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Abstract 

Academic papers serve as the fundamental currency of scholarly communication, yet a coherent, empirically grounded 

taxonomy of their purposes remains conspicuously absent from the literature. This study addresses that gap by 

developing and validating a comprehensive taxonomy of the purposes of academic papers through an integrative 

methodological design combining systematic literature analysis, content analysis of 1,247 published papers, expert 

review with 38 scholars across disciplines, and comparative analysis of journal articles from 14 academic domains. 

Understanding the different purposes of academic papers is like a carpenter understanding the difference between a 

hammer, a saw, and a level-each tool has a distinct function, and deploying the wrong one, however skillfully, 

produces flawed results. Using the same logic, researchers who misidentify the purpose of a paper risk 

miscommunicating their scholarly contributions, misaligning their methodological choices, and misplacing their work 

within the scholarly conversation. Results from descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, structural equation 

modelling, qualitative document review using NVIVO 14, and regression analysis converge on a seven-dimensional 

taxonomy: (1) Knowledge Generation, (2) Knowledge Synthesis, (3) Knowledge Critique, (4) Knowledge 

Application, (5) Methodological Contribution, (6) Pedagogical Dissemination, and (7) Policy Advocacy. Structural 

equation modelling confirms that these dimensions are empirically distinct yet systematically interrelated (CFI = 0.97; 

RMSEA = 0.04; SRMR = 0.05). Regression analysis indicates that purpose clarity significantly predicts citation 

impact (β = 0.47, p < 0.001), peer review acceptance rates (β = 0.39, p < 0.001), and reproducibility ratings (β = 0.33, 

p < 0.001). Qualitative analysis using NVIVO 14 identified four overarching themes that cut across all seven taxonomy 

dimensions. Findings have significant implications for authors, reviewers, editors, and policymakers in higher 

education and research institutions, particularly in the Global South where academic publishing capacity is rapidly 

expanding. 

Keywords: academic papers, scholarly communication, taxonomy, research publication types, scientific 

discourse, knowledge production, academic writing, citation impact, peer review, research methodology 

1.0 Background 

The production and dissemination of academic papers constitute one of the most consequential epistemic activities of 

the modern university. Since the establishment of the Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society in 1665 widely 

recognized as the first scientific journal-the academic paper has evolved from a letter of correspondence among natural 

philosophers into an elaborate, genre-specific communicative artefact that embodies, transmits, and evaluates 

scholarly knowledge (Kronick, 1976; Meadows, 1998; Guédon, 2001). Today, the global academic publishing 

ecosystem produces in excess of three million peer-reviewed journal articles annually, a figure that has grown by 

approximately 4% per year over the last two decades (Johnson, Watkinson, & Mabe, 2018; Bornmann & Mutz, 2015). 
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Despite this staggering volume of scholarly output, academic publishing scholarship has curiously overlooked one 

foundational question: for what purposes are academic papers written? The implicit assumption embedded in most 

publication guides, editorial policies, and research methodology textbooks is that an academic paper's purpose is self-

evident to report research findings-yet even a cursory survey of academic journals reveals extraordinary diversity in 

what papers actually do. Some papers generate new empirical data; others synthesize existing evidence; still others 

critique theoretical frameworks, propose new methodologies, apply knowledge to practice, provide pedagogical 

instruction, or advocate for policy change. This diversity of purposes is not incidental but constitutive: purpose shapes 

methodology, structure, argumentation, and the nature of claims an author can legitimately make. 

 

In the African scholarly context, the stakes of this confusion are particularly acute. As African universities expand 

their research outputs to meet global competitiveness benchmarks and as African researchers navigate complex 

geopolitical dynamics in international publishing (Abebe et al., 2021; Cloete, Bailey, & Maassen, 2011), the 

misclassification of academic paper purposes can lead to systemic consequences: researchers submit methodological 

papers to empirical journals; review articles are evaluated by reviewers expecting original data; policy papers are 

rejected for lacking theoretical frameworks developed for basic research. Just as a carpenter who fails to distinguish 

between a hammer, a saw, and a level will build a crooked house regardless of his effort, a scholar who conflates the 

purposes of academic papers will produce work that systematically fails its intended function within the scholarly 

ecosystem (Hyland, 2004; Bazerman, 1988). The present study therefore seeks to remedy this conceptual gap by 

constructing a rigorous, empirically validated, and practically actionable taxonomy of academic paper purposes. This 

study is situated at the intersection of academic writing scholarship, science of science research, and higher education 

policy, and its findings are intended to serve researchers, educators, journal editors, research funding agencies, and 

academic administrators across disciplines and geographies. 

2.0 Problem Statement 

The absence of a universally accepted taxonomy of academic paper purposes constitutes a significant structural 

problem in scholarly communication. Existing classification systems are either overly broad distinguishing merely 

between empirical and theoretical papers — or narrowly discipline-specific, rendering them inapplicable to the cross-

disciplinary landscape of contemporary research (Swales, 1990; Cargill & O'Connor, 2009). This taxonomic vacuum 

creates at least four categories of problems that have been documented in the publishing and higher education 

literature. There is a communicative misalignment problem. When authors are unclear about the purpose of their paper, 

they produce documents that attempt multiple purposes simultaneously, resulting in incoherent argumentation, diffuse 

methodological choices, and ambiguous claims (Hyland, 2000). A paper that simultaneously attempts to generate new 

empirical findings, synthesize existing literature, and advocate for policy change will likely fail on all three counts, 
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because each purpose demands a different kind of evidence, a different relationship between the author and the reader, 

and a different standard of rigour. 

 

There is a peer review mismatch problem. Peer reviewers apply evaluative criteria appropriate to one purpose to papers 

written for a different purpose. A methodological paper may be rejected because it 'lacks empirical data,' a critique 

paper may be dismissed because it 'does not offer new theory,' and a literature review may be penalized for 'insufficient 

original contribution' all because neither the reviewer nor the editorial system possessed a shared vocabulary for 

distinguishing among paper purposes (Mulligan, Hall, & Raphael, 2013; Ware, 2008). There is a training gap. 

Academic writing instruction in universities worldwide and especially in sub-Saharan African universities defaults to 

a template-based approach that implicitly treats all academic papers as instances of a single genre (empirical research 

report), leaving students and early-career researchers ill-equipped to write papers that serve other legitimate scholarly 

purposes (Lillis & Curry, 2010; Paasi, 2005). There is a citation and impact assessment problem. Bibliometric systems, 

which increasingly govern research evaluation, funding allocation, and career advancement, apply uniform citation 

impact metrics to papers that serve fundamentally different communicative functions. A highly impactful policy brief 

may generate fewer citations than a methodological paper simply because the two papers are not comparable units 

within the same purposive category (Bornmann, 2013; van Raan, 2004). Taken together, these four problems point to 

the need for a theoretically grounded and empirically validated taxonomy of academic paper purposes-a taxonomy 

that can serve as a shared reference framework for authors, reviewers, editors, trainers, and evaluators across 

disciplines and institutional contexts. 

3.0 Main Objective and Research Questions 

The main objective of this study is to develop, validate, and operationalize a comprehensive taxonomy of the purposes 

of academic papers through an integrative mixed-methods design. The study pursues this objective through four 

specific sub-objectives: (i) to identify and categorize the full range of purposes for which academic papers are written, 

based on a systematic review of the academic writing and scholarly communication literature; (ii) to validate the 

proposed taxonomy through content analysis of published papers, expert review, and comparative journal analysis; 

(iii) to examine the empirical relationships among taxonomy dimensions and their differential impact on scholarly 

communication outcomes including citation impact, peer review acceptance, and reproducibility; and (iv) to derive 

actionable recommendations for academic authors, peer reviewers, journal editors, and academic writing educators. 

 

The study is guided by the following research questions: (RQ1) what distinct purposes do academic papers serve in 

the scholarly communication ecosystem? (RQ2) What is the internal structure of the taxonomy of academic paper 

purposes, and are the proposed dimensions empirically distinguishable? (RQ3) To what extent does clarity of paper 

purpose predict measurable scholarly communication outcomes? (RQ4) What qualitative themes emerge from expert 

document analysis regarding the relationship between paper purpose and scholarly value? These questions are 



 

Received: 08.06.2026                      Accepted: 12.06.2026                    Published on: 30.06.2026  

Corresponding: Author: journals.miu.ac.ug     134 

Metropolitan Journal Of Academic Multidisciplinary Research  

ISSN: 3006-4384  

Vol. 5 Issue 6, June- 2026, Pages: 131-152 

 
 

 
answered through a converging triangulation mixed methods design in which quantitative and qualitative data are 

collected and analysed independently and then compared for corroboration or disconfirmation. 

4.0 Literature Review 

4.1 Academic Writing as a Scholarly Practice 

Academic writing scholarship has a rich disciplinary history that draws on rhetoric, applied linguistics, composition 

studies, and the sociology of knowledge (Bazerman, 1988; Swales, 1990; Hyland, 2004). Early accounts of academic 

writing treated it primarily as a skills-based activity  the challenge of expressing pre-formed ideas in appropriately 

formal language but this perspective was progressively replaced by genre-based and sociological approaches that 

foreground writing as a socially situated epistemic practice embedded in disciplinary communities of practice (Lave 

& Wenger, 1991; Latour & Woolgar, 1979). Swales' (1990) seminal account of genre as 'a class of communicative 

events with shared communicative purposes' was particularly influential in shifting attention from writing mechanics 

to the communicative functions that academic texts serve within disciplinary discourse communities. 

 

Hyland's (2000, 2004, 2009) extensive corpus-based investigations of academic discourse demonstrated that academic 

writing is characterized by met discursive strategies hedges, boosters, attitude markers, and engagement markers that 

are directly responsive to the social and epistemic purposes a paper serves. A paper arguing for a new theoretical 

framework deploys different metadiscursive resources than a paper reporting experimental results or proposing a 

methodological innovation, suggesting that genre conventions at the micro-level are systematically responsive to 

purpose at the macro-level. This insight is foundational to the present taxonomy project. 

 

More recent scholarship in academic writing has attended to the politics and economics of academic publishing, 

particularly as they affect scholars from non-anglophone and Global South contexts (Lillis & Curry, 2010; Flowerdew, 

2001). Lillis and Curry's (2010) research on 'publishing in the centre' documents the profound disadvantages faced by 

peripheral scholars who must navigate an academic publishing system designed for and by anglophone researchers in 

wealthy nations, a system that tacitly enforces particular genre norms that reflect particular assumptions about what 

academic papers are for. An explicit taxonomy of purposes can serve as a decolonizing resource in this context by 

making tacit norms explicit and contestable. 

4.2 Scholarly Communication: Systems, Flows, and Purposes 

Scholarly communication defined broadly as 'the system through which research and other scholarly writings are 

created, evaluated for quality, disseminated to the scholarly community, and preserved for future use' (Association of 

Research Libraries, 2012) has been fundamentally reshaped by digitalisation, open access movements, and the 

emergence of alternative publication venues such as preprint servers, open data repositories, and post-publication peer 

review platforms (Borgman, 2007; Willinsky, 2006). These transformations have multiplied both the forms and the 

purposes of scholarly communication, creating an urgent need for updated frameworks that can accommodate the full 
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diversity of contemporary academic publishing. Cronin's (2005) book-length treatment of scholarly communication 

emphasises that the journal article, while dominant in science and social science, represents only one modality in a 

broader scholarly communication ecology that includes monographs, book chapters, conference papers, technical 

reports, datasets, and software packages. The present study focuses specifically on journal articles and conference 

papers hereafter collectively referred to as 'academic papers' because these constitute the most standardised and most 

universally recognised units of scholarly output across disciplines, but the taxonomy developed here has potential 

applicability to other scholarly communication modalities as well. 

 

Guédon's (2001) analysis of the journal system distinguishes between 'core' journals that serve as authoritative record-

keeping venues for primary research results and 'peripheral' journals that serve alternative functions including 

synthesis, critique, and professional communication. This distinction, while useful, remains at the level of journal 

purpose rather than paper purpose, and the empirical reality is that even within a single journal, papers can serve 

radically different purposes. The American Journal of Sociology, for example, regularly publishes papers that generate 

new empirical findings from original data analysis, papers that develop theoretical frameworks from existing 

conceptual resources, and papers that offer methodological critiques of dominant research approaches all within the 

same cover. 

4.3 Research Publication Types: Existing Frameworks 

Several classification frameworks for research publication types have been developed in the literature, though none 

achieves the comprehensiveness, cross-disciplinary validity, or empirical grounding that the present study seeks to 

provide. The most widely cited distinction is between primary research papers reporting original empirical findings 

and secondary research papers synthesizing or re-analyzing existing findings (Glass, 1976; Cooper & Hedges, 1994). 

This binary distinction, though foundational, is inadequate for characterizing the full range of academic paper 

purposes, as it excludes theoretical papers, methodological papers, critique papers, and applied papers from its scope. 

 

Empirical surveys of journal content have revealed far greater purposive diversity than the primary/secondary binary 

suggests. Sutton's (1997) influential study of management journals found that papers could be usefully distinguished 

along at least six purposive dimensions: empirical contribution, theoretical contribution, methodological contribution, 

review contribution, application contribution, and pedagogical contribution. Similar multidimensional classifications 

have been proposed in medicine (IMRAD structure papers, clinical guidelines, systematic reviews, meta-analyses, 

case reports, editorials, letters), in education (empirical research, theoretical analysis, critical literature review, 

practitioner narrative), and in computer science (systems papers, theory papers, survey papers, application papers, 

empirical papers). Crucially, these discipline-specific classifications are not mutually translatable: the categories used 

in clinical medicine do not map onto the categories used in social science or humanities research, precluding cross-

disciplinary bibliometric analysis and making it difficult to train researchers who work across disciplinary boundaries. 
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The present study addresses this limitation by developing a cross-disciplinary taxonomy that is grounded in the 

scholarly communication function of academic papers rather than in the disciplinary content they convey. 

4.4 Scientific and Academic Discourse: Purpose in Context 

The scientific paper, in its modern form, embodies a communicative contract between author and reader that has 

evolved over centuries of scholarly practice (Bazerman, 1988; Gross, Harmon, & Reidy, 2002). Contemporary 

analyses of scientific and academic discourse have attended particularly to the ways in which purpose is encoded in 

the macro-structural, rhetorical, and linguistic features of papers across disciplines. The 'Introduction, Methods, 

Results, Discussion' (IMRAD) structure dominant in experimental sciences, for example, encodes a specific purposive 

commitment: to report the results of a controlled empirical investigation (Day, 1998). Papers that serve different 

purposes synthesizing evidence, critiquing methodology, developing theory typically adopt different structural 

conventions that reflect their distinct communicative logic. 

 

Gross et al.'s (2002) historical analysis of scientific articles across three centuries demonstrates that what counts as a 

'proper' scientific paper is historically and disciplinarily contingent rather than natural or universal. The data-reporting 

article became dominant in the physical sciences during the late 19th century as part of a broader epistemic shift 

toward quantification and experimental method, but this purposive template was never universally adopted and is 

actively resisted in disciplines that rely on interpretive, critical, or synthetic approaches to knowledge production 

(Becher & Trowler, 2001). 

 

More recently, Flowerdew and Habibie (2022) have argued that the globalisation of academic publishing has produced 

a 'standardisation pressure' that pushes all academic papers toward the empirical research report format, regardless of 

their actual communicative purpose. This standardisation pressure disadvantages scholars whose disciplinary 

traditions value other forms of scholarly contribution and has contributed to what Hyland (2016) calls the 'publishing 

monoculture' of contemporary academic knowledge production. An explicit taxonomy of paper purposes can serve as 

a counter-weight to this monoculture by providing a legitimate vocabulary for naming and valuing diverse scholarly 

contributions. 

5.0 METHODOLOGY 

5.1 Research Design 

This study adopted an integrative convergent mixed methods design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018) in which 

quantitative and qualitative strands were conducted concurrently, analysed independently, and then merged at the level 

of interpretation. The taxonomy development process was structured in four sequential but iterative phases, each 

employing a distinct methodological strategy, with the outputs of each phase informing the design of the subsequent 

phase. The overall research design is illustrated in Figure 1 and described in detail in the following subsections. 

5.2 Systematic Literature Analysis 
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The study involved a systematic review of the scholarly literature on academic writing, scholarly communication, 

research publication types, and scientific discourse. Following the PRISMA 2020 guidelines (Page et al., 2021), we 

searched seven electronic databases such as Web of Science, Scopus, EBSCO Academic Search Complete, JSTOR, 

Google Scholar, PsycINFO, and ERIC using a structured Boolean search strategy. The search string combined terms 

related to academic papers (academic paper, journal article, scholarly publication, research paper, academic article) 

with terms related to purpose and function (purpose, function, type, genre, category, taxonomy, classification) and 

terms related to communication (scholarly communication, academic discourse, scientific writing, publication). 

Searches were conducted in English and covered publications from 1970 to 2023, with no restriction on disciplinary 

domain. 

 

The initial search yielded 14,632 records, which were reduced to 8,241 after deduplication. Title and abstract screening 

excluded a further 6,879 records that did not address the purpose or function of academic papers, leaving 1,362 records 

for full-text review. After applying inclusion criteria (empirical or theoretical treatment of academic paper purposes; 

peer-reviewed or authoritative non-peer-reviewed publication; availability of full text), 487 papers were included in 

the final synthesis. Data extraction focused on: explicit or implicit classifications of academic paper purposes; criteria 

used to distinguish among paper purposes; empirical evidence regarding the effects of purpose clarity on scholarly 

communication outcomes; and contextual factors influencing purpose-function alignment. 

5.3 Content Analysis of Published Papers 

The study involved a systematic content analysis of 1,247 published academic papers drawn from 14 disciplinary 

domains: natural sciences, engineering and technology, medicine and health sciences, agriculture and environmental 

science, social sciences, humanities, education, law, economics and business, psychology, information science, public 

policy, philosophy, and arts. Papers were selected from journals across four impact quartiles (Q1–Q4) to ensure 

purposive range rather than quality stratification. A stratified random sampling procedure was used, drawing 89 papers 

per discipline and ensuring that papers from different journal types, geographic regions, and publication decades 

(1990–2023) were represented. 

 

Content analysis was conducted using a two-stage coding procedure. In Stage 1, two trained research assistants 

independently coded each paper using an open coding protocol designed to capture all textual markers of authorial 

purpose — stated objectives, contribution claims, methodological justifications, intended audience indicators, and 

implications statements. Inter-rater reliability was assessed using Cohen's kappa, achieving a coefficient of κ = 0.81, 

indicating strong agreement. In Stage 2, the research team applied axial coding to the Stage 1 codes to identify 

overarching purposive categories, collapsing overlapping codes and distinguishing genuinely distinct purpose types. 

The Stage 2 coding was guided by constant comparison analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 1998), in which each emerging 

category was tested against all instances in the dataset until theoretical saturation was achieved. 
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5.4 Expert Review 

The study involved a structured expert review process with 38 academic experts recruited through purposive and 

snowball sampling. Experts were selected to represent diversity across disciplinary domain (14 disciplines), career 

stage (early, mid, and senior career), geographic region (Africa, Europe, North America, Asia, South America), and 

institutional type (research universities, teaching universities, research institutes, professional associations). Each 

expert holds a doctoral qualification and has published a minimum of ten peer-reviewed journal articles. Female 

scholars constituted 47% of the expert panel, and scholars from the Global South constituted 42%. The expert review 

was conducted in two rounds using a modified Delphi method (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; Hasson, Keeney, & McKenna, 

2000). In Round 1, experts were presented with the preliminary taxonomy developed from Phases 1 and 2 and invited 

to rate each proposed category on three dimensions — conceptual distinctiveness, practical usefulness, and cross-

disciplinary applicability — using a 7-point Likert scale, and to provide open-ended comments and suggest 

modifications. Responses were analysed using descriptive statistics and thematic analysis, and the taxonomy was 

revised accordingly. Round 2 presented experts with the revised taxonomy and the statistical summary of Round 1 

ratings, inviting them to revise their assessments in light of group consensus. Final taxonomy dimensions were retained 

if they achieved a mean rating of ≥5.0 on all three dimensions in Round 2, with a coefficient of variation ≤0.25, 

indicating adequate expert consensus. 

5.5 Comparative Analysis of Journal Articles 

The study involved a comparative analysis of journal articles across the 14 disciplinary domains to assess the 

distribution of paper purposes in current academic publishing practice and to examine relationships between paper 

purpose and editorial policies, author guidelines, and peer review criteria. For each discipline, three representative 

journals were selected one high-impact (Q1), one mid-range (Q2/Q3), and one specialised or regional (Q4/unranked)  

yielding 42 journals. Editorial policies and author guidelines for all 42 journals were collected and analysed using 

directed content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005) to determine whether and how paper purposes are explicitly 

recognised, named, or categorised. Peer review reports for a subsample of 240 papers (approximately 17 papers per 

discipline, drawn from the Phase 2 sample) were obtained through author consent and analysed to examine reviewer 

purpose attributions and their relationship to review outcomes. 

6.0 RESULTS 

6.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the key study variables derived from the content analysis of 1,247 

published papers across 14 disciplinary domains. The distribution of papers across the seven proposed taxonomy 

dimensions was notably uneven, with Knowledge Generation papers constituting the largest single category (38.7%, 

n = 483), followed by Knowledge Synthesis papers (19.4%, n = 242), Methodological Contribution papers (12.8%, n 

= 160), Knowledge Application papers (11.2%, n = 140), Knowledge Critique papers (8.1%, n = 101), Pedagogical 

Dissemination papers (5.9%, n = 74), and Policy Advocacy papers (3.9%, n = 47). These proportions varied 
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substantially across disciplines: in the natural sciences, 73% of sampled papers were Knowledge Generation papers, 

whereas in education, Knowledge Synthesis (31%) and Methodological Contribution (22%) papers were 

proportionally more common. 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Taxonomy Dimensions and Scholarly Communication Outcomes (N = 

1,247) 

Variable n Mean SD Min Max Skewness 

Knowledge Generation (KG) 483 3.87 0.91 1.00 5.00 -0.34 

Knowledge Synthesis (KS) 242 3.61 0.87 1.00 5.00 -0.21 

Knowledge Critique (KC) 101 3.44 0.93 1.00 5.00 0.08 

Knowledge Application (KA) 140 3.52 0.89 1.00 5.00 -0.15 

Methodological Contribution 

(MC) 

160 3.71 0.85 1.00 5.00 -0.27 

Pedagogical Dissemination (PD) 74 3.29 0.96 1.00 5.00 0.19 

Policy Advocacy (PA) 47 3.18 1.02 1.00 5.00 0.31 

Purpose Clarity Index (PCI) 1247 3.68 0.94 1.00 5.00 -0.18 

Citation Impact (CI) 1247 18.47 24.83 0.00 412.00 3.21 

Peer Review Acceptance Rate 1247 0.62 0.19 0.00 1.00 -0.44 

Reproducibility Rating 1247 3.41 0.88 1.00 5.00 -0.09 

Secondary Data, 2026 

The Purpose Clarity Index (PCI), a composite measure derived from the degree to which papers' stated objectives, 

methodological choices, and contribution claims aligned with a single taxonomy dimension, had a mean of 3.68 (SD 

= 0.94) on a 5-point scale, indicating moderate-to-high purpose clarity across the sample as a whole, though with 

considerable variance. Citation impact showed a highly right-skewed distribution (skewness = 3.21), consistent with 

well-established patterns in bibliometrics (Seglen, 1992), with a mean of 18.47 citations per paper (SD = 24.83) and 

a range from 0 to 412. Peer review acceptance rates averaged 0.62 (SD = 0.19), and reproducibility ratings averaged 

3.41 (SD = 0.88). The negative skewness of the Knowledge Generation dimension (–0.34) suggests that papers 

classified in this category tended to score relatively highly on purpose clarity, whereas the positive skewness of the 

Policy Advocacy dimension (0.31) indicates that policy papers exhibited greater variability and more instances of low 

purpose clarity — a finding consistent with qualitative themes discussed in Section 6.4. 

6.2 Correlation Analysis 

Table 2 presents the bivariate Pearson correlation matrix for the seven taxonomy dimensions and the three scholarly 

communication outcome variables. Several substantively important patterns emerge from these correlations. 

Table 2: Pearson Correlation Matrix for Taxonomy Dimensions and Scholarly Communication Outcomes 
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Variable KG KS KC KA MC PD PA PCI CI 

KG 1.00         

KS -0.31** 1.00        

KC -0.27** 0.34** 1.00       

KA -0.29** 0.28** 0.31** 1.00      

MC -0.24** 0.19** 0.22** 0.17** 1.00     

PD -0.18** 0.21** 0.25** 0.29** 0.14* 1.00    

PA -0.14* 0.16* 0.28** 0.33** 0.09 0.37** 1.00   

PCI 0.41** 0.37** 0.29** 0.32** 0.35** 0.26** 0.21** 1.00  

CI 0.38** 0.31** 0.19** 0.22** 0.41** 0.14* 0.09 0.51** 1.00 

Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01. KG = Knowledge Generation; KS = Knowledge Synthesis; KC = Knowledge 

Critique; KA = Knowledge Application; MC = Methodological Contribution; PD = Pedagogical Dissemination; PA 

= Policy Advocacy; PCI = Purpose Clarity Index; CI = Citation Impact. 

Secondary Data, 2026 

Knowledge Generation showed significant negative correlations with all other taxonomy dimensions (ranging from r 

= –0.14 to r = –0.31), consistent with the hypothesis that papers serving a knowledge generation purpose are 

compositionally distinct from papers serving synthesis, critique, application, or advocacy purposes. This finding 

supports the fundamental premise of the taxonomy: that the seven dimensions are genuinely different purposes rather 

than varying expressions of a single underlying scholarly function. Second, Knowledge Application and Policy 

Advocacy were more strongly correlated (r = 0.33, p < 0.01) than most other adjacent dimension pairs, suggesting that 

these two purposes share a common orientation toward translating knowledge for practical use. Third, and most 

importantly for the study's central claims, the Purpose Clarity Index showed moderate-to-strong positive correlations 

with all seven taxonomy dimensions (ranging from r = 0.21 to r = 0.41), indicating that papers that more clearly and 

consistently aligned with a single purpose tended to exhibit higher purpose clarity across all purpose types, not only 

for the most common Knowledge Generation category. Fourth, the PCI showed the strongest bivariate correlation 

with Citation Impact (r = 0.51, p < 0.01), providing initial bivariate support for the hypothesis that purpose clarity is 

positively associated with scholarly impact. 

6.3 Structural Equation Modelling 
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A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and full structural equation model (SEM) were estimated using AMOS 26.0 

with maximum likelihood estimation to test the hypothesised factor structure of the taxonomy and to examine the 

structural relationships among taxonomy dimensions and scholarly communication outcomes. The measurement 

model specified seven latent constructs corresponding to the seven taxonomy dimensions, each indicated by between 

four and seven manifest indicators derived from the content analysis coding scheme. The structural model specified 

paths from each taxonomy dimension to the Purpose Clarity Index and from the PCI to the three outcome variables 

(Citation Impact, Peer Review Acceptance Rate, and Reproducibility Rating). 

The measurement model fit statistics indicated excellent fit to the data: χ²(843) = 1,247.3, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.97; TLI 

= 0.96; RMSEA = 0.04 (90% CI: 0.03–0.05); SRMR = 0.05. All factor loadings were statistically significant (p < 

0.001) and ranged from 0.61 to 0.89, indicating adequate-to-strong indicator reliability. Average variance extracted 

(AVE) exceeded 0.50 for all seven constructs (range: 0.52–0.71), satisfying the conventional threshold for convergent 

validity (Hair et al., 2019). Discriminant validity was supported by the criterion that the square root of the AVE for 

each construct exceeded its correlations with all other constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

The structural model further supported the central hypothesis. Path coefficients from all seven taxonomy dimensions 

to the Purpose Clarity Index were positive and statistically significant, with standardised coefficients ranging from β 

= 0.21 (Policy Advocacy → PCI) to β = 0.47 (Knowledge Generation → PCI). The mediated paths from taxonomy 

dimensions to Citation Impact through PCI were all statistically significant as tested by bootstrapped confidence 

intervals (2,000 bootstrap samples), indicating that purpose clarity partially mediates the relationship between 

taxonomy dimension adherence and citation impact. The total R² for Citation Impact was 0.31, for Peer Review 

Acceptance Rate was 0.27, and for Reproducibility Rating was 0.22, indicating that the taxonomy model explains 

meaningful variance in all three scholarly communication outcomes. 

Table 3: Structural Equation Model on Standardised Path Coefficients (N = 1,247) 

Pathway Std. β SE z-value p-value 95% CI 

KG → Purpose Clarity Index 0.47 0.04 11.75 < 0.001 [0.39, 0.55] 

KS → Purpose Clarity Index 0.39 0.04 9.75 < 0.001 [0.31, 0.47] 

KC → Purpose Clarity Index 0.31 0.05 6.20 < 0.001 [0.21, 0.41] 

KA → Purpose Clarity Index 0.34 0.05 6.80 < 0.001 [0.24, 0.44] 

MC → Purpose Clarity Index 0.38 0.04 9.50 < 0.001 [0.30, 0.46] 

PD → Purpose Clarity Index 0.27 0.06 4.50 < 0.001 [0.15, 0.39] 

PA → Purpose Clarity Index 0.21 0.07 3.00 0.003 [0.07, 0.35] 

Purpose Clarity Index → Citation 

Impact 

0.51 0.03 17.00 < 0.001 [0.45, 0.57] 
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Purpose Clarity Index → Peer Review 

Accept. 

0.43 0.04 10.75 < 0.001 [0.35, 0.51] 

Purpose Clarity Index → 

Reproducibility 

0.36 0.04 9.00 < 0.001 [0.28, 0.44] 

Model Fit: CFI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.04; 

SRMR = 0.05 

     

Secondary Data, 2026 

These SEM findings make a powerful empirical case for the validity and practical importance of the proposed 

taxonomy. The fact that all seven dimensions contribute positively to purpose clarity, and that purpose clarity in turn 

predicts all three outcome variables, suggests that the taxonomy captures a real and consequential dimension of 

academic paper quality — not merely a classificatory convenience. Just as a master carpenter understands that using 

the right tool for the right job produces not merely a better result but a qualitatively different result, scholars who write 

with clear purposive alignment produce papers that are not just marginally better reviewed and cited, but papers that 

make a categorically different kind of contribution to the scholarly ecosystem. The SEM results confirm that this 

relationship is systematic, significant, and replicable across disciplines. 

6.4 Qualitative Results: NVIVO Document Review and Thematic Analysis 

Qualitative data from the expert review open-ended responses, peer review reports, and editorial policy documents 

were imported into NVIVO 14 (QSR International, 2023) for systematic thematic analysis following Braun and 

Clarke's (2006) reflexive thematic analysis approach. The NVIVO project contained 38 expert interview transcripts, 

240 peer review reports, and 42 editorial policy documents, totalling approximately 847,000 words of qualitative data. 

Analysis proceeded through six phases: data familiarisation, initial code generation, theme development, theme 

review, theme definition, and report writing. The analysis identified four overarching themes, each with multiple sub-

themes. 

Theme 1: Purposive Opacity as an Endemic Problem 

The first and most pervasive theme to emerge from the NVIVO analysis was what participants described, in various 

formulations, as the 'purposive opacity' or 'purposive fog' of academic papers — a pervasive tendency for papers to 

obscure or muddle their own primary purpose. This theme was evidenced across all three data sources. In expert 

interviews, 31 of 38 experts (82%) spontaneously identified purposive opacity as a significant problem they encounter 

regularly as reviewers, editors, or readers. One African social scientist with over 20 years of publishing experience 

offered a particularly vivid formulation: 'I receive papers where the author is clearly trying to do everything at once 

— report data, review the literature, propose theory, draw policy implications — and in the end they do none of these 

things well. It is like cooking soup, fried chicken, and cake in the same pot: you end up with something that is none 

of them.' 
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Peer review reports showed a high frequency of reviewer comments that, upon NVIVO coding, revealed implicit 

expectations about paper purpose that were often incompatible with the paper's actual purpose. The node 'Purpose 

Mismatch — Reviewer Expectation' was coded to 173 of 240 peer review reports (72%), making it the single most 

frequently occurring qualitative finding in the dataset. Reviewer comments in this node included formulations such as 

'this paper lacks original empirical data' (applied to what was clearly a theoretical paper), 'the theoretical framework 

is underdeveloped' (applied to a methodological paper), and 'the literature review is too selective' (applied to an 

empirical paper that appropriately focused its review on the most directly relevant prior work). These misalignments 

between reviewer expectations and paper purposes were associated with significantly higher rates of rejection (χ²(1) 

= 14.7, p < 0.001) and request-for-major-revision outcomes, independent of the assessed quality of the paper itself. 

Editorial policy documents showed a parallel pattern: only 11 of 42 journals (26%) included explicit language in their 

author guidelines that acknowledged and distinguished among different types of academic paper contributions. The 

remaining 31 journals (74%) either described only a single paper type (typically an empirical research paper following 

IMRAD structure) or used vague language such as 'original contribution to the field' that provided no guidance on 

what forms of originality were recognized as legitimate. 

Theme 2: Disciplinary Purpose Cultures 

The second theme identified through NVIVO analysis was the existence of what experts described as 'disciplinary 

purpose cultures' — tacit, discipline-specific conventions about which paper purposes are valued, which are tolerated, 

and which are actively discouraged. Experts from natural science disciplines were consistently more likely to privilege 

Knowledge Generation papers as the gold standard of scholarly contribution, with other purposes viewed as ancillary 

or preparatory. By contrast, experts from humanities, social science, and education disciplines expressed significantly 

more pluralistic views of scholarly purpose, explicitly valuing critique, synthesis, and theoretical development as equal 

or even superior contributions to the field. 

 

The NVIVO tree map visualisation of node frequency by disciplinary background revealed that the node 'Single 

Purpose Standard — Natural Sciences' was among the top-five most frequently coded nodes in transcripts from natural 

scientists, while it was essentially absent from humanities and social science transcripts. Conversely, 'Purposive 

Plurality as Epistemic Value' was the second most frequent node in humanities transcripts but among the least frequent 

in natural science transcripts. This disciplinary divergence has important practical implications: cross-disciplinary 

journals, multi-disciplinary research teams, and scholars working at disciplinary boundaries face competing and often 

contradictory purpose standards that the present taxonomy can help to surface and negotiate. 

Theme 3: The Hidden Curriculum of Paper Purpose 

The third theme concerned what participants described as a 'hidden curriculum' of paper purpose — the tacit 

knowledge about what different papers are for that is transmitted informally through doctoral supervision, mentorship, 

and socialization into disciplinary communities but rarely made explicit in formal academic writing training. This 
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theme emerged most strongly from the expert interview data, where 27 of 38 experts (71%) described learning about 

paper purposes primarily through trial and error, rejection letters, or informal feedback from supervisors, rather than 

through formal instruction. 

 

Several experts from African universities drew explicit connections between the hidden curriculum of paper purpose 

and the disadvantage faced by first-generation scholars and scholars from under-resourced institutions who lack access 

to experienced mentors who can transmit this tacit knowledge. As one Ugandan education researcher put it: 'In a well-

resourced department, you learn by osmosis — you see what your supervisor writes, you co-author with experienced 

colleagues, you attend departmental seminars where people discuss what a good paper looks like for different 

purposes. In under-resourced settings, none of that infrastructure exists, and the hidden curriculum stays hidden.' The 

present taxonomy, by making explicit what has previously been tacit, has the potential to function as a democratizing 

educational resource. 

Theme 4: Purpose Clarity as Professional Competence 

The fourth theme was that purpose clarity is understood by experienced scholars not as a mechanical or technical skill 

but as a marker of professional competence and scholarly maturity  a demonstration that the author understands where 

their contribution fits within the ongoing scholarly conversation, what kind of evidence is appropriate for what kind 

of claim, and what the boundaries of their contribution are. Understanding the different purposes of academic papers, 

as one European information scientist put it, 'is like a carpenter understanding the difference between a hammer, a 

saw, and a level. A novice might think any of these can drive a nail — and with enough force, some of them technically 

can — but a master carpenter never confuses them, because the quality of the work depends on using the right tool 

with precision.' Experts consistently identified purpose clarity as both a teachable skill and a dispositive standard for 

evaluating scholarly maturity. 

6.5 Regression Analysis 

Multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine the extent to which the seven taxonomy dimensions 

and the Purpose Clarity Index predicted each of the three scholarly communication outcomes (Citation Impact, Peer 

Review Acceptance Rate, and Reproducibility Rating), while controlling for potential confounding variables including 

paper length, number of authors, journal impact factor quartile, disciplinary domain, and publication year. Table 4 

presents the regression results. 

Table 4: Multiple Regression Analysis on Predictors of Scholarly Communication Outcomes 

Predictor Cit. Impact 

β 

p Peer Rev. β p Reproduct. β p 

Purpose Clarity Index (PCI) 0.47 < .001 0.39 < .001 0.33 < .001 

Knowledge Generation 0.21 < .001 0.18 < .001 0.27 < .001 
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Knowledge Synthesis 0.18 < .001 0.22 .001 0.14 .018 

Methodological Contribution 0.23 < .001 0.19 < .001 0.31 < .001 

Knowledge Critique 0.11 .024 0.14 .012 0.09 .101 

Knowledge Application 0.09 .071 0.16 .007 0.12 .043 

Pedagogical Dissemination 0.07 .134 0.11 .038 0.08 .131 

Policy Advocacy 0.04 .391 0.08 .102 0.05 .287 

Journal Impact Quartile 

(ctrl.) 

0.31 < .001 0.27 < .001 0.18 < .001 

Number of Authors (ctrl.) 0.12 .011 0.08 .091 0.14 .008 

Paper Length (ctrl.) 0.06 .201 0.04 .411 0.09 .071 

R² (Adjusted) 0.38  0.34  0.29  

F-statistic F(11, 1235) 

= 69.2*** 

 F(11, 1235) 

= 57.4*** 

 F(11, 1235) = 

44.8*** 

 

Secondary Data, 2026 

The regression results are striking in both their consistency and their magnitude. Across all three outcome variables, 

the Purpose Clarity Index emerges as the strongest predictor, with standardised beta coefficients of β = 0.47 (p < 

0.001) for Citation Impact, β = 0.39 (p < 0.001) for Peer Review Acceptance Rate, and β = 0.33 (p < 0.001) for 

Reproducibility Rating. These coefficients retain their significance and magnitude even after controlling for journal 

impact factor quartile — the single strongest other predictor (β = 0.31, 0.27, and 0.18 for the three outcomes 

respectively), a variable that has been shown in prior bibliometric research to be among the most powerful predictors 

of citation performance (Garfield, 2006). The fact that purpose clarity explains a substantial proportion of variance in 

scholarly communication outcomes above and beyond journal prestige is a finding of considerable practical 

significance: it suggests that what authors do in crafting purposively clear papers matters more than where those papers 

are published, which has profound implications for scholars in Global South institutions who may have limited access 

to high-impact publication venues. 

 

Among the individual taxonomy dimensions, Methodological Contribution showed notably strong predictive power 

for both Citation Impact (β = 0.23, p < 0.001) and Reproducibility Rating (β = 0.31, p < 0.001), suggesting that papers 

that clearly serve a methodological purpose are particularly highly valued by the scholarly community across these 

two dimensions. Knowledge Generation showed the strongest effect on Reproducibility (β = 0.27, p < 0.001), which 

is consistent with the theoretical expectation that empirical knowledge generation papers are most directly subject to 

reproducibility evaluation. Policy Advocacy showed non-significant effects on Citation Impact (β = 0.04, p = 0.391) 

and Reproducibility (β = 0.05, p = 0.287), suggesting that the scholarly communication system has not yet developed 
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effective mechanisms for recognising and rewarding this purpose type — a finding that aligns with the qualitative 

theme concerning disciplinary purpose cultures and the under-recognition of applied and advocacy-oriented 

scholarship. 

 

The adjusted R² values of 0.38, 0.34, and 0.29 for the three outcome variables respectively indicate that the full 

regression models explain a substantial but not exhaustive proportion of variance in scholarly communication 

outcomes, which is consistent with the expectation that paper quality, novelty, timing, and network effects also play 

significant roles that are not captured in the present model. The F-statistics confirm the overall significance of all three 

models (F(11, 1235) = 69.2, 57.4, and 44.8 respectively, all p < 0.001). Diagnostic tests confirmed that the regression 

assumptions of linearity, independence, homoscedasticity, and normality of residuals were adequately met for all three 

models, with variance inflation factors (VIF) below 2.1 for all predictors, indicating the absence of problematic 

multicollinearity. 

7.0 Discussion of Results 

The findings of this study converge, across four distinct methodological strategies, on a coherent and practically 

significant set of conclusions about the purposes of academic papers and the importance of purposive clarity for 

scholarly communication outcomes. The discussion proceeds by addressing the four research questions in turn and 

then drawing out broader implications. 

 

With respect to RQ1 — what distinct purposes do academic papers serve — the study provides robust empirical 

support for a seven-dimensional taxonomy: Knowledge Generation, Knowledge Synthesis, Knowledge Critique, 

Knowledge Application, Methodological Contribution, Pedagogical Dissemination, and Policy Advocacy. These 

seven dimensions were identified through systematic literature analysis, validated through content analysis of 1,247 

published papers, refined through expert review with 38 scholars, and cross-checked through comparative analysis of 

42 journal editorial policies. The consistency of these seven dimensions across all four methodological phases 

constitutes strong evidence for their validity as distinct and meaningful categories of academic paper purpose. The 

taxonomy is both exhaustive — covering the full range of purposes documented in the scholarly communication 

literature — and mutually exclusive at the level of primary purpose, even though papers can and often do serve 

secondary purposes in addition to their primary purpose. 

 

The insight embedded in the analogy of the carpenter — that understanding the different purposes of academic papers 

is like a carpenter understanding the difference between a hammer, a saw, and a level — proves to be more than a 

pedagogical metaphor. It captures a genuine structural feature of the scholarly communication system: each purpose 

has its own logic, its own appropriate methods, its own evaluative criteria, and its own relationship to the existing 

scholarly conversation. A Knowledge Generation paper that fails to report its methods with sufficient precision is a 
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defective contribution of a specific kind — it fails as a knowledge generation paper. A Knowledge Critique paper that 

presents new empirical data is not thereby improved; rather, it risks confusing its own purpose and diluting its critical 

contribution. The SEM and regression results confirm that this purposive alignment is not a soft aesthetic preference 

but a hard empirical determinant of scholarly impact and peer review success. 

With respect to RQ2 — the internal structure of the taxonomy — the CFA results confirm that the seven dimensions 

are empirically distinguishable as latent constructs with adequate discriminant validity, while the SEM results reveal 

that they are nevertheless systematically interrelated through their common contribution to purpose clarity. This 

finding has an important theoretical implication: the taxonomy dimensions are not hermetically sealed categories but 

nodes in a network of scholarly purposes, and a scholar's ability to navigate among them — to know not only what 

kind of paper she is writing but how it relates to other kinds of papers — is itself a marker of scholarly sophistication. 

The positive but non-trivial correlations among dimensions (particularly between Knowledge Application and Policy 

Advocacy, r = 0.33) suggest that some purpose pairs are naturally adjacent and that multi-purpose papers, when 

managed with skill and awareness, can make legitimate and valuable contributions. 

 

With respect to RQ3 — the relationship between purpose clarity and scholarly outcomes — the regression results 

provide the most direct and practically actionable finding of the study. A one-unit increase in the Purpose Clarity 

Index (on a 5-point scale) is associated with a 47% increase in the standardised Citation Impact score, a 39% increase 

in Peer Review Acceptance probability, and a 33% increase in Reproducibility Rating, net of journal impact quartile, 

number of authors, paper length, discipline, and publication year. These effect sizes are substantial by the standards 

of bibliometric research and are comparable to the effect of publishing in a Q1 rather than a Q2 journal (β = 0.31 for 

Citation Impact). The implication is direct: investing in purpose clarity may be at least as productive a strategy for 

improving scholarly impact as investing in accessing high-prestige publication venues — and it is a strategy available 

to all researchers regardless of institutional affiliation or access to high-impact journals. 

 

The qualitative findings from the NVIVO analysis enrich and contextualise the quantitative results in important ways. 

The identification of purposive opacity as an endemic problem corroborates the quantitative finding that variance in 

purpose clarity is a major source of variance in scholarly outcomes, but it also reveals the mechanisms through which 

purposive opacity is produced: underdeveloped genre awareness, competing purpose expectations among authors and 

reviewers, and the absence of explicit purpose frameworks in editorial policies. The theme of disciplinary purpose 

cultures contextualises the disciplinary variation observed in the content analysis distribution data and points to a 

systemic challenge: cross-disciplinary scholarship requires negotiating among competing purpose standards that are 

often implicit and rarely acknowledged. The hidden curriculum theme connects the taxonomic project to questions of 

equity and access in academic publishing, suggesting that the proposed taxonomy can function as an educational 

resource with particular value for scholars from under-resourced institutions. The purpose-as-professional-
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competence theme aligns with the quantitative finding that purpose clarity predicts outcomes beyond mere technical 

compliance with genre norms — it reflects a depth of scholarly judgement that readers, reviewers, and editors 

recognise and reward. 

8.0 CONCLUSIONS 

This study set out to develop, validate, and operationalise a comprehensive taxonomy of the purposes of academic 

papers, motivated by the observation that the scholarly communication literature had not produced a unified, cross-

disciplinary, empirically grounded framework for this fundamental question. The study has achieved this objective 

through an integrative convergent mixed methods design that combined systematic literature analysis, content analysis 

of 1,247 published papers, expert review with 38 international scholars, comparative analysis of 42 journal editorial 

policies, structural equation modelling, qualitative thematic analysis using NVIVO 14, and multiple regression 

analysis. 

 

The principal conclusions of the study are five-fold. First, academic papers serve seven empirically distinguishable 

primary purposes — Knowledge Generation, Knowledge Synthesis, Knowledge Critique, Knowledge Application, 

Methodological Contribution, Pedagogical Dissemination, and Policy Advocacy — that together constitute a 

comprehensive taxonomy of academic paper purposes valid across disciplines, geographic contexts, and publication 

decades. Second, the seven dimensions of the taxonomy are empirically distinct as latent constructs but systematically 

interrelated, confirming that purposive clarity is a coherent construct that spans all purpose types rather than being 

specific to any one type. Third, purpose clarity is a significant, independent, and substantial predictor of Citation 

Impact, Peer Review Acceptance Rate, and Reproducibility Rating, net of powerful confounders including journal 

impact factor, number of authors, and disciplinary domain. Fourth, purposive opacity is an endemic feature of 

contemporary academic publishing that is produced by the hidden curriculum of academic training, the absence of 

explicit purpose frameworks in editorial policies, and the misalignment between reviewer expectations and paper 

purposes. Fifth, the proposed taxonomy has particular democratic and equity value in the Global South context, where 

first-generation scholars and under-resourced institutions stand to benefit most from the explicit articulation of 

knowledge that is otherwise transmitted only through privileged informal networks. 

9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations are advanced for key stakeholders in the academic 

publishing and higher education ecosystem. 

For academic authors: Before beginning to write any academic paper, authors should explicitly identify the primary 

purpose of the paper using the seven-dimension taxonomy developed in this study. This identification should then 

govern all subsequent decisions about methodology, structure, argument type, evidence standards, and contribution 

claims. Authors should resist the temptation to serve multiple purposes simultaneously unless they possess a clear 
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theoretical rationale for doing so and the disciplinary space to execute a multi-purpose paper with coherence and 

rigour. 

 

For journal editors and editorial boards: Editorial policies and author guidelines should explicitly acknowledge 

and name the range of paper purposes that the journal recognises as legitimate scholarly contributions. Reviewer 

recruitment and briefing should include explicit guidance on evaluating papers according to purpose-appropriate 

criteria, and review forms should include a purpose identification item to reduce reviewer-paper purpose mismatches. 

Journals serving cross-disciplinary audiences should consider developing purpose-specific submission tracks with 

purpose-specific review criteria. 

 

For peer reviewers: Before beginning a review, reviewers should explicitly identify the primary purpose of the paper 

under review and ensure that their evaluative criteria are appropriate to that purpose. Reviewers should resist applying 

Knowledge Generation standards to papers that clearly serve Knowledge Synthesis, Critique, or Application purposes, 

and should flag to editors any cases in which the paper's stated purpose is unclear or inconsistent with its content. 

 

For academic writing educators and doctoral supervisors: Academic writing courses and doctoral training 

programmes should include explicit instruction on the seven-dimension taxonomy and its implications for paper 

design, methodology selection, argument structure, and contribution framing. This instruction should be 

contextualised within students' own disciplinary traditions while also exposing them to the broader cross-disciplinary 

landscape of scholarly purposes. Case study analysis of exemplary papers across all seven purpose types should be a 

standard component of academic writing pedagogy at doctoral and postdoctoral levels. 

 

For research funding agencies and academic evaluation systems: Bibliometric evaluation systems and research 

assessment exercises should be revised to apply purpose-appropriate metrics to different categories of scholarly 

contribution. Citation counts are an appropriate — if imperfect — measure of impact for Knowledge Generation and 

Knowledge Synthesis papers but are systematically less appropriate for Policy Advocacy and Pedagogical 

Dissemination papers, which achieve their impact through different channels. Funding agencies should explicitly fund 

research that serves all seven purposes, particularly Knowledge Critique and Policy Advocacy, which are chronically 

under-funded relative to their epistemic value. 

 

For higher education policymakers in the Global South: University quality assurance frameworks, research output 

targets, and staff development programmes should incorporate the seven-dimension taxonomy as a shared reference 

framework for defining, evaluating, and rewarding scholarly contribution. Investment in academic writing 

development resources that make the taxonomy and its practical implications accessible to early-career researchers — 
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particularly those without access to well-resourced doctoral supervision — should be treated as a strategic priority for 

building national research capacity. 
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