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Abstract

Hybrid organizations have emerged as a promising way of organizing to tackle
complex societal challenges by combining elements from multiple organizational
forms, each guided by distinct institutional logics. This blending of logics enables
hybrids to pursue multiple goals, but it also gives rise to persistent tensions rooted
in conflicting assumptions, values, and practices. While existing research has docu-
mented diverse manifestations of such tensions, a systematic explanation of the
nature of tensions in hybrid organizations, their emergence, and how organizations
respond to them remains underdeveloped. This paper addresses this gap through
a systematic literature review and synthesis of 82 peer-reviewed studies. The re-
view advances the concept of logic tensions as an integrative analytical construct.
The findings show that logic tensions manifest across performing, organizing, and
belonging tensions, emerge and intensify under specific internal and external con-
ditions, and are navigated through a multitude of organizational responses. This
review advances theory by positioning logic tensions as an inherent feature of hy-
bridity and by offering an integrative framework that highlights the cycle of logic
tensions within hybrid organizations. Multiple gaps for future research are identified
through the integrative framework, which are summarized in a research agenda.
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L. Kriegel

1 Introduction

Hybrid organizations have received increasing scholarly and public interest in recent
decades. Through their multi-purpose mission, where they combine goals that aim
to benefit a broad set of stakeholders (Giimiisay et al. 2022; Battilana et al. 2022;
Grabski-Walls and Ambos 2024), they are often positioned as promising vehicles
for addressing grand societal challenges, ranging from inequality to climate change
(George et al. 2016). Common examples for hybrid organizations are work integra-
tion social enterprises (WISE), which aim to (re-)integrate the long-time jobless
into the job market (Pache et al. 2024), or microfinance organizations, which give
out small credits to people who would not get money from other sources of fund-
ing (Pinz et al. 2024). Moreover, many existing organizations, such as nonprofits,
find themselves in increasingly complex environments, resulting in the adoption of
hybrid business models that integrate multiple objectives, such as coupling the goal
of mission achievement with the acquisition of resources needed for goal achieve-
ment (Hwang and Powell 2009; Beaton et al. 2021; Logue et al. 2025). Despite their
normative appeal and increasing relevance, the concept of hybrid organizations is
challenged in the literature due to its breadth (Dorobat et al. 2024).

The resulting fuzziness is reflected in the multiple, often divergent, definitions
of hybrid organizations found in the literature. Some scholars define hybrid orga-
nizations through their structural or activity-based blending of previously distinct
organizational forms (Battilana and Lee 2014), while others conceptualize them as
organizations where multiple institutional logics coexist and exert conflicting norma-
tive pressures to varying degrees based on their compatibility and centrality within
the organization (Besharov and Smith 2014; Giimiisay et al. 2020). In the latter
approach, the institutional logic perspective (ILP) assumes a set of stable institutional
logics, such as market, community, or religious logics, that serve as organizing prin-
ciples (Friedland and Alford 1991) and offer a theoretical base for the phenomenon of
hybrid organizations (Besharov and Smith 2014). For this review, a social construc-
tionist view of hybridity is adopted, conceptualizing them as dynamic configurations
shaped by multiple institutional logics that remain subject to ongoing interpretation
and reconfiguration by the organization, its members, and external stakeholders
(Shepherd et al. 2019; Cappellaro et al. 2020; Giimiisay et al. 2020).

Multiple reviews have been published on hybrid organizations that outline the
conceptual space in which the phenomenon is researched (see for reviews: Smith et
al. 2013; Battilana and Lee 2014; Doherty et al. 2014; Battilana et al. 2017; Hota et al.
2023). In their seminal paper, Battilana & Lee (2014) conceptualize social enterprises
as an ideal type of hybrid organizations, locate these organizations and their prac-
tices on the dichotomy of integration and differentiation of multiple organizational
forms, and develop a research agenda to better understand hybridity. Multiple other
reviews have been published around the same time that also conceptualize social
enterprises as hybrid organizations (Smith et al. 2013; Doherty et al. 2014). Smith
et al. (2013) have specified the social-business tensions that social enterprises face,
clustering them into performing, organizing, belonging, and learning tensions, and
reviewed the literature based on this conceptualization. Battilana et al. (2017) later
advanced the concept of hybrid organizing, which positions hybridity on a continuum
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rather than a specific type of organization. The authors propose a theoretical frame-
work that captures the antecedents of hybridity, hybrid organizing strategies, as well
as opportunities & challenges of hybrid organizing. More recently, a review using
bibliometric analysis to outline the emergence and intellectual fields of the hybrid
organizing literature (Hota et al. 2023), and a review that specifies the emergence of
hybrid organizations have been published (Giingordii-Arioglu and Tungalp 2024).

Despite these important contributions by prior reviews, several conceptual issues
remain unresolved in the literature on hybrid organizations. Existing reviews have
primarily focused on delineating the phenomenon of hybridity by classifying a wide
range of organizations as hybrids, which has broadened empirical scope but also
dispersed conceptual clarity regarding what constitutes a hybrid organization. In this
context, tensions associated with hybrid organizations have largely been treated as
outcomes of hybridity, rather than being examined systematically in terms of their
underlying sources, interrelations, and implications for organizational dynamics. An
exception is the review by Smith et al. (2013), as the authors delineate the complex
interrelationship of tensions in social enterprises. Nevertheless, the field has grown
drastically since then, and the scope of that review remains limited due to its specific
focus on social enterprises. As a result, prior reviews offer only limited insight into
why tensions tend to arise simultaneously, persist over time, and shape organizational
processes in hybrid organizations. At the same time, research on hybrid organiza-
tions has evolved into a theoretically pluralistic and empirically rich field, drawing
on perspectives such as institutional logics, paradox theory, or organizational identity
(Besharov 2014; Palakshappa et al. 2024; Malhotra et al. 2025). While this plurality
has generated valuable insights, studies rarely specify under which conditions par-
ticular theoretical perspectives are most appropriate, nor do they sufficiently distin-
guish between their temporal and procedural assumptions, as well as the appropriate
level of analysis.

Against this backdrop, advancing research on hybrid organizations requires a con-
ceptual approach that helps bridge fragmented debates without oversimplifying the
theoretical plurality and levels of analysis. As Dorobat et al. (2024) note, “in nearly
all perspectives, hybridity is conceived as an abstract and aggregate aspect of [...]
organizations, a concept that is a ‘collective given’ and largely a black box” (p. 2).
Institutional logics and the tensions that arise from their simultaneous presence and
relevance within organizations provide a promising entry point for opening this black
box. As persistent and interdependent contradictions, tensions reflect the lived expe-
rience of hybridity, manifesting where multiple logics collide and shape organiza-
tional practices (Giimiisay et al. 2020; Smith and Cunha 2020; Malhotra et al. 2025).
Hence, this review systematically synthesizes the literature around the following
three research questions: (1) What is the nature of tensions in hybrid organizations?,
(2) Under what conditions do tensions arise in hybrid organizations?, and (3) How do
hybrid organizations respond to tensions?

To address these research questions, this study employs an explanatory literature
review. This approach is suited to identify underlying mechanisms and theoretical
patterns across diverse and fragmented literatures, thereby enabling “how” and “why”’
explanations rather than simply providing a descriptive aggregation (Tranfield et al.
2003; Kunisch et al. 2023). The review follows established procedures for systematic
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reviews (Denyer and Tranfield 2009). A comprehensive search of the Web of Science
Core Collection and EBSCO Business Source databases (Hiebl 2023) was conducted
in May 2024 and updated in May 2025. Using a broad search string that captures ten-
sions and multiple forms of hybrid organizations, the systematic screening of titles,
abstracts, keywords, and full texts resulted in a final sample of 82 peer-reviewed
journal articles. To extract explanatory insights relevant to the research questions, the
identified studies were coded using an abductive approach that combined inductive
coding with concepts from established theorization on tensions and hybrid organiza-
tions (Gioia et al. 2013; Satre and Van De Ven 2021).

This study advances research on hybrid organizations through its suggested
framework and its research objectives, offering three main conclusions to enhance
conceptual clarity. First, it conceptualizes logic tensions as an inherent feature of
organizational hybridity, showing that they arise from the combination of multiple
institutional logics and manifest as performing, organizing, and belonging tensions
that generate contradictions in resource allocation within hybrid organizations. Sec-
ond, it demonstrates that these logic tensions unfold recursively across organizational
and individual levels over time, presented in the cycle of logic tensions that con-
nects their emergence, amplification, and organizational responses. Third, the review
integrates the diverse theoretical lenses applied in prior research by positioning the
institutional logics perspective as the structural foundation for understanding hybrid-
ity, while showing how complementary perspectives, such as paradox theory and
organizational identity theory, enrich explanations of how logic tensions persist, are
experienced, and are navigated in hybrid organizations.

In the following section, the conceptual background that guided this literature
review is outlined. In particular, the concepts of hybrid organizations and organiza-
tional tensions are explored to establish a common understanding for the remainder
of the review. The conceptual background is followed by the methodology section,
outlining the literature search process, sample composition, and analysis procedure.
Afterwards, the results from the literature review and the abductive analysis are pre-
sented following the deduced data structure alongside the conceptual framework that
constitutes the core contribution of this review. Lastly, the study’s findings are dis-
cussed along with their limitations, a research agenda is presented outlining specific
research questions that warrant future inquiry, and practical implications are given. A
summary concludes the review.

2 Conceptual background
2.1 Hybrid organizations as a phenomenon

Hybrid organizations incorporate practices and forms from multiple spheres, such
as the market, the state, or the third sector, rather than aligning exclusively with
one institutional sphere (Logue et al. 2025). Hereby, they are active in environments
characterized by institutional pluralism, which is defined as “the situation faced by
an organization that operates within multiple institutional spheres” (Kraatz and Block
2008, p. 243). Examples include WISEs, which aim to integrate marginalized groups

@ Springer



Understanding logic tensions in hybrid organizations: a systematic...

into the labor market through economically viable business models (Battilana et al.
2015; Pache et al. 2024), or microfinance organizations, which offer market-based
financial services guided by the social mission to alleviate people from poverty (Pinz
and Helmig 2015; Wry and Zhao 2018; Pinz et al. 2024). These organizational forms
and others exemplify a broader phenomenon in which organizational hybridity is
increasingly a response to institutional complexity (Gilimiisay et al. 2020; Malhotra
et al. 2025; Logue et al. 2025), where institutional complexity is defined as the state
in which organizations “confront incompatible prescriptions from multiple insti-
tutional logics” (Greenwood et al. 2011, p. 318). One example of this is nonprofit
organizations, which increasingly must meet the requirements of various stakehold-
ers. Changes in the institutional field, such as the New Public Management reforms,
have led nonprofit organizations to operate in quasi-markets, where they must adopt
business practices to acquire projects and financing (Maier et al. 2016). These quasi-
markets require nonprofits to compete for short-term service contracts under tight
performance control, which encourages commercialization and managerialism in
their structures and practices, thus changing the institutional demands (Hwang and
Powell 2009; Maier et al. 2016). The impact that institutional complexity has on
hybrid organizations is multifaceted. Incompatible prescriptions from multiple insti-
tutional logics create governance challenges, impede decision-making processes due
to unclear guidance, and obstruct sensemaking for organizations and their members
(Greenwood et al. 2011; Seetre 2023; Fu and Yan 2025).

The study of the phenomenon of hybrid organizations is marked by the application
of a wide range of theoretical perspectives. The most prominent ones are the insti-
tutional logics perspective, paradox theory, organizational identity theory, and the
literature on governance. Institutional logics are defined “as the socially constructed,
historical pattern of material practices, assumptions, values, beliefs, and rules by
which individuals produce and reproduce their material subsistence, organize time
and space, and provide meaning to their social reality” (Thornton and Ocasio 1999,
p. 809). Institutional logics are a multi-level theory, as logics are conceptualized to
originate on the societal level and are then interpreted and enacted on the organiza-
tional as well as the individual level (Friedland and Alford 1991). As a consequence,
organizations that contradict organizing principles prescribed by institutional log-
ics create room for contradictions in demands from logics (Friedland and Alford
1991). Thus, when organizations accommodate multiple logics, as hybrids do, orga-
nizational members are confronted with divergent norms, values, and expectations
that often lack a clear resolution (York et al. 2016; Polzer et al. 2016; Durand and
Thornton 2018). In line with this observation, paradox theory conceptualizes these
situations as persistent contradictions that, unlike trade-offs or dilemmas, cannot be
resolved through choice or compromise but instead require ongoing navigation over
time (Smith and Lewis 2011; Putnam et al. 2016). In this respect, paradox theory
provides valuable insight into how actors within hybrid organizations make sense of
and cope with inherent contradictions arising from institutional complexity (Putnam
et al. 2016; Fairhurst and Putnam 2023). Furthermore, organizational identity theory
focuses on tensions resulting from conflicting definitions of the organizational iden-
tity imposed by different logics (Ashforth and Reingen 2014; Wry and York 2017).
The literature highlights the role of pluralistic managers, who can navigate between
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the multiple identities of the hybrid organization (Besharov 2014). Lastly, the lit-
erature on governance focuses on the organizational designs adopted to house the
multiple demands that hybrid organizations are facing (Santos et al. 2015; Mair et al.
2015), highlighting, among other findings, that boards play a crucial role in sustain-
ing hybridity (Pache et al. 2024).

Although the outlined theoretical plurality has generated important insights,
existing research rarely specifies under which conditions particular theoretical per-
spectives are most appropriate, nor does it sufficiently distinguish between their
underlying temporal and procedural assumptions. As a consequence, hybrid orga-
nizations are often conceptualized in fundamentally different ways, leading to a
pluralism of interpretations in which hybridity represents different phenomena to
different audiences (Kraatz and Block 2008; Gilimiisay et al. 2020). This lack of dif-
ferentiation contributes to an absence of conceptual consensus in the field. Prior stud-
ies frequently apply the term hybrid organization to different phenomena and study
the implications at different analytical levels, ranging from field-level institutional
arrangements to intra-organizational practices and individual sensemaking processes
(Reay and Hinings 2009; Jay 2013; Castellas et al. 2019; Cappellaro et al. 2020).
These perspectives have largely developed in parallel rather than in dialogue, thereby
constraining cumulative theory development and contributing to the impression that
hybrid organizations may constitute fundamentally different phenomena depending
on the theoretical lens adopted (Dorobat et al. 2024).

Against this backdrop, the contribution of this review is to provide a systematic
synthesis of how tensions in hybrid organizations are conceptualized, under which
conditions they emerge, and how they are managed and with what consequences.
Importantly, the review does not presuppose a single theoretical lens as its start-
ing point. Instead, by synthesizing a fragmented body of work, the analysis reveals
that a substantial share of the reviewed studies can be meaningfully integrated by
understanding tensions as persistent and interdependent contradictions rooted in the
coexistence of institutional logics. This insight emerges from the synthesis and is
advanced as an integrative implication of the review in the results section. Conceptu-
alizing logic tensions as linking macro-level institutional logics with micro-level sen-
semaking and organizational practice helps explain why different tensions co-occur
and persist over time (Smith and Cunha 2020; Palakshappa et al. 2024; Malhotra et
al. 2025). The following section builds on this argument by examining how tensions
have been conceptualized in the literature on hybrid organizations and beyond.

2.2 Tensions in hybrid organizations

Tensions have long been recognized as an inherent feature of organizational life.
Whether stemming from resource scarcity, divergent stakeholder interests, or con-
flicting strategic demands, they are widely studied in organizational research (Hill-
man et al. 2009; Parmar et al. 2010; Smith and Lewis 2011; O’Reilly and Tushman
2013). Paradox theory conceptualizes tensions as persistent, interdependent contra-
dictions that cannot be resolved but must be navigated over time, positioning them
as an integral phenomenon within organizing (Smith and Lewis 2011; Putnam et
al. 2016, Fairhurst and Putnam 2023). Hence, organizations must learn to live with
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them and leverage their productive potential while containing their disruptive effects
(Smith and Lewis 2011). One example is the paradox of centralization/decentraliza-
tion, which refers to the persistent tension between the need to concentrate authority
and control to ensure coordination and accountability, and the simultaneous need to
distribute decision-making to enable flexibility, responsiveness, and local autonomy
(Dattée et al. 2022).

While this theoretical foundation has advanced our understanding of organiza-
tional tensions, it does not fully capture the specific nature of tensions in hybrid orga-
nizations. Hybrid organizations internalize multiple institutional logics, which makes
tensions resulting from hybridity not merely a managerial challenge, but a structural
condition affecting all organizational members (Besharov 2014; Castellas et al. 2019;
Gilimiisay et al. 2020). The simultaneous enactment of multiple institutional logics
creates tensions in virtually all areas of organizational life: from strategy and struc-
ture to identity and everyday decision-making (Davies and Doherty 2019; Cappellaro
etal. 2020; Pache et al. 2024). These tensions can manifest in various ways, including
conflicting goals (Battilana 2018; Smith and Besharov 2019; Abootorabi et al. 2024),
competing identities (Ashforth and Reingen 2014; Besharov 2014; Wry and York
2017), governance struggles (Mair et al. 2015; Mason and Doherty 2016; Pache et
al. 2024), or divergent values (Castellas et al. 2019; Dorado et al. 2022; Cappellaro
et al. 2024).

Several studies have categorized the tensions specific to hybrid organizations.
For example, Smith et al. (2013) differentiate between performing, organizing,
belonging, and learning tensions, emphasizing how tensions emerge across different
functional and temporal dimensions of organizations. Performing tensions “emerge
from divergent outcomes”, organizing tensions “from divergent internal dynamics”,
belonging tensions “from divergent identities”, and learning tensions are tensions
from “growth, scale, and change that emerge from divergent time horizons” (Smith
et al. 2013, p. 410). In the same vein, Mason and Doherty (2016) identify tensions
related to governance and stakeholder demands, pointing to the recursive nature of
such tensions and their embeddedness in broader institutional arrangements. More
recently, Palakshappa et al. (2024) define tensions in hybrid organizations, as a result
of competing goals vying for organizational resources, further reinforcing the view
that such contradictions are not easily mitigated through technical solutions alone
(Dorobat et al. 2024; Grabski-Walls and Ambos 2024).

3 Methodology

This review is guided by the following three research questions: (1) What is the nature
of tensions in hybrid organizations?, (2) Under what conditions do tensions arise in
hybrid organizations?, and (3) How do hybrid organizations respond to tensions? To
properly address all of them, this study adopts an explaining approach to conducting
review research (Kunisch et al. 2023). Kunisch et al. (2023, p. 18) describe “explain-
ing in review research [...] as the identification and analysis of observations, patterns,
uniformities, causes, or trends that have not been previously identified in the individ-
ual primary studies.” This review approach is especially suited to identify theoretical
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patterns and mechanisms across the literature to address “how” and “why” questions
(Tranfield et al. 2003; Kunisch et al. 2023).

3.1 Literature search

The literature was sampled using a systematic review design, following the pro-
cedures outlined by Denyer and Tranfield (2009). To ensure a broad and relevant
coverage of literature, the initial search was conducted using the Web of Science
Core Collection and EBSCO Business Source databases in May 2024. These two
databases are frequently used in management reviews and provide extensive access
to peer-reviewed journal articles in the field (Hiebl 2023). Both print and online-first
articles were used throughout the review, depending on their availability. All fully
screened articles were manually checked for backward and forward search citations
to account for potential coverage bias by excluding other databases, such as Scopus.
This allowed for consideration of articles that might not have been included in the
initial database searches. Recognizing that the term “hybrid organization” functions
as an umbrella concept covering a range of organizational types (e.g., social enter-
prises, cultural enterprises, ecological ventures), the search string was designed to
reflect this breadth. Accordingly, the search term was constructed using “tension*”
and “hybrid organi*” as well as other hybrid organizational archetypes. The full list
of terms and the number of retrieved articles for each combination are detailed in
Table 1. Further information can be found in the preregistration of this study: https:
//osf.io/wv2ef.

3.2 Inclusion and exclusion criteria

The initial search yielded a total of 2,243 articles after deduplication. The selection
of relevant studies was conducted in three phases using Covidence (Veritas Health
Innovation 2024), namely (1) title screening, (2) abstract and keyword screening, and
(3) full-text review. Covidence was used because it streamlines the review workflow,
facilitates coordination between multiple reviewers, and provides an auditable record
of screening decisions. The review process began very broadly without limiting the
initial search, hence the vast amount of literature.

Table 1 Search String and Search String Web of EBSCO-
Results for Initial Search on the Science host
3rd of May 2024 Tension* (All fields) and hybrid* (Al 766 435
fields) and article (Document types)
Tension* (All fields) and social enterpr* 425 420
(All fields) and article (Document types)
Tension* (All fields) and social ventur* 116 79
(All fields) and article (Document types)
Tension* (All fields) and eco* enterpr* 385 554
(All Fields) and article (Document types)
Tension* (All fields) and cult* enterpr* 143 155
(All fields) and article (Document types)
Total 1380 1222
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After familiarization with the initial results from the literature search, the author
and a research assistant discussed potential inclusion and exclusion criteria. At the
beginning, it was decided that non-English literature and literature on fields that are
not close to management and organization research, such as medicine or chemistry,
were to be excluded. After this, the more content-sensitive criteria were developed
based on methodological guidance by Tranfield et al. (2003). This is reflected in the
inclusion criteria that display the qualitative markers by which the respective studies
were evaluated. The initial search yielded a broad scope of literature on hybrid orga-
nizations, and it was decided to delimit the scope of the review to be able to explain
the underlying mechanisms for a wide variety of hybrid organizations. This led to
the decision to focus on the intra-organizational perspective, excluding studies that
primarily studied the relation between hybrid organizations and other organizations.
This has also led to the exclusion of studies that focused on partnerships and coop-
eratives, as these studies focus mainly on tensions outside the organization. Further-
more, studies on CSR initiatives and those with no conceptual link to organizational
hybridity were excluded. These considerations were later reinforced by peer feed-
back to delimit the complexity of the conceptual model and increase its parsimony as
outlined in the subsequent section.

Lastly, in line with the qualitative markers proposed by Tranfield et al. (2003), the
quality criteria were combined with a journal quality filter. Specifically, only studies
published in journals that are rated B or above in the VHB-PMR rating (formerly
VHB-JOURQUAL) were included. This rating is widely used in German-speaking
management research and was employed as an indicator that the articles had under-
gone a rigorous peer-review process in the field. At the same time, the final inclusion
decision was guided by the qualitative markers rather than by the rating alone. The
full list of inclusion and exclusion criteria can be found in Table 2.

All screening stages were facilitated both by the author and the aforementioned
research assistant, who was familiar with the research topic and qualitative methods.
Where discrepancies arose, they were discussed until consensus was reached. In the
first stage, 2,102 articles were excluded, which resulted in 141 selected articles for
abstract and keyword screening.

The large number of irrelevant articles from the first screening can be explained by
the broad scope of the search term. For example, many articles in the initial sample
focused on the surface tension of composites and were not deemed relevant for this
review. The screening of abstracts and keywords led to the exclusion of another 59
articles, which resulted in 82 articles being included in the initial sample. During
the screening of full texts, 26 articles were dropped, and 20 articles were identified
through backward search. On the 21st of May 2025, a follow-up search was con-
ducted, which included another six articles, resulting in a final sample of 82 articles.
The sampling procedure is depicted in Fig. 1.

3.3 Analysis & coding
The literature analysis followed the procedure outlined by Gioia et al. (2013). This

process consists of condensing the data into first-order concepts, second-order
themes, and aggregate dimensions. These are then presented in a data structure, and
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Table 2 List of inclusion and

exclusion criteria

Inclusion criteria

Exclusion criteria

Primary marker: The research aims to explore
the subjective meanings that people give to
logic multiplicity and tension management in
hybrid organizations

Context-sensitive: The research has been
designed to enable sensitivity and flexibility to
changes occurring during the study

Sampling strategy: The study sample has been
selected purposefully, shaped by theory and/
or with attention to the diverse contexts and
meanings the study aims to explore

Data quality: Different sources of knowledge
or understanding about the issues being ex-
plored are compared

Theoretical adequacy: Researchers make
explicit the process by which they move from
data to interpretation

Journals not
within or near the
management field
(e.g., economics
or medicine)
Non-English
literature

CSR literature

Studies on
cooperatives

Studies on part-
nerships where
the focus on ten-

sion is specifically
on the partnership
Generalizability: If claims are made to Journals that are
generalizability, they follow logically and/or ~ rated below the
theoretically from the data B-Rating of the
German VHB-
PMR rating

the aggregate dimensions are arranged in a framework that aims to depict the under-
lying mechanisms observed in the data. The data were coded using descriptive cod-
ing, open coding, causation coding, axial coding, and theoretical coding (Saldafia
2021). MAXQDA 24 was used to facilitate coding the PDF's of the retrieved journal
articles (VERBI Software 2024). Subsequently, each coding stage is explained in
more detail to transparently depict the process.

Descriptive coding: In the initial phase, descriptive coding was used to extract
data on the year the study was published, the research question applied, the theoreti-
cal lens, the empirical design, the level of analysis, the country in which the study
was conducted, and the journal in which it was published (Saldafia 2021). These
codes provided contextual orientation and allowed for the identification of domi-
nant perspectives in the literature. The analysis yielded that 59 (72%) studies were
qualitative, 11 (13%) conceptual, 8 (10%) quantitative, and 4 (5%) adopted a mixed-
methods approach.

Open & causation coding: In a second step, open coding was applied. This process
was guided by the research questions that guided this study’s inquiry. Hence, it was
focused on extracting mechanisms related to the emergence, boundary conditions,
and responses to tensions in hybrid organizations. In part, this was supported by
causation coding (Saldafia 2021), as this review aimed at identifying the mechanisms
that previous studies have outlined in the formation and recurring nature of tensions
in hybrid organizations. In this stage, the codes were descriptive and explanatory.
Examples are codes such as “Differences in temporality by objectives of institutional

@ Springer



Understanding logic tensions in hybrid organizations: a systematic...

=
=
k-] Papers identified through Web of Papers identified through EBSCO
gff Science database search database search
s (n=1,380) (n=1,222)
=
Records after duplications
removed
£ (n=2,243)
|
3
S
@
Abstracts screened Papers excluded
(n=2,243) (n=2,102)
-‘_,? Full-text articles
= it Papers excluded
= assessed for eligibility -
2 (n=141) =55
E n
Papers included
through backward
search
(n=20)
E Follow-up search on Studies included for
= 215 of May 2025 content analysis
k| (n=6) (n=82)

Fig. 1 Process of systematic literature sampling

logics,” “Performance measurement that accommodates all logics,” or “Sensibiliza-
tion of staff towards competing institutional logic through training”.

Axial coding: In the following step, the initially developed codes were iteratively
condensed to form the final first-order concepts, but also to develop the second-order
themes and aggregated dimensions (Saldafia 2021). This was done solely by the lead
author, due to the leave of the research assistant. To check for reliability and valid-
ity, the findings were frequently discussed with peers and further refined through
their feedback to strengthen this study’s reliability. For example, at this stage one
dimension that reflected the origin of tensions in hybrid organizations was labeled
as “Governance”, two second-order themes were connected to this dimension, coded
as “Organizational board” and “Organizational design”. “Organizational design”
consisted of three first-order concepts: “Allocation of resources,” “Narrower design
choices due to defined priorities,” and “Struggle to find adequate and functional orga-
nizational design”. Peer feedback from colleagues and at a colloquium yielded that
the codes at this stage remained too descriptive and showed overlap, indicating that
further refinement was needed.

Theoretical coding: Thus, theoretical coding was applied to better depict and
aggregate the fine-grained data. The results from the first coding cycle were discussed
at a colloquium, and other researchers recommended building on existing concepts,
which led to the decision to apply an abductive approach. The approach ensured both
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conceptual sensitivity and coherence with existing theorization (Satre and Van De
Ven 2021). This resulted in the refinement of the inductively generated codes by con-
necting them to previously established concepts such as “Belonging tensions”. In an
earlier draft, it was deduced that tensions manifest in “Goals, values, and identities”
in hybrid organizations. Several codes were connected to each of these second-order
themes. Discussions with peers led to the decision that the themes of “Goals, values,
and identities” also reflect the concepts of “Performing tensions,” “Organizing ten-
sions,” and “Belonging tensions” proposed by other researchers (Smith et al. 2013;
Ismail and Johnson 2019). It was thus decided to regroup the first-order concepts
and rename the themes to better align with existing conceptualizations. Besides the
adoption of an abductive approach to theoretical coding, peer feedback also yielded
that the multi-level nature of the phenomenon of hybrid organizations increased the
model’s complexity, hence it was decided to restrict the analysis solely to the intra-
organizational perspective. Tensions external to the organization, such as field-level
pressures or stakeholder relations, were excluded unless they directly shaped internal
dynamics as reflected in the theme of “External Amplification of logics”. This focus
ensured alignment with the research questions and helped demarcate the conceptual
scope. Lastly, the theoretical coding process was supported through the identified
frameworks in the literature, by further refining themes and dimensions and develop-
ing the conceptual framework (exemplary frameworks can be found in Mason and
Doherty 2016; Glimiisay et al. 2020; Malhotra et al. 2025).

Axial and theoretical coding were iteratively applied, where peer feedback has
helped in each stage to further refine the identified codes and the conceptual model
that depicts the cycle of logic tensions present in hybrid organizations. The final
data structure, depicting first-order categories, second-order themes, and aggregate
dimensions, is visualized in Fig. 2. The following section presents the findings of the
review. The presentation of findings is grouped by the three research questions. The
results section concludes by outlining the integrative framework on the cycle of logic
tensions, as well as its conceptual implications.

4 Findings
4.1 Nature of tensions in hybrid organizations

The synthesis of the literature yielded that tensions in hybrid organizations are a mul-
tifaceted and complex construct, addressing the first research question: What is the
nature of tensions in hybrid organizations? Tensions originate from the simultaneous
presence of multiple institutional logics that are core to hybrid organizations (Pache
and Santos 2013; Canales 2014; Battilana 2018; Cappellaro et al. 2020; Tuckerman
et al. 2024; Mas-Machuca et al. 2024). For example, Giimiisay et al. (2020) illustrate
how the coexistence of a religious and a market logic in an Islamic bank produced
persistent conflicts, which exemplifies a broader pattern observed across multiple
studies as other studies also frame the coexistence of multiple logics as complex and
tension-inducing (Castellas et al. 2019; Gigliotti and Runfola 2022; Mas-Machuca
et al. 2024). This complexity arises from the continuous efforts to interpret, priori-
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tize, and reconcile divergent normative expectations embedded in different logics.
Drencheva and Au (2023) highlight how navigating demands from multiple logics
can lead to emotional exhaustion and burnout among employees in hybrid organiza-
tions. Through this mechanism, logic multiplicity marks the origin of tension arousal
in hybrid organizations. Subsequently, the nature of tensions in hybrid organiza-
tions is structured around the three tension manifestations identified in the literature,
namely (1) performing tensions, (2) organizing tensions, and (3) belonging tensions
(Smith et al. 2013; Mason and Doherty 2016; Ismail and Johnson 2019).

Performing tensions arise from the different goals that each logic prescribes, and
two recurring mechanisms are identified. First, goal hierarchy conflicts emerge when
organizational members struggle to prioritize among goals rooted in different logics
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(Battilana 2018; Smith and Besharov 2019; Bhatt 2022; Corple 2024; Huybrechts et
al. 2024; Malhotra et al. 2025). For example, Bhatt (2022) illustrate that in the case of
Indian social enterprises, efforts to integrate financial sustainability with a social mis-
sion resulted in mutual obstruction of these goals. This pattern was observed across
different empirical settings, beyond that specific case (e.g., Huybrechts et al. 2024;
Logue et al. 2025). Second, goal temporality conflicts arise because logics often
imply different time horizons, with business-oriented goals tending toward short-
term returns while social welfare-oriented goals emphasize long-term transformation
(Battilana and Dorado 2010; Pache and Santos 2013; Ramus et al. 2017; Smith and
Besharov 2019; Castellas et al. 2019; Mas-Machuca et al. 2024). Taken together,
performing tensions center on the ambiguity of what constitutes success in hybrid
organizations, both in terms of which goals to pursue and the time horizons of achiev-
ing these goals.

Organizing tensions emerge when multiple logics become embedded in gover-
nance arrangements, organizational design choices, and day-to-day processes (Smith
et al. 2013). The synthesis brings forth two mechanisms. First, tensions arise around
the governance structure because hybrid organizations face competing accountability
expectations and must integrate decision rights, oversight, and stakeholder represen-
tation under plural logics (Haigh et al. 2015; Mair et al. 2015; Davies and Doherty
2019; Schneider and Clau3 2020; Tabares 2021; Seatre 2023; Pache et al. 2024).
Second, tensions around the organizational design arise because hybrids often lack
stable templates and must choose design parameters that inevitably privilege certain
logic prescriptions, for example, reporting lines, coordination mechanisms, or struc-
tural boundaries (York et al. 2016; Albers et al. 2023). The identified organizing ten-
sions align with the governance literature on hybrids, which shows how boards, legal
forms, and structural arrangements embody and mediate competing institutional log-
ics (Santos et al. 2015; Mair et al. 2015). Hence, competing logics are translated into
organizational design choices, where contradictions are institutionalized and repro-
duced over time in hybrid organizations.

Belonging tensions revolve around organizational identity, membership expecta-
tions, and value commitments, capturing who the organization is or is perceived to be
(Glynn 2000; Battilana and Dorado 2010; Besharov 2014; Ismail and Johnson 2019;
Onishi 2019; Castellas et al. 2019; Belte et al. 2023). The synthesis yielded both
identity conflict and value contestation as recurring mechanisms that shape belonging
tensions. When logics with incompatible normative foundations are simultaneously
enacted, sensemaking about organizational identity is obstructed, and identity claims
rooted in different logics become contested (Glynn 2000; Battilana and Dorado 2010;
Jay 2013; Wry and York 2017; Gigliotti and Runfola 2022; Pache et al. 2024). At
the same time, belonging tensions arise through contestation over the value propo-
sition and the values that should guide decisions and external positioning (Davies
and Doherty 2019; Castellas et al. 2019; Dorado et al. 2022). Value pluralism, while
potentially a source of innovation, often creates complex interdependencies that com-
plicate clarity within hybrid organizations (Castellas et al. 2019). Overall, belonging
tensions destabilize shared understandings of organizational purpose and identity,
making it difficult for members to align around a common narrative. These findings
connect closely to organizational identity theory, which emphasizes how competing
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identity claims and value commitments become sites where institutional logics are
enacted and contested (Ashforth and Reingen 2014; Wry and York 2017). Belonging
tensions thus illustrate how macro-level logic contradictions are translated into iden-
tity struggles at the organizational and individual level.

While the origin and manifestations of logic tensions have been presented so far,
the literature synthesis further suggests that the result of tensions in hybrid organiza-
tions across the tension manifestations is the contradictions that arise in the alloca-
tion of resources. This theme connects the three identified tensions by highlighting
how conflicting institutional logics generate incompatible expectations regarding
where resources should be directed. Two categories were identified that structure this
mechanism. First, contradictory interpretative schemes arise because logics provide
divergent frames for interpreting what problems matter and how resources should
be justified as reflected in the tension manifestation, which hinders the formation of
shared priorities (Jay 2013; Mason and Doherty 2016; Cappellaro et al. 2020; Giimii-
say et al. 2020; Bergfeld et al. 2021; Drencheva and Au 2023). Second, competing
resource demands arise because investing in one logic’s priorities often comes at the
expense of the other, creating persistent competition over budgets, staff time, and
strategic attention (Glynn 2000; Santos et al. 2015; Stevens et al. 2015; Battilana
et al. 2015; Ramus et al. 2018; Fitzgerald and Shepherd 2018; Wry and Zhao 2018;
Godfroid et al. 2022; Tuckerman et al. 2024; Palakshappa et al. 2024; Malhotra et
al. 2025).

In sum, the findings show that tensions in hybrid organizations originate from
logic multiplicity, manifest across performing, organizing, and belonging tensions,
and result in contradictions in resource allocation. The synthesis led to the creation
of the integrative theoretical construct of logic tensions, which encompasses all these
elements and is depicted in the conceptual framework in Fig. 4. Logic tensions are
conceptualized as tensions that arise from the presence of multiple institutional log-
ics and manifest along multiple domains, where they result in struggles over resource
allocation within hybrid organizations. Rather than independent phenomena, these
elements co-constitute a persistent pattern that creates ambiguity around goals, struc-
tures, identities, and resource use in hybrid organizations. This conceptualization of
logic tensions directly links the ILP to the lived experience of hybridity in organi-
zations. At the same time, the persistent and interdependent character of these ten-
sions resonates with core insights from paradox theory, which highlights that such
contradictions cannot be fully resolved but must be navigated over time (Smith and
Lewis 2011; Smith et al. 2013). This clarifies the nature of tensions as a constitutive
condition of hybrid organizing and provides the basis for examining under which
conditions tensions become salient and how hybrid organizations respond to these
logic tensions, outlined in the subsequent chapters.

4.2 Boundary conditions of tensions in hybrid organizations
Building on the origin of logic tensions outlined above, the analysis resulted in the
dimension of amplification of logics, which captures the contextual mechanisms

through which institutional logics regain salience and evoke conflict within hybrid
organizations. This concept helped in addressing the second research question, which
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aimed to examine the conditions under which these tensions become salient or inten-
sify. This dimension goes beyond delineating the conditions under which tensions
arise by showing how internal and external factors amplify logic tensions. The under-
lying mechanism depicts that both changes in a hybrid organization and in its envi-
ronment can make logic tensions salient. The literature emphasizes that tensions can
(re-)emerge because of shifts in organizational direction, new organizational mem-
bers, resource flows, stakeholder expectations, or institutional pressures (Pache and
Santos 2010; Mason and Doherty 2016; Wry and Zhao 2018; Cappellaro et al. 2020;
Mas-Machuca et al. 2024; Grabski-Walls and Ambos 2024).

Internally, amplification occurs when organizational design choices and work-
force composition shift the internal representation and enactment of logics. Flexible
arrangements can accommodate plural logics but simultaneously introduce ambigu-
ity that allows latent tensions to (re-)surface (Battilana et al. 2015; Kannothra et al.
2018; Ramus et al. 2018; Davies and Doherty 2019). For instance, Canales (2014)
shows how loan officers in a microfinance institution exercised discretion in ways that
contradicted formal protocols, thereby creating tension between professional judg-
ment and regulatory compliance. This finding is supported by other studies, in which
structural flexibility becomes a double-edged sword as it enables hybrid functioning
but also leaves room for logic conflicts to (re-)emerge through its ambiguity (Bat-
tilana et al. 2015; Ramus et al. 2018; Smith and Besharov 2019). Additionally, shifts
in workforce composition, such as hiring individuals aligned with one logic, can
disrupt negotiated balances and provoke friction over goals and practices (Battilana
and Dorado 2010; Davies and Doherty 2019; Albers et al. 2023; Mas-Machuca et al.
2024). For example, when new employees bring normative commitments or profes-
sional backgrounds to the organization, this may challenge previously established
and shared understandings (Battilana and Dorado 2010; Canales 2014; Gigliotti and
Runfola 2022; Mas-Machuca et al. 2024).

Externally, amplification occurs when field-level institutional demands and legiti-
macy pressures shift the configuration of logics from the outside in (Pache and Santos
2010; Wry and York 2017; Ramus et al. 2017; Albers et al. 2023; Huybrechts et al.
2024; Fu and Yan 2025). These demands can shift over time and create contradictory
prescriptions for what constitutes appropriate structure, behavior, or success in hybrid
organizations. As Lallemand-Stempak (2017) notes, hybrid organizations often face
strong isomorphic pressures to adopt legitimate, field-recognized templates, even
when these templates conflict with their hybrid nature. These shifts can stem from
regulatory change, funding criteria, or broader discourses, and they influence how
external audiences evaluate the organization, thereby reconfiguring internal priorities
and (re-)activating tensions (Glynn 2000; York et al. 2016; Battilana 2018; Ismail
and Johnson 2019; Tuckerman et al. 2024). Hybrid organizations often struggle to
establish legitimacy because they defy categorization within institutional boundaries.
For example, they may face skepticism from financial institutions that expect profit-
maximization or from nonprofit funders that demand mission purity (Battilana 2018;
Gigliotti and Runfola 2022).

Taken together, these findings integrate the diverse literature and show that ten-
sions in hybrid organizations become salient through the processes of logic ampli-
fication. Rather than arising once and remaining constant, tensions (re-)emerge
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when internal organizational dynamics or external institutional pressures increase
the salience of logic representations within hybrid organizations. These processes
explain why tensions in hybrid organizations fluctuate over time and underscore that
salience is shaped by ongoing organizational and environmental dynamics rather
than by hybridity alone. After outlining the structural conditions under which ten-
sions arise, the following section delineates the organizational responses toward as
well as the consequences of logic tensions in hybrid organizations.

4.3 Responses to tensions in hybrid organizations

The synthesis of the literature yielded two distinct dimensions, namely responses to
logic tensions as well as emergent system dynamics of logic multiplicity, that help
in answering the third research question of how hybrid organizations respond to ten-
sions. First, it was found that hybrid organizations employ a broad range of strategies
in responding to logic tensions. Existing studies often lack conceptual clarity in this
domain, as similar practices are described using different terms (Battilana and Dorado
2010; Pache and Santos 2013; Ramus et al. 2017; Glimiisay et al. 2020). Based on
the synthesis, four strategies that hybrid organizations employ to respond to logic
tensions are formulated, which are: (1) structural differentiation, (2) blending, (3)
selective coupling, and (4) balancing. While much of the prior literature treats these
as distinct and static responses, the integrative synthesis shows that hybrid organiza-
tions often move dynamically between them (Mason and Doherty 2016; Palakshappa
et al. 2024; Malhotra et al. 2025). These responses should thus be understood not as
categorical strategies but as temporal modes that reflect the evolving efforts of hybrid
organizations to cope with logic tensions. An exemplary presentation of this process
of how hybrid organizations respond to logic tensions along the dimensions of inte-
gration and differentiation is outlined in Fig. 3.

The grey line depicts an example of the shifts between differentiation and inte-
gration of multiple institutional logics within a hybrid organization over time (t)
depicted by the arrows on the grey line. Along this path, organizations may engage in
selective coupling, adopting elements from different logics in flexible and situational
ways, represented by the x’s on the grey line. When tensions intensify, hybrids may
shift toward structural differentiation, compartmentalizing logics into distinct units
to reduce conflict. Organizations may also attempt blending, aiming to integrate con-
flicting logic elements into shared practices, structures, or identities.

Rather than favoring static approaches, hybrids may also adopt balancing as an
ongoing response to logic tensions. The model underscores that responses to logic
tensions are not mutually exclusive and do not follow a universal sequence. Instead,
they reflect fluid, recursive shifts between modes of organizing, shaped by contextual
factors, organizational capacity, and the changing salience of logic tensions. It also
suggests that balancing may serve as a meta-strategy, encompassing and reconfigur-
ing elements of the other responses across time. In the following, the four response
strategies and the identified mechanisms are presented in more detail.

Structural differentiation involves separating conflicting institutional logics into
distinct organizational spheres. The literature outlines three core mechanisms through
which structural differentiation is enacted: the physical or functional separation of
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logics, the formulation of a shared purpose across differentiated units, and the use
of formalized interactions between logic groups (Reay and Hinings 2009; Jay 2013;
Battilana et al. 2015; Ramus et al. 2017; Siegner et al. 2018; Smith and Besharov
2019; Castellas et al. 2019; Giimiisay et al. 2020; Vallaster et al. 2021; Gopakumar
2022; Dorado et al. 2022; Malhotra et al. 2025). First, separation is achieved by
allocating different logics to discrete organizational domains. Castellas et al. (2019)
found that hybrid organizations established dedicated units that prioritized one logic
over the other, thereby avoiding conflicting prescriptions. Second, several studies
emphasize that structural differentiation requires a unifying mission to ensure that
separated units do not drift apart (Reay and Hinings 2009; Battilana et al. 2015;
Gigliotti and Runfola 2022). For example, Gigliotti and Runfola (2022) show how a
social enterprise in Italy maintained organizational coherence by articulating a com-
mon goal across subunits with different logic orientations. This illustrative example
is supported by other findings across countries and empirical settings (Battilana et
al. 2015; Bojica and Martinez-Del-Rio 2023; Logue et al. 2025). Third, formalized
interactions between organizational spheres representing different logics can mitigate
fragmentation and foster mutual understanding. Studies highlight the importance of
structured spaces, so-called ‘spaces of negotiation’, where organizational members
who represent distinct logics can engage in dialogue about tensions, ongoing trade-
offs, and operational decisions (Battilana et al. 2015; Ramus et al. 2017; Vallaster et
al. 2021; Dorado et al. 2022). Taken together, structural differentiation allows hybrid
organizations to manage logic tensions by compartmentalizing incompatible demands
while retaining strategic coherence through shared goals and mediated exchange.
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Rather than separating logics, the strategy of blending seeks to reconcile them
into a coherent whole (Battilana and Dorado 2010; Ramus et al. 2017; Castellas et
al. 2019; Cappellaro et al. 2020; Civera et al. 2020; Schneider and Clauf3 2020). One
way in which logic blending occurs is through the development of hybrid identities.
Hsieh et al. (2018) show how social enterprises constructed synthesized identities
that combined elements of embedded logics. Another facet is the acceptance of seem-
ingly contradictory demands from each logic. Several studies note that logic tensions
cannot be fully resolved and instead require a mindset that embraces the emerging
contradictions (Jay 2013; Mason and Doherty 2016; Battilana 2018; Kannothra et
al. 2018; Smith and Besharov 2019; Godfroid et al. 2022; Belte 2022; Pache et al.
2024). Kannothra et al. (2018) identify ‘preempting’ as a blending style, wherein
organizations start to anticipate tensions and act proactively rather than reactively
toward these tensions. Correspondingly, Belte (2022) and Besharov (2014) highlight
the role of ‘pluralistic managers’ who are capable of simultaneously enabling and
legitimizing competing logics, a process likened to looking through a two-way win-
dow. Finally, logic blending also requires the development of a shared narrative that
redefines organizational goals in holistic terms. Studies suggest that articulating how
different logics reinforce each other in pursuit of integrated goals enables hybrids to
justify their structural complexity and successfully blend logics (Glynn 2000; Besha-
rov 2014; Smith and Besharov 2019; Mongelli et al. 2019; Lashitew et al. 2020; Val-
laster et al. 2021; Beaton et al. 2021; Mas-Machuca et al. 2024). In sum, the blending
of logics offers a strategy for hybrids to align conflicting interests and hybridize orga-
nizational structures and processes.

Selective coupling emphasizes organizational discretion and flexibility in choos-
ing which practices, values, or structures to adopt from each logic (Pache and Santos
2013; Mair et al. 2015; Ramus et al. 2017; Civera et al. 2020). Rather than aiming for
full consistency, hybrids selectively enact practices aligned with each logic in a way
that suits specific organizational needs and stakeholder expectations at given points
in time (Pache and Santos 2013). The literature further highlights the role of flexible,
loosely coupled adaptation of elements taken from multiple institutional logics by
organizational members (Reay and Hinings 2009; Battilana and Dorado 2010; Cana-
les 2014; Ramus et al. 2017; Smith and Besharov 2019; Giimiisay et al. 2020; Val-
laster et al. 2021). Canales (2014) shows that loan officers in Mexican microfinance
organizations made case-by-case decisions that sometimes deviated from formal
guidelines, thereby adopting adaptive responses when logic tensions arose. Glimiisay
et al. (2020) and Seetre (2023) support the role of adaptive decision-making in other
contexts. Lastly, the literature underscores the importance of informal collaboration
across groups that represent different logics (Mair et al. 2015; Mason and Doherty
2016; Ramus et al. 2017; Pache et al. 2024). Mair et al. (2015) argue that effective
governance mechanisms must reflect the pluralistic composition of the organization
to enable such collaboration. Overall, selective coupling enables hybrids to adap-
tively align with multiple logics without committing to full structural differentiation
or blending.

Balancing recognizes the temporal nature of logic tensions and embraces their
dynamic interplay through time (Stevens et al. 2015; Mason and Doherty 2016; Kan-
nothra et al. 2018; Cappellaro et al. 2020; Bunduchi et al. 2023; Malhotra et al. 2025).
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Several studies emphasize that balancing involves constant shifts in how logics are
prioritized, enacted, and interpreted over time. Mason and Doherty (2016) show that
governance tensions were addressed through iterative cycles of adjustment, reflecting
a broader organizational effort to create and maintain equilibrium. Ismail and John-
son (2019) observed a recurring process of identification and response that helped
to smooth prescriptions from irreconcilable tensions. The literature also highlights
the embracement of productive logic tensions as a central component of balancing
logics (Canales 2014; Castellas et al. 2019; Tykkyldinen and Ritala 2021; Vallaster
et al. 2021; Corple 2024; Malhotra et al. 2025). Corple (2024, pp. 366) points to “the
importance of developing a discursive consciousness among organizational mem-
bers”. Lastly, navigation of logic tensions was identified as a crucial component of
balancing logics (Ismail and Johnson 2019; Smith and Besharov 2019; Giimisay et
al. 2020; Cesinger et al. 2022; Huybrechts et al. 2024). Smith and Besharov (2019)
describe organizational guardrails that helped the organization they studied and its
organizational members to navigate the competing demands of commercial and
social-welfare logics over time. In sum, balancing of logics represents a dynamic
approach of responding to logic tensions by enabling organizations, and especially
their members, to reframe tensions and enact hybridity through adaptive iteration.

The previous section presented the deliberate responses to logic tensions. Beyond
these response strategies, the literature offers important, though fragmented, insights
into the consequences of logic multiplicity and resulting logic tensions. These con-
sequences reflect system dynamics that shape hybrid organizations. Across the
reviewed studies, both enabling and constraining dynamics have been linked to the
simultaneous enactment of multiple logics (York et al. 2016; Castellas et al. 2019;
Cappellaro et al. 2020; Logue et al. 2025).

Logic multiplicity can allow hybrid organizations to experience generative out-
comes when logic tensions are properly addressed. One such dynamic is institutional
innovation. The recursive engagement with plural logics can lead organizations to
pioneer novel arrangements that reshape institutional expectations and confer legiti-
macy on new hybrid models, sparking institutional change (Reay and Hinings 2009;
York et al. 2016; Cappellaro et al. 2020; Logue et al. 2025; Fu and Yan 2025). Logic
multiplicity can also catalyze creativity and sustainable growth. Several studies doc-
ument how productive tensions enable new combinations of ideas, foster inclusive
stakeholder engagement, and drive innovation under uncertainty (Fitzgerald and
Shepherd 2018; Mufioz and Kimmitt 2019; Grossi et al. 2020; Gigliotti and Runfola
2022; He et al. 2022; Bojica and Martinez-Del-Rio 2023; Drencheva and Au 2023;
Corple 2024). Such outcomes underscore that logic multiplicity, when adequately
responded to, can become a source of organizational vitality rather than dysfunction.

On the other hand, logic multiplicity also inhibits risks that may surface as nega-
tive systemic effects, particularly when tensions remain unresolved or are insuffi-
ciently navigated. At the individual level, the cognitive demands of hybrid organizing
are substantial. When competing logics prescribe divergent courses of action, organi-
zational members face interpretive ambiguity and role conflict that require continu-
ous sensemaking, raising the individual cognitive load (Battilana 2018; Kannothra et
al. 2018; Castellas et al. 2019; Godfroid et al. 2022; Drencheva and Au 2023). At the
organizational level, a common consequence of unresolved tension is mission drift.
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Rather than sustaining hybridity, organizations may begin to privilege one logic over
others, either through gradual adaptation or in response to external pressures (Bat-
tilana and Dorado 2010; Canales 2014; Besharov 2014; Battilana et al. 2015; Cap-
pellaro et al. 2020; Vallaster et al. 2021; Bojica and Martinez-Del-Rio 2023; Belte
et al. 2023; Bruder 2025). Together, these findings point to the fragility of hybridity.
Even when productive tensions are initially sustained, changes in internal or external
dynamics can tip the balance toward cognitive overload or goal displacement (as
shown by Cappellaro et al. 2020; Reay and Hinings 2009).

4.4 The cycle of logic tensions in hybrid organizations

Building on the preceding findings, the framework of the cycle of logic tensions in
hybrid organizations depicted in Fig. 4 integrates the identified dimensions into a pro-
cessual explanation of how logic tensions emerge, become salient, are navigated, and
generate systemic outcomes over time. The model conceptualizes hybrid organizing
as grounded in logic multiplicity, that is, the simultaneous enactment of multiple
institutional logics within one organizational sphere (Tuckerman et al. 2024; Grab-
ski-Walls and Ambos 2024; Fu and Yan 2025). At the field and organizational lev-
els, institutional logics provide distinct and partly incompatible principles of value,
legitimacy, and action (Cappellaro et al. 2020; Giimiisay et al. 2020; Bruder 2025).
Their coexistence constitutes latent tensions that do not automatically translate into
manifest conflict but can become salient through different amplification factors.
Institutional logics manifest at the organizational level and translate into logic
tensions when organizational members are required to incorporate competing insti-
tutional logics into concrete decisions, practices, and interpretations (Jay 2013; Bat-
tilana et al. 2015; Smith and Besharov 2019; Giimiisay et al. 2020). Logic tensions
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are conceptualized as persistent contradictions in resource allocation arising from
the simultaneous enactment of institutional logics that are central to the organiza-
tion. Performing, organizing, and belonging tensions represent interconnected mani-
festations of these contradictions across different organizational domains (Smith et
al. 2013; Mason and Doherty 2016; Ismail and Johnson 2019). Performing tensions
unfold primarily at the organizational level but are enacted through individual-level
decision-making. They arise when competing logics prescribe incompatible goals and
evaluative criteria, creating ambiguity regarding what constitutes success and over
which time horizons performance should be assessed (Corple 2024; Mas-Machuca et
al. 2024; Pache et al. 2024; Malhotra et al. 2025). Organizing tensions manifest at the
organizational level through governance arrangements, decision rights, and structural
design choices that encode logic prescriptions (Mair et al. 2015; Schneider and Clauf3
2020; Pache et al. 2024). Because organizational structures institutionalize norma-
tive assumptions, they reproduce logic tensions over time rather than resolving them
(York et al. 2016; Satre 2023). Belonging tensions unfold across organizational and
individual levels as competing logics inform divergent identity claims, value com-
mitments, and expectations, thereby destabilizing shared sensemaking about who the
organization is and what it stands for (Glynn 2000; Onishi 2019; Dorado et al. 2022;
Belte et al. 2023). Across these manifestation domains, contradictions in resource
allocation function as a translation mechanism linking institutional-level contradic-
tions to organizational-level consequences (Mason and Doherty 2016; Cappellaro et
al. 2020; Drencheva and Au 2023). Institutional logics provide divergent interpreta-
tive schemes for justifying priorities, while simultaneously generating incompatible
demands for scarce resources such as time, attention, authority, and funding (Tuck-
erman et al. 2024; Palakshappa et al. 2024; Malhotra et al. 2025). This is illustrated
on the left side of the model, which depicts the emergence of logic tensions and
addresses how the nature of tensions in hybrid organizations unfolds.

Building on the process of their emergence, logic tensions prompt organizational
responses aimed at enabling continued organizational functioning under persistent
contradiction. The synthesis identifies four response strategies applied in hybrid
organizations: (1) structural differentiation, (2) blending, (3) selective coupling, and
(4) balancing (Battilana and Dorado 2010; Pache and Santos 2013; Giimiisay et al.
2020; Malhotra et al. 2025). These responses unfold primarily at the organizational
level but are enacted and sustained through individual-level sensemaking. Impor-
tantly, they are conceptualized as temporal modes rather than static strategies, as
hybrid organizations shift between them in response to changing tension salience
(Mason and Doherty 2016; Palakshappa et al. 2024; Malhotra et al. 2025).

The model further incorporates logic amplification as a dynamic mechanism
explaining fluctuations in tension salience over time. At the organizational level,
internal amplification occurs as changes in organizational design, routines, or work-
force composition alter how logics are represented and enacted (Ramus et al. 2017,
Smith and Besharov 2019; Cappellaro et al. 2020; Mas-Machuca et al. 2024). At the
field level, external amplification arises when shifts in institutional demands, regula-
tory environments, or legitimacy assessments increase the salience of particular log-
ics (York et al. 2016; Lallemand-Stempak 2017; Tuckerman et al. 2024). Rather than
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constituting fixed boundary conditions, amplification processes explain the recurring
activation of logic tensions even after periods of temporary stabilization.

The proposed integrative framework explicates that the relationship between logic
tensions, organizational responses, and outcomes is recursive across levels. Orga-
nizational responses temporarily stabilize tensions but simultaneously reshape how
institutional logics are enacted, feeding back into organizational arrangements and
field-level perceptions of legitimacy. Over time, repeated cycles of tension activation,
response, and amplification give rise to emergent system dynamics. These dynam-
ics can enable learning and innovation when organizations develop responses that
productively engage with logic tensions (Mufioz and Kimmitt 2019; Logue et al.
2025; Fu and Yan 2025). Nevertheless, the framework also highlights potentially
detrimental dynamics. When logic tensions are repeatedly suppressed, externalized,
or addressed through unilateral privileging of one logic, the cycle can turn vicious,
resulting in mission drift, organizational breakdown, or losses in legitimacy with key
stakeholders (Battilana and Dorado 2010; Cappellaro et al. 2020; Drencheva and Au
2023; Bruder 2025). Figure 4 illustrates that positive dynamics feed back into the
cycle while negative dynamics are the only possibility for hybrids to leave the cycle
of logic tensions, namely through losing their hybridity (Bruder 2025).

Taken together, the cycle of logic tensions integrates the diverse theoretical per-
spectives applied to hybrid organizational research in a coherent manner. Institutional
logics provide the structural backdrop of competing prescriptions, paradox theory
informs how actors experience and navigate persistent contradictions, organizational
identity theory illuminates belonging-related dynamics, and governance research
explains how responses are institutionalized in organizational structures and field-
level arrangements.

5 Discussion

This literature review set out to systematically synthesize and explain the nature
of tensions in hybrid organizations, their boundary conditions, and organizational
responses towards them. In doing so, this study responds to calls for greater theo-
retical precision in understanding the phenomenon of hybrid organizations (Dorobat
et al. 2024). By analyzing 82 peer-reviewed articles and applying qualitative cod-
ing, four interconnected dimensions were identified: logic tensions, responses to
logic tensions, amplification of logics, and emergent system dynamics. Thereby, this
review makes three interrelated contributions to the literature on hybrid organiza-
tions. First, this review offers the concept of logic tensions as an inherent feature
of organizational hybridity. Logic tensions arise from the combination of multiple
institutional logics, manifest in performing, organizing, and belonging tensions, and
result in contradictions in resource allocation (Mason and Doherty 2016; Davies and
Doherty 2019; Palakshappa et al. 2024). Based on the synthesized literature, logic
tensions are positioned as the consequence of combining multiple institutional logics
within an organization and, therefore, are a structural condition that hybrid organiza-
tions face (Jay 2013; Mason and Doherty 2016; Smith and Besharov 2019).
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Second, it contributes to conceptual clarity by synthesizing how logic tensions
unfold within hybrid organizations and interact across organizational and individual
levels. While existing work often focuses on tensions at a single level, such as iden-
tity conflict (Cesinger et al. 2022; Wry and York 2017) or governance design (Mair
et al. 2015; Pache et al. 2024), this review shows how these manifestations are inter-
dependent and recursively linked both in emergence and response (Cappellaro et al.
2020; Glimiisay et al. 2020; Malhotra et al. 2025). These findings are integrated into
the cycle of logic tensions in hybrid organizations that captures the recursive nature
of logic tensions and offers a foundation for the analysis of logic tensions in hybrid
organizations.

Third, this study contributes to hybrid organizational research by integrating the
diverse theoretical perspectives used to study tensions in hybrid organizations into a
coherent explanatory framework. While prior research has drawn on institutional log-
ics, paradox theory, and identity approaches, among others, these perspectives have
largely evolved in parallel, offering partial and disconnected explanations. The insti-
tutional logics perspective has primarily been used to explain the structural origins
of hybridity and the coexistence of competing normative orders at the field and orga-
nizational levels (York et al. 2016; Ramus et al. 2017; Glimiisay et al. 2020). Within
this perspective, tensions are often implied as a consequence of logic multiplicity,
but the mechanisms through which competing logics translate into concrete organi-
zational tensions remain underspecified. As a result, institutional logics research has
been particularly strong in explaining why hybridity creates contradictory demands,
yet less explicit in tracing how these contradictions unfold across organizational
domains and over time, placing it at the origin of tension emergence in the integra-
tive framework. Paradox theory, in contrast, has offered a rich vocabulary for under-
standing the persistent and interdependent nature of contradictions in organizations
(Smith and Lewis 2011; Smith and Cunha 2020). Applied to hybrid organizations,
paradox theory has illuminated how tensions endure and why they cannot be resolved
through trade-offs or compromise. However, paradox theory largely remains agnostic
regarding the institutional origins of contradictions, treating tensions as endogenous
organizational phenomena rather than as outcomes of specific institutional configura-
tions. Organizational identity has focused on how organizational members experi-
ence and navigate tensions at the micro (Glynn 2000; Godfroid et al. 2022). This
approach has been instrumental in showing how tensions affect meaning-making,
identity construction, and everyday practices in hybrid organizations. At the same
time, it tends to foreground individual-level processes without fully accounting for
the structural conditions that generate recurring tensions or for the broader organiza-
tional and field-level dynamics in which sensemaking is embedded. The model of the
cycle of logic tensions integrates these perspectives by positioning logic multiplicity
as the structural condition from which tensions originate, while explicitly tracing the
mechanisms through which institutional contradictions are enacted, amplified, and
navigated across levels of analysis. By conceptualizing logic tensions as persistent
contradictions rooted in the simultaneous organizational relevance of multiple insti-
tutional logics, the model links the structural focus of institutional logics research
with the processual insights of paradox theory and the micro-level dynamics empha-
sized in identity and sensemaking perspectives. Performing, organizing, and belong-
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ing tensions are thus not treated as separate theoretical objects but as interconnected
manifestations of a shared institutional condition. Importantly, the model advances
beyond existing frameworks by explicating the recursive dynamics through which
tensions gain salience, prompt organizational responses, and generate systemic out-
comes over time. The inclusion of logic amplification explains why tensions fluctu-
ate rather than remain constant, while the integration of response modes and system
dynamics clarifies how hybrid organizations deal with hybridity through their ongo-
ing navigation of contradictions. In this way, the model does not replace existing
theories but provides an integrative framework that enables dialogue between them
and supports cumulative theory development in the fragmented literature on hybrid
organizations.

5.1 Limitations

Besides these contributions, this study is subject to several limitations that should
be considered when interpreting its findings. First, the theoretical framework devel-
oped in this review is constrained by the scope and characteristics of the literature it
synthesizes. As most studies in the sample employ qualitative research designs, the
relationships identified in the framework are based on interpretive synthesis rather
than statistical inference. This also relates to the illustrative examples used in the
findings section to make the identified mechanisms more tangible. In line with the
adopted grounded theory approach (Gioia et al. 2013), the contribution of this review
lies in the analytic and theoretical transferability of the mechanisms, not in statisti-
cal generalizability to specific populations. Hence, it generalizes across hybrid orga-
nizations to reflect patterns that cut across heterogeneous empirical contexts rather
than any single case. While this approach is appropriate for theory development and
mechanism identification, it limits the generalizability of the proposed relationships
and calls for future quantitative and mixed-method research to test and refine the
framework in different hybrid organizational settings. Second, the review relied on a
single-coder approach. Although this allowed for consistent application of the coding
scheme and iterative refinement through abductive analysis, the absence of inter-
coder reliability may introduce subjective bias and distort the findings (Miles et al.
2014). Third, the literature search was limited to the Web of Science Core Collection
and EBSCO Business Source databases. While these databases are widely used and
provide broad coverage of high-quality management journals (Hiebl 2023), relevant
studies indexed in other databases or published in adjacent disciplines may have been
omitted. As a result, the review may not fully capture all relevant research on hybrid
organizations and tensions. Nevertheless, the rigorous forward and backward search
of articles that were omitted by the database search should confidently cover most
relevant studies. Finally, the review focused exclusively on peer-reviewed journal
articles and deliberately excluded conference proceedings and books (Denyer and
Tranfield 2009). While this decision enhances the reliability and academic quality of
the sample, it may also exclude emerging insights or practice-oriented perspectives
that have not yet entered established journals and could therefore limit the scope of
the existing review.
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5.2 Research agenda

The following research agenda builds on the integrative framework of the cycle of
logic tensions and the knowledge gaps identified in the preceding synthesis. Four
critical research gaps emerge that could clarify conditions and directions of the
integrative framework: (1) the emergence and evolution of logic tensions, (2) the
role of organizational design and governance in tension arousal, (3) the relationship
between hybridity and institutional change, and (4) individual-level perceptions and
consequences of logic tensions. Table 3 summarizes all research gaps, along with the
associated framework dimensions, proposed research questions, levels of analysis,
methods, and empirical contexts.

The first research gap concerns the conditions under which logic tensions shift
from latent to salient and the temporal dynamics through which this process unfolds.
While prior research widely agrees that tensions are inherent to hybrid organizations,
it remains insufficiently understood when and why these tensions unfold or how they
change over time (Wry and Zhao 2018; Cappellaro et al. 2020; Tuckerman et al.
2024). Existing studies document both periods of relative stability and moments of
heightened conflict, yet they rarely explain how organizational change or environ-
mental shifts alter the salience of competing logics. For example, Civera et al. (2020)
show that organizational fields and regional legitimacy conditions shape how logics
are enacted across national contexts, suggesting that salience is contingent rather than
constant. Similarly, Wry and Zhao (2018) emphasize the need to better understand
how internal organizational processes are shaped by external institutional environ-
ments and how these interactions affect relationships between logics. Tuckerman et
al. (2024, p. 7) state: “how [shifts in logic dominance] happens within organizations,
which logics (and aspects thereof) dominate, in what areas of the business, and how
that shapes or challenges organizational evolutionary paths, is of central interest.”
Because this gap concerns when and how logic tensions shift from latent to salient
and how their salience evolves, longitudinal and process-oriented methods are par-
ticularly appropriate. Longitudinal case studies and process research can trace critical
events, changes in logic dominance, and recursive mechanisms, while comparative
designs allow researchers to examine how similar events play out differently across
organizational and field contexts (Benner and Tushman 2002; Langley et al. 2013).

A second research gap relates to the role of organizational design and governance
in shaping the emergence and management of logic tensions. While a growing body
of research highlights governance arrangements as central to navigating hybridity,
findings remain fragmented and at times contradictory (Mair et al. 2015; Hsieh et al.
2018; Ismail and Johnson 2019; Vallaster et al. 2021; Gopakumar and Gupta 2024).
Some studies suggest that participatory governance and democratic decision-making
can mitigate tensions by increasing voice and responsibility among organizational
members (Hsieh et al. 2018; Ismail and Johnson 2019), yet, studies are needed that
empirically validate such a relationship, which could enhance our understanding of
work democratization in hybrid organizations (Battilana et al. 2022). In addition,
the diversity of legal forms and national governance frameworks available to hybrid
organizations raises unresolved questions about how boards, ownership structures,
and decision-making allocations condition the emergence of logic tensions (Mair et
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Table 3 Research agenda

Research Framework  Proposed research question(s) Level of Methods Empirical
gap dimension analysis context
Emergence  Logic ten- When and why do logic Organi- Longitudinal ~ Hybrid
and evolu- sions; Am- tensions shift from latent to zational; studies; Com- organiza-
tion of logic  plification of salient? Field level parative case  tions un-
tensions logics How do organizational change studies; Scale dergoing
and environmental shifts alter development  growth,
logic salience? crisis,
How do critical events, such regulatory
as shifts in funding, leadership change, or
or workforce change interact interna-
with the salience of logics? tional-
How can logic tensions be ization;
measured? Established
hybrids
The role of  Logic How do governance struc- Organi- Comparative  Social en-
organization- tensions; tures, legal forms, and deci- zational; case studies;  terprises;
al design and Responses sion-right allocations shape Field level In-depth Coop-
governance  to logic the emergence and manage- interviews; eratives;
in tension tensions ment of logic tensions? Grounded B Corps;
arousal How and why do participatory theory Public—
or flexible designs affect logic development  private
tensions? hybrids;
How do board composition Hybrid
and stakeholder representation organiza-
influence logic dominance tions with
over time? alternative
How does structured flex- gover-
ibility affect the emergence nance
and organizational responses models
towards logic tensions?
Relationship Emergent How do sustained logic ten- ~ Organi- Longitudi- Social
between hy- system sions contribute to institution- zational; nal studies; move-
bridity and  dynamics; al innovation, hybridization Field level Historical ments;
institutional ~Amplifica-  of logics, or institutional drift? analysis;Com- (Certified)
change tion of logics When do hybrids reshape parative case  hybrid
fields rather than conform to studies organiza-
dominant logics? tions

How and why can hybridized
logics diffuse across organiza-
tions or even fields?
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Table 3 (continued)

Research Framework  Proposed research question(s) Level of Methods Empirical
gap dimension analysis context
Individual-  Logic How do individuals cognitive- Individual Diary studies; Frontline
level percep- tensions; ly and emotionally experience level Interviews; workers;
tions and Responses sustained logic tensions? Experiments; Managers
consequenc- to logic When do tensions become Mixed- in hybrid
es of logic tensions generative versus exhausting? method stud-  roles
tensions How do individual coping ies; Survey

and sensemaking strategies research

feed back into organizational

outcomes?

How do role positions and
professional backgrounds
shape individual exposure to
logic tensions?

What are the long-term
psychological consequences
of sustained hybridity for
organizational members?

al. 2015; Gopakumar and Gupta 2024; Pache et al. 2024). For instance, Pache et al.
(2024) call for more research on how legal status shapes board composition and the
ability of boards to manage competing logics. Hence, it is proposed that in order to
understand how governance structures, legal forms, and decision-making allocations
shape the emergence and management of logic tensions, comparative case studies
and in-depth qualitative designs are well-suited. These methods enable fine-grained
analysis of how specific governance arrangements translate institutional demands
into organizational practices, and how variations across contexts condition the rela-
tionship between design choices and logic tensions.

A third research gap concerns the extent to which hybrid organizations influence,
rather than merely respond to, institutional logics. Although several studies suggest
that hybrids can contribute to institutional innovation or recombination of logics,
this line of inquiry remains underdeveloped (Reay and Hinings 2009; York et al.
2016; Cappellaro et al. 2020). Existing research tends to focus on how organizations
cope with institutional complexity, while paying less attention to how recurring ten-
sions feed back into fields and potentially reshape institutional arrangements. Open
questions remain as to whether hybridized logics emerge only within organizational
boundaries or whether sustained hybridity leads to broader field-level diffusion and
change (York et al. 2016). This gap also connects to research on social movements
and certification, such as B Corps, which suggests that collective hybrid organizing
may contribute to shifts in legitimacy criteria and institutional expectations (Gehman
and Grimes 2017; Tabares 2021; Kim and Schifeling 2022). Because this gap focuses
on field-level and institutional dynamics, longitudinal and historical designs are par-
ticularly valuable. They allow researchers to examine how sustained logic tensions
and hybrid organizing contribute to institutional innovation or drift over extended
periods and across different fields, which cannot be captured adequately in cross-
sectional study designs.
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Finally, a research gap exists at the individual level regarding how organizational
members experience and respond to logic tensions. While institutional logics provide
a robust explanation for the structural origins of tensions, they are less equipped to
capture how organizational members cognitively and emotionally process compet-
ing logic demands (Siegner et al. 2018; Mongelli et al. 2019; Dorobat et al. 2024).
Prior studies document both generative and debilitating effects of tensions, includ-
ing learning, identity work, emotional exhaustion, and burnout, yet these outcomes
are rarely integrated into a coherent account (Besharov 2014; Castellas et al. 2019;
Drencheva and Au 2023). Integrating multiple theoretical perspectives that focus
on the micro-level, such as paradox theory, sensemaking, identity, and cognitive
perspectives, could advance understanding of how individuals navigate logic ten-
sions over time and how these micro-level processes feed back into organizational
responses and outcomes (Jay 2013; Ashforth and Reingen 2014; Wry and York 2017;
Dorado et al. 2022). Such work would greatly benefit from including a wide range of
perspectives that go beyond managers, to better understand the broad consequences
of hybridity and logic tensions on all organizational members (Giimiisay et al. 2020).
Multi-method approaches combining diary studies, interviews, and survey or experi-
mental designs are recommended to address this research gap. Qualitative methods
can uncover the cognitive and emotional processes through which individuals experi-
ence logic tensions, while surveys and experiments can assess their prevalence and
consequences across different groups of organizational members and link them to
organizational responses.

5.3 Practical implications

For practitioners in hybrid organizations, the integrative framework developed in
this review underscores that tensions are no exception but recurring consequences
of combining multiple institutional logics within a single organization (Mason and
Doherty 2016; Malhotra et al. 2025). Attempts to permanently resolve tensions by
prioritizing one logic or by fixing organizational structures often prove ineffective, as
they overlook the dynamic and recursive nature of hybrid organizing (Glimiisay et al.
2020). From a governance perspective, the model suggests that boards and top man-
agement teams play a critical role in safeguarding hybridity by monitoring imbal-
ances between logics and by enabling iterative adjustment rather than rigid alignment
(Mair et al. 2015; Pache et al. 2024). In this sense, successful hybrid organizing
depends less on resolving tensions and more on developing organizational capacities
to navigate and rebalance them over time. Furthermore, the framework highlights
the importance of responding to logic tensions in a recursive manner. Managerial
interventions, such as structural differentiation, blending, selective coupling, or bal-
ancing, do not merely address existing tensions but also shape the future salience of
institutional logics and the conditions under which new tensions emerge. Practitio-
ners should therefore assess responses not only in terms of short-term conflict reduc-
tion but also in terms of how they redistribute attention, resources, and legitimacy
over time. In line with this implication, a central implication of this review is the
role of balancing as a response strategy to address logic tensions. Balancing does not
imply compromise or equilibrium in a static sense, but rather the capacity to dynami-
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cally adjust how different logics are enacted over time (Giimiisay et al. 2020; Mal-
hotra et al. 2025). Effective balancing, therefore, requires governance systems that
remain adaptable, allow for reflection, and create spaces in which competing logics
can be openly articulated and negotiated (Battilana et al. 2015; Ramus et al. 2017;
Smith and Besharov 2019).

6 Conclusion

This review systematically analyzed studies on tensions in hybrid organizations to
clarify the nature of these tensions, under what conditions they emerge, and how
organizations respond to them. It introduces the concept of logic tensions, arising
from the combination of multiple institutional logics, manifesting in performing,
organizing, and belonging tensions, and generating contradictions in resource alloca-
tion. The integrative framework on the cycle of logic tensions highlights the recursive
nature of logic tensions, shaped by internal and external amplification and addressed
through shifting response strategies. By synthesizing fragmented insights across the
literature, this review offers a unified understanding of logic tensions in hybrid orga-
nizations and provides a research agenda to better understand the underlying dynam-
ics and organizational consequences of logic tensions in hybrid organizations.
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