizational implications of institutional 
pluralism. In R. Greenwood, C. Oliver, K. Sahlin & R. Suddaby (Eds.), The 
SAGE handbook of organizational institutionalism (pp. 243–275). Sage. 

Laudel, G. & Gläser, J. (2008). From apprentice to colleague: The metamor-
phosis of early career researchers. Higher Education, 55(3), 387–406. doi: 
10.1007/s10734-007-9063-7

Lorenz, C. (2012). If you’re so smart, why are you under surveillance? 
Universities, neoliberalism, and new public management. Critical Inquiry, 
38(3), 599–629. doi: 10.1086/664553

Malhotra, N., Zietsma, C., Morris, T. & Smets, M. (2021). Handling resistance 
to change when societal and workplace logics conflict. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 66(2), 475–520. doi: 10.1177/0001839220962760

Marquis, C., Glynn, M. A. & Davis, G. F. (2007). Community isomorphism 
and corporate social action. Academy of Management Review, 32(3), 
925–945. doi: 10.5465/amr.2007.25275683

McCann, L., Granter, E., Hyde, P. & Aroles, J. (2020). ‘Upon the gears and 
upon the wheels’: Terror convergence and total administration in the 
neoliberal university. Management Learning, 51(4), 431–451. doi: 
10.1177/1350507620924162

McPherson, C. M. & Sauder, M. (2013). Logics in action: Managing institu-
tional complexity in a drug court. Administrative Science Quarterly, 58(2), 
165–196. doi: 10.1177/0001839213486447

Miles, M. B., Huberman, A. M. & Saldaña, J. (2020). Qualitative data analysis: 
A methods sourcebook (4th ed.). Sage.

Nordbäck, E., Hakonen, M. & Tienari, J. (2022). Academic identities and 
sense of place: A collaborative autoethnography in the neoliberal 
university. Management Learning, 53(2), 331–349. doi: 10.1177/13505 
076211006543

Pache, A.-C. & Santos, F. (2013). Embedded in hybrid contexts: How indi-
viduals in organizations respond to competing institutional logics. In M. 
Lounsbury & E. Boxenbaum (Eds.), Institutional logics in action, Part B 
(Research in the Sociology of Organizations, Vol. 39B, pp. 3–35). Emerald. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11186-012-9167-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11186-012-9167-7
https://doi.org/10.3917/cca.223.0047
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840616685361
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2021.1946032
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2015.0020
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-08-2017-3095
https://doi.org/10.37725/mgmt.v24i2.7796
https://doi.org/10.3917/mana.155.0503
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2020.1793931
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/02999
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/02999
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/1524
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0118053
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011.590299
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2019.1684328
https://doi.org/10.1108/QRAM-06-2019-0076
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1003859026301
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2018.1453793
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2018.1453793
https://doi.org/10.37725/mgmt.v25.4447
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-03-2018-3400
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-03-2018-3400
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715596802
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839218804527
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840613508396
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-007-9063-7
https://doi.org/10.1086/664553
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839220962760
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.25275683
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350507620924162
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839213486447
https://doi.org/10.1177/13505076211006543
https://doi.org/10.1177/13505076211006543


Original Research Article 15

Research data management in German academia

Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods. Sage.
Powell, W. W. & Rerup, C. (2017). Opening the black box: The microfoun-

dations of institutions. In R. Greenwood, C. Oliver, T. B. Lawrence & R. E. 
Meyer (Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational institutionalism (pp. 
311–335). Sage.

Power, M. (2021). Modelling the micro-foundations of the audit society: 
Organizations and the logic of the audit trail. Academy of Management 
Review, 46(1), 6–32. doi: 10.5465/amr.2017.0212

Rowlands, J. & Rawolle, S. (2013). Neoliberalism is not a theory of every-
thing: A Bourdieuian analysis of illusio in educational research. Critical 
Studies in Education, 54(3), 260–272. doi: 10.1080/17508487. 2013. 
830631

Schwarz, G. M. & Bouckenooghe, D. (2024). Pay it forward and free your 
data! Fear in the way of data sharing in management research. Journal of 
Management Studies, 1–8. doi: 10.1111/joms.13091

Seo, M.-G. & Creed, W. E. D. (2002). Institutional contradictions, praxis, 
and institutional change: A dialectical perspective. Academy of 
Management Review, 27(2), 222–247. https://www.jstor.org/
stable/4134353

Spee, A. P. & Jarzabkowski, P. (2011). Strategic planning as communicative 
process. Organization Studies, 32(9), 1217–1245. doi: 10.1177/01708 
40611411387

Stephan, P. (2012). How economics shapes science. Harvard University Press.
Stieglitz, S., Wilms, K., Mirbabaie, M., Hofeditz, L. et al. (2020). When are 

researchers willing to share their data? – Impacts of values and uncer-
tainty on open data in academia. PLoS One, 15(7), e0234172. doi: 
10.1371/journal.pone.0234172

Svenningsen-Berthélem, V., Boxenbaum, E. & Ravasi, D. (2018). Individual 
responses to multiple logics in hybrid organizing: The role of structural 
position. M@n@gement, 21(4), 1306–1328. doi: 10.3917/mana.214. 
1306

Thornton, P. H., Ocasio, W. & Lounsbury, M. (2012). The institutional logics 
perspective: A new approach to culture, structure and process. Oxford 
University Press. 

Townley, B. (1997). The institutional logic of performance appraisal. 
Organization Studies, 18(2), 261–285. doi: 10.1177/017084 
069701800204

Voronov, M., De Clercq, D. & Hinings, C. R. (2013). Institutional complexity 
and logic engagement: An investigation of Ontario fine wine. Human 
Relations, 66(12), 1563–1596. doi: 10.1177/0018726713481634

Waeger, D. & Weber, K. (2019). Institutional complexity and organizational 
change: An open polity perspective. Academy of Management Review, 
44(2), 336–359. doi: 10.5465/amr.2014.0405

Whyte, A., de Vries, J., Thorat, R., Kuehn, E. et al. (2018). Skills and capability 
framework (Deliverable 7.3). EOSCpilot.

Wieners, S. & Weber, S. M. (2020). Athena’s claim in an academic regime of 
performativity: Discursive organizing of excellence and gender at the 
intersection of heterotopia and heteronomia. Management Learning, 
51(4), 511–530. doi: 10.1177/1350507620915198

Wilkinson, M. D., Dumontier, M., Aalbersberg, I. J., Appleton, G. et al. (2016). 
The FAIR guiding principles for scientific data management and stew-
ardship. Scientific Data, 3, 160018. doi: 10.1038/sdata.2016.18

Willmott, H. (2011). Journal list fetishism and the perversion of scholarship: 
Reactivity and the ABS list. Organization, 18(4), 429–442. doi: 
10.1177/1350508411403532

Willmott, H. (2015). Why institutional theory cannot be critical. Journal of 
Management Inquiry, 24(1), 105–111. doi: 10.1177/1056492614545306

Yan, S., Almandoz, J. & Ferraro, F. (2021). The impact of logic (in)compatibil-
ity: Green investing, state policy, and corporate environmental perfor-
mance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 66(4), 903–944. doi: 
10.1177/00018392211005756

Yin, Y. M. & Mu, G. M. (2023). Thriving in the neoliberal academia without 
becoming its agent? Sociologising resilience with an early career aca-
demic and a mid-career researcher. Higher Education, 86(1), 65–80. doi: 
10.1007/s10734-022-00901-0

Zilber, T. B. (2016). How institutional logics matter : A bottom-up explora-
tion. In J. Gehman, M. Lounsbury & R. Greenwood (Eds.), How institutions 
matter! (Research in the Sociology of Organizations, Vol. 48A, pp. 137–
155). Emerald. 

Zucker, L. G. & Schilke, O. (2019). Towards a theory of micro-institutional 
processes: Forgotten roots, links to social-psychological research, and 
new ideas. In P. Haack, J. Sieweke & L. Wessel (Eds.), Microfoundations of 
institutions (Research in the Sociology of Organizations, Vol. 65B, pp. 
371–389). Emerald. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0212
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2013.830631
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2013.830631
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.13091
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4134353
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4134353
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840611411387
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840611411387
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0234172
https://doi.org/10.3917/mana.214.1306
https://doi.org/10.3917/mana.214.1306
https://doi.org/10.1177/017084069701800204
https://doi.org/10.1177/017084069701800204
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726713481634
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2014.0405
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350507620915198
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2016.18
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508411403532
https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492614545306
https://doi.org/10.1177/00018392211005756
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-022-00901-0


Original Research Article16

Donner and Huber

Table A1. Key characteristics and influences of institutional logics within academia

Institutional  
logic

General key characteristics  
(Thornton et al., 2012)

Influence on 
academia

Influence on HEIs Influence on researchers RDM context

State logic •  Redistribution of 
resources

•  Society’s interests as 
a priority

•  Creation of a 
framework of rules, 
requirements, 
and opportunities

•  Funding of 
universities in the 
public interest and 
ensuring research 
autonomy versus 
promoting 
managerialism 
(Townley, 1997)

•  Legitimacy from following 
governmental require-
ments and national 
priorities (Grossi et al., 
2020)

•  Mission of increasing the 
common good (Berkowitz 
& Delacour, 2020)

•  Regulatory framework 
(e.g., funding conditions)

•  Output representing a 
value for the society

•  Promotion and 
support of an 
RDM infrastructure 
by the state

•  Requirement for 
new publicly 
funded research 
programs to adopt 
RDM

Market logic •  Guiding principles of 
profit maximization, 
growth, and 
competition

•  Prices defined by supply 
and demand

•  Hypercompetitive 
environment 
(Bristow et al., 
2017)

•  Performance 
appraisal systems 
(Townley, 1997)

•  ‘A-journal mindset’ 
(Aguinis et al., 2020, 
p. 148)

•  Competition with other 
HEIs (Wieners & Weber, 
2020)

•  Usage of parameters and 
metrics (e.g., Gumport, 
2000; Townley, 1997)

•  Pressure to publish, 
forcing researchers to 
withhold information 
(Defazio et al., 2022)

•  Anxiety or stress 
(McCann et al., 2020; 
Nordbäck et al., 2022)

•  Market-oriented career 
development mainly 
through publications 
(Belkhouja et al., 2022)

•  Additional task, 
increasing 
researchers’ 
workload 
(Berkowitz & 
Delacour, 2022)

Professional 
logic

•  Individuals with high 
expertise and 
knowledge within a 
specific profession

•  Reputation and status 
within the profession as 
driver for development

•  Tense job market 
within the 
academic 
profession 
(Stephan, 2012)

•  Aim to advance 
knowledge, seek the truth, 
and maintain one’s own 
reputation within the 
research community 
(Berman, 2012; Grossi 
et al., 2020)

•  Scientific freedom and 
openness of research 
results (Guarini et al., 
2020; Kallio et al., 2016)

•  Aim to advance 
knowledge, seek the 
truth, and maintain one’s 
own reputation within 
the research community 
(Berman, 2012; Grossi 
et al., 2020)

•  Scientific freedom and 
openness of research 
results (Guarini et al., 
2020; Kallio et al., 2016)

•  Additional means 
for researchers to 
contribute to 
research and 
high-quality 
scientific work

Community 
logic

•  People who are bound 
together

•  Collective relationships 
between the members

•  Usage of common 
definitions, beliefs, 
norms, and rules

•  Professional loyalty 
to research 
community more 
important than 
membership in HEI 
(Townley, 1997)

•  Membership within a 
research discipline with its 
own norms, rules, and 
values

•  Norms and values 
influenced by  
the community  
(Kallio et al., 2021)

•  Membership within a 
research discipline with 
its own norms, rules, and 
values

•  Norms and values 
influenced by  
the community 
(Kallio et al., 2021)

•  Research disciplines 
influencing the 
handling of data

•  Different progress 
in the disciplines 
(European 
Commission, 
2018b)

Source: own elaboration.
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