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CHAPTER 1

EXPLORING THE COMPETING
BASES FOR LEGITIMACY
IN CONTEMPORARY
LEADERSHIP STUDIES

Sonia M. Ospina and Mary Uhl-Bien®

... [Tlhe philosophy underlying our scientific practice is a choice,
and should not simply be a default inherited without question from our teachers
and mentors. Understanding the implications of this choice. . . is important
Jor any veflective and responsible scientific inquiry.

—DBechara & Van de Ven, 2007, p. $6)

‘Entity and constructionist perspectives on leadership are separated by a
profound divide in philosophical understandings—in the deep mean-
ings-~regarding what constitutes the nature of leadership and the research

nterprise around it. This is because they have developed from contrasting
philosophies of science, that is, contrasting answers to the ontological and
epistemological questions that reflect the assumptions researchers bring
to their work (as reviewed in this book’s Introduction). In the face of this
divide, it is even more remarkable that entity and constructionist scholars
have recently come together around their interest in the idea of relational
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leadership; this is a clear sign that something bigger is afoot. As we described in
our introductory chapter, we believe this something bigger is relationality.

Given the importance of relationality and the different treatments of it
in both perspectives on ieadership, there is a critical need in the leader-
ship field to clarify the approaches to thinking about the relational dimen-
sions of leadership brought by each perspective. We need to unpack entity
and constructionist assumptions to leadership and point to their respective
contributions for advancing knowledge in the field. Such a philosophical
investigation of the roots and implications of our research choices is not so
much a matter of collective choice as it is an imperative: If we are to take
collective responsibility for the teadership field, we need to engage scholars
who are researching leadership across perspectives in dialogue. Without
this engagement, scholars from each perspective will continue to “claim”
ownership of the “true” meaning of relationality, and concerns about re-
lational leadership will become yet another object in the competition for
legitimate claims of knowledge in the field, perpetuating the paradigm wars
of the past.

Capitalizing on the opportunity to advance new knowledge today starts
by looking at the taken-for-granted, unanalyzed presuppositions scholars
from each perspective bring to their research. In doing so, we can shed
light on why the divide exists and why it is felt so strongly by members
of each community. This understanding will help demonstrate to the field
that each perspective has its own legitimate logic, and it offers useful in-
sights about leadership as a social reality. Scholars, independent of their
research posture, can then introduce refreshing ideas to enhance scholar-
ship in their own perspective.

In this chapter, we name and explore some of the taken-for-granted pre-
suppositions supporting each perspective. We structure the narrative into

three sections. In the first section, we acknowledge and illustrate some vis-

ible manifestations of the divide between the entity and constructionist per-
spectives and highlight their contrasting views on relationality. We use the
next two sections to inquire into the nature of these differences, unpacking

the philosophical assumptions at their root. To do this, in the second sec- -
tion we examine their distinct sets of assumptions about kow we know reality -
and the implications for relationality in leadership research. In the third .
part, we show how these assumptions manifest in distinct research postures

and agendas for leadership research, thus coming back full circle to the experi-

ence of scholars as they go about developing a research practice to study -

relationality in leadership.

Two qualifications must be offered here. First, our analytical scheme -

is one among other existing frameworks. Organization and management

scholars interested in the research implications of the philosophy of science
have developed their own versions of existing divides in the field, which .
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inc.iuc.ie diverse classifications and labels around core assumptions.? Thes
variations reflect efforts to synthesize the complex philosophical ‘streame
that feed present intellectual discussions in the philosophy of social sciences
They .also reflect that these scholars are largely selfeducated in an area n :
suﬂicu.e'r-nly studied in doctoral programs (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea 200(6)5E
Pp. xxiil-xxiv). Moreover, our scheme does not represent a full fratr,lewori;
in the philosophy of science. Instead, we highlight selected elements in a
;mcth as they tell us something important about how to study rélationalitys
cgi) nilsc;t;:st s:iz??aﬁrimaUOn and acknowledge subtleties associated with
’I"he second qualification explains an imbalance in the chapter. Postmod:
fam'}sm (and the constructionist version of leadership that is det.‘ived fro -
it) is seldom taught to leadership scholars in training (at least not in ﬂ;z
U.S.). Therefore, we examine it in more detail in contrast to the dominant
betterunderstood entity postpositivist perspective. We agree with Bechar’
& Van de Ven (2007) that scholars must choose and synthesize the h'a
1osoph.y of science that fits their scholarly practice to ensure that thepal—
sum}?uons they use are not merely inherited or brought in by default Th's-
requires further reflection to make informed choices about paradi : tils
stances that are less familiar, or even invisible, to the interested scho%::a ‘
We hope to make the discussion as reader friendly as possible for ti;ose
who are new to it. The reader versed in the philosophy of science may want

to quickly scan the sections to have a sense ildi
. : of the build
discussion that follows in the book chapters. g plocks for the

ENTITY AND CONSTRUCTIONIST PERSPECTIVES
OF LEADERSHIP

’I;?e fiivide be.t:ween the entity and constructionist perspectives of leader-
ship is not unique to the leadership field. In a recent Academy of Manage-
ment Review article, Boisot and McKelvey (2010) pose a similar divide in the

_.: context of organi'zation studies, Contrasting two worldviews, they argue that

.. iainﬁ:s anchored ina modernist outlook, with deep roots in ideas of the En-

) rg enment, w?ule the other rests on a ‘postmodernist outlook, with deep
: prztc? L::;:::lz zz;ft;:;xodem.ist per"iod of the end of the twentieth century. Each
ent orientation to scientific inquiry. The orientation to

;c:s,-i]:jisg;ggzaz fia:lledd“posil:ivism” (an.d its contempeorary version, post
iy crane irectly fro:p moderr‘n.st assumptions.? In contrast, the
Sumpﬁons—tha:mence called mterpret'msm” builds from postmodern as-
Dostier t:{\;en chaiifange conventional definitions of science.* A post-

on to science represents the dominant tradition in disci-
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plines like psychology {and therefore in fields like teadership and journals
like The Leadership Quarterly).

Postpositivist and interpretivist orientations pull scholars’ attention in
different directions—reducing the possibility for agreements on what con-
stitutes legitimate knowledge, and generating competing bases of legitima-
cy for the claims they produce. These two distinct approaches represent, in
fact, competing paradigms, Or 10 be a bit more cautious, competing para-
digmatic stances. They mark the legitimacy of truth claims not only in the
organization and leadership studies fields, but also in contemporary social
science scholarship in general.

Tensions around the legitimacy of knowledge claims affect communi-
cation among eatity and constructionist leadership scholars precisely be-
cause the paradigmatic stances behind their perspectives have not been
acknowledged or are not sufficiently explicit, Yet, today the fundamentals
of the leadership field (as in other fields of inquiry) rest on underlying as-
sumptions that participants in each perspective simply presuppose: “Such
assumptions appear so obvious that people do not know what they are as-
suming, because no other way of pulting things has ever occurred to them”

(Sedlacek, 2011, p. 8). Attentiveness to “other ways of pulting things” and a
degree of openness about what these may be can enhance communication
among those who are part of the same field. Short of this awareness, ‘Lo
dividuals run a significant risk of talking past one another-listening with-
out hearing and speaking without understanding” (Walker, 2006, p. 69).
Leadership scholars must recognize not only what Walker calls “the meta-

theoretical perspective” of their interlocutors, but also their own perspec

tive (p. 69).

Contrasts in Published Scholarly Research
on Leadership

The marked differences between'the work published in the wo main
leadership journals, The Leadership Quarterly (U.S.-based) and Leadership
(European origin), illustrate the competing paradigmatic stances in the
leadership literature. Both journals have published research from the en-
tity and the constructionist perspectives (representing the postpositivist
and interpretivist orientations to science respectively). Yet, a glance at two
randomly picked issues from a similar time period exemplifies their con-
trasting approaches to scholarly research on leadership. Distinct language
and themes, as well as choices reflecting methodological commitments to
a particular approach to science, illustrate these differences in the articles
for the selected June 2010 issue of The Leadership Quarterly and May 2010
issue of Leadership.”
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Considering language and themes, a sample of the featured articles of
the jt.lne 2010 L issue included The impact of positivity and transparen o,
m.fst n ’leade'rs and their perecived effectiveness; Transformational leadershi " OZ
children’s aggression in team settings: A short-term longitudinal study; and A ’ af'
le.v.el stuﬁ?y of transformational leadership, justice perceptions andy;r cmiza?;u IZE
cztzze?zshap behauviors, Articles in Leadership included Lead;rshép asgwork—e;zobnfi
ded z?feﬂuence: A .micro-discursive analysis of an everyday interaction in a ba,?:k?
Shaping lec_zde-rsth for today: Mary Parker Follett’s aesthetic; and Spiritualit ’t
work,' and ils z?nplimtz'ons Jor leadership and followership: A post—stmctumlisty ,
spective. The titles alone reflect quite distinct jargon and sensibilities rr
ThThelkey:rords accompanying the article abstracts are further illustrative.
05€ in the LQissue referenced well-established management and leader-
ship constrycts (such as strategic fit, organizational citizenship behavi
Eead«larshlp competencies, vision, followership, and trust). The)If} tendedcir’
qu'ahfy a type of leadership (such as operant leadership, authentic Ieadecj-
§hip, anct. outstanding leadership) and embedded the research in form i
uf,ed recenfed knowledge from well-established leadership theories [e o
cial learning theory, wansformational theory, leadermember exc‘hgz‘i’nso_
-(LMX), and dynamic network theory]. While keywords in Leadershi alge
¥nc!u?ied some traditional counstructs (e.g., leaderfoliower interacf‘ "
identity, and influence), they were complemented by terms reflectin ri?(? .
postmoderrf views of relationships and relationality (e.g. circularitg a N
dox, portraiture, microdiscourse, and performances). T;ﬁs 1angt1ay’epw;3—
elned the dlS(.JuI‘SiV("} community beyond just leadership studies wi%h 5 :
cific iead.ership theories replaced by constructs evoking broader Eheoretipe{
perspectives {i.e., post-structuralism) associated with the huranities ‘_3&1
theory, anc! critical management studies, among other fields. e
. Thefsle daffere.nces in languoage ‘evoke distinct assumptions about the na-
reo eadexfship and what constitutes its legitimate study. Choices that r
fif:ct contrasting methodological commitments also brought to the surf .
dlfferfznt :dpproaches to science in the articles. For example, despite so?r(:z
:;exitézr;;:ihmethc;ds, the LQ articl(?s rv.f:ﬂected a postpositivist approach to
sclence with ahplie erence for quantitative studies using structural equation
P ‘gas (:1 niques as Weli_ as experimental and histeriometric studies.
Lore aa tlsc; one qualitative stud.y.) In contrast, methodologies in the
Condersh }i I c;:s firew more I}eawiy'from interpretivist approaches to
e p, Inc ud.mg choices like ethnographic metheds and analytical
L‘rlquu.es drawn from the humanities (i.e., art history).
. Ii) 1{(::\!;3;& e;lll LQh ar‘ncles_reported empirical research based on large
b es anc ypothesis testing of Wel%established or emergent leadership
empim;ﬂ i é:ontras(;, the Leqdership issue featured both concepwal and
o dg ces and gave them eq_u.al status. Most articles tended to be
ed in broader scholarly traditions to illuminate the data, for exam-
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ple,a poststructuralist critique of leadership studies on spirituality at work.
Finally, the LQ articles followed the script of deductive research reports,
with the expected sequence of literature review, hypothesis formulation,
methods, findings, and discussion. The Leadership articles were organized
around unique structures and parratives, each with their own internal and

distinctive logic.
This informal comparison suggests that scholars writing for these issues

of The Leadership Quarterly and for Leadership tend to belong to different
paradigmatic communities. The differences in each journal reflect distinct
assumptions about what is theory, what is rigor, and what is legitimate schol-
arly research on leadership, as well as how to conceptualize and approach

the notion of relationality.

Contrasts in Views of Relationality

We have characterized relationality as the understanding that individuals
and collectives constitute a field of relationships, which in tarn implies that
each individual represents the intersection of multiple relationships (Brad-
bury & Lichtenstein, 2000; Carroll, Lewy & Richmond, 2008; Gergen, 2009).
{For a deeper discussion, see the Introduction of this book.) However, in

the same way that the underlying entity and constructionist assumptions

roduce distinct decisions about how o study leadership and how to report -
on the findings, they also produce distinct entity and constructionist views

of relationality.

Entity Views of Relationality
Most leadership theories—contingency theory, the transformational and

neo-charismatic schools, LMX theory, cognitive and social identity theories,

servant leadership, shared and distributed leadership, among others—can

be located within the broader umbrella of postpositivism. They share &
particular perspective of relational leadership that Hosking (1988, 2011)- -

refers to as “entitative” (defined as “pure entity; abstracted from all circun

stances”). Uhl-Bien (2006) in her 2006 relational leadership theory (RLTY

article uses the term “entity” (defined as “something that exists indepen
dently, as a particular and discrete unit”).® '

The word entity reflects ontological assumptions that lead researchers to:

treat their objects of study—leaders and followers—as if they were indepen

dent of one another, regarding groups and organizations as a collection of:
individuals. The ontology associated with an entity view leads to 2 theoriza:
tion of leaders, followers, and their surroundings as “separate units, the self:
and other, the person and culture, the individual and society” (Gergen;
2009, p. xx). Entity studies, drawing from a postpositivist epistemology, view:
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h .
E)rl;xster:z de;nergmg from a correspondence between a claim and empirically
_ ed facts, demanding standards of replicability as a condition of qual
ity (Boisot & McKelvey, 2010). R
ali;{rl}'t; :;T‘ls:;rnllc st;nce behind postpositivist methods leads to conceptu
relationship” as something that ha isti :
N ppens when distinct entiti
come into contact, meaning that relation vati ot
né ! , I s are derivative of the independ
Zﬁi;t:;i;:;lz;at is, re;)t(l)ons follow from existing entities whc{ approaft)h otr?:i:t
ergen, 2009). The entity perspective i
: . ; pective is concerned with identifs
ing attributes of individuals as the ini onshipe
ut y engage in interpersonal relationshi
characterizing the quality and an i ssociation
tecedents of relationships, the associati
between relationships and o e such s the de
utcomes, and exploring issues such
‘ ‘ as the de-
vel%)lment o‘f the relationship (Uhl-Bien, Maslyn & Ospina, 2011) ’
mens:) f;"c;\;alngdcong?rn of entity scholars for exploring the relational di
eadership stems in part from having hi imi i
e : g hit the limits of postposi-
E:jtr ;&gl{;g:; tan .the context of a heightened demand to considir isiues
ity, time, context, levels of analysis, and i ; i
ership studies (Uhl-Bien, 2006). A bi . B atholee s
. . ig challenge for entity scholars i
to tackle a construct like relati ity i e resictions
onality in ways that transcend th icti
:  like re e restrictions
imposed by postpositivism’s tendency to partition and simplify reality.

Constructionist Views of Relationality
In i i
e :g;];x:tlslt todmehmore recent attention given by entity scholars to issues
eadership, constructionist scholar:
] . s have long been ¢
with relational leadershi i ity isi B omeloioal o
p, as relationality is inherent to th i
: : . e ontological and
e .
p{;t;::g(l}?lical assumptions of this perspective (Ospina & Sorensoi 2006)
. ructionist perspective resonates wi i tist ¢ :
. ‘ th an inte i i
o : ‘ ' rpretivist orienta-
ton ;?Ss(:nfer:ce with roots in postmodernism. It views leadership as a pro-
ges of C;(l) lclonitr‘uctlon produced through relationship (Fairhurst, 2007;
2, )- It is through social construction that certain understand:

L ings i
S thgt cl:;falgzdc;shlp come about and eventually take on a life of their own, so
- rship appears “real.” When ena i ,
- ead . cted as if real, th
.. of thinking and doi i structionists would
: ng leadership become “real.” (C ioni
oy that s o len . " (Constructionists would

; ndings of leadership be i
2y e ur : p become reified and are given
2005) %Z?iti)r:]wllig?) '(Ospma & Sorenson, 2006; Uhl-Bien, 2006; gxlﬂint
.2005). ality is intrinsic to the constructionist vi , chip be.
)] « nist view of leadership be-
o 5 ;e;:s_ the world as constructed in and through interaction (Hoszng
il .S i }]]n approaching one another that individuals can define them:
Thisoma y as separate entities: relationship comes first.
o na;{)rnst?lcuoni§t notion of “relationship” stresses the interdepen-
'ihg g E':do those in relation. Constructionism conveys an understand-
. ._.'rela[i()nsh iv: uals a_nd collectives as embedded in and constituting a field of
T ps, making relationality endemic to the perspective. In Gergen’s

2009 is impli
o ) words, this implies a reversal of order to consider “the individual
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units as derivative of relational processes” (P- xxi)—viewing “being” asa deriv-
ative of relating. This is exactly the opposite of an entity perspective, which
views relations as derivative of individual units. In constructionist ontology,

relationship comes first, and from there emerges our social world as a hu-

manly constructed reality.
Constructionist scholars therefore enter their research on leadership
in quite a different way from those doing entity research. While entity re-
searchers privilege individual dimensions, constructionist researchers privi-
Jege the collective. The latter choose methods that are sensitive to the apri-

f this perspective. The emphasis here is on “the rich

ori relational posture o
interconnections among people acting in contexts which allow leadership

to be ‘co-produced’ ‘the space petween” (Uhl-Bien et al, 2011, p. 307,

citing Bradbury & Lichtenstein, 2000).
A big dilemma for constructionist scholars is how t0 clarify and translate
into practical terms the research and practice implications of the fact that
derivative of relational processes rather than the opposite and

individuals are
more intuitive idea that individuals create relationships. This is particu-

larly true because, in giving priority to process, constructionist leadership

researchers may easily downplay the importance of the embodied human be-
pate in and drive

ings (quite enamored with their individuality) who partici
“such processes.

Leadership research is caugh
of relationality and their respective views of what consti
entific research. As we suggest in the Introduction, premature pax
closure in the field has privileged the entity perspective as “the legitimate”

type of teadership scholarship-

1J.8. management
has yet to gain comparable standing with the enti

studies. For example, LQ continues to give preference to a postpositive ap*
that it is hardening this stance.

response to the
1 leadership scholarship) has:
to different interpretivist per
d sharing across per-

proach to science, and there are indications
The entrance of Furopean-based journals like Leadership (in
need for an outlet for interpretivist voices i
proadened the potential space for exposure
spectives, including constructionism. Yet, learning an

spectives is still rare in the leadership field asa whole.

Mix-ups and Misunderstandings in Leadership
Scholarship

The insidious consequences of this divide are quite real for the field,

suggested in the
experience them differently. The dialogues in this boo

¢ between these two distinct understandings .
tutes legitimate sci-
adigmatic

Despite the inroads of constructionism in the

field (Fairhurst & Grant, 2010) this version of research
ty perspective in leadership

i

Introduction, even if entity and constructionist scholars
k between scholars
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representi ;
thg}’ are ;Zﬁaebtk;npjir;fpecmé reflect these tensions. In the broader field
tion, and even in the imii?‘ ?ai access to journals for scholars in each tradi:
of the field.” And yet, thes ; 1ttgnoti" nonﬂpostpos.itivist perspectives in surveys
ex}?\gidt:}y discussed or acknowle;gzrc? and their consequences are seldom
either .
from framifge ;}il: rizsb(ins behind the Flifferences in research practices—
ools and writing r}; Orzefs and questions to choosing specific research
great potential for coP;fus' weIl‘understood or appreciated. The result is
O the field. For exa smln, mlsul.aderstanding} and frustrations for schol-
by differences i‘n researip €, Cor_lSlder th_e cognitive dissonance produced
start their research design reporting. Entity leadership researchers tend to
ignoring or takin forg s and reports aF the level of theories and models
ons behind meo%"eﬁcmgrarzited ontological and epistemological assump:
other hand, quite metic?:;eulsnz;ic:ioiiga:ndi;is?ris. They are, on the
uantitativ itati ethodological choices
e O ) s I o o i
ons informing their rese 1’1’12}11 ng transparent the philosophical assump-
informal, about their meﬂ:rfi . Yet, they tend to be less explicit, and often
This results 0. ological choices and analytical strategies.
in two very different types of documentation in entity and

© constructionist leadershi
: p research products which, i
| constructo : : ich, in turn, represen
. source of: iﬁs:rauon f(?r. bloth entity and constructionist sscho,iarsP Scho;: .
| fmnedn the postpositivist tradition often do not know what t;) do 12
articles | ?se on constructionist research. They may be uncomfo t:l;;
an seure
- Jrund Cgtggi ;n;id app.roaches———often finding the narrative obscure
. More importantly, the 1 i
. 2nd overly com} y, the lack of attention to me

¥ uctionist scholars often leads them to conclude the work 1tsh Odi

o

scientific,”
¢,” and therefore they do not recognize it as fully legitimate schol-

arship. Con ioni

e i;:hed ; stiugt;;?:; scholars are more familiar with the type of research

Famowafos cnia ho:’ often become impatient with what they see as too

o0 formmulc and reductioget‘nous approach to research that seems to them

e domiant an onist. These dynamics also reflect the tension be-
\ and non-dominant research perspectives described in the

ntroducti : ]
:omin‘;;?;—lo?f tI;us l;ook. Recall. Deetz’s point (1996) that members of the
p tend to grow blind spots, while those in the less dominant

group must le irs
arn the two systems (theirs and the dominant one) to survive

: T! i:ﬁ- . . . .
B
: selecte d Joumal 1880€e8 dlSC'&lSSﬁd ab()t'e) can a.lSO g e

confusion and block icati
favor the d lock communication. Entity leadership schola
eductive phase of the cycle of theory COHSE:'llCﬁOn r";;zi)lfy ti(;

ranslated into i
amodel, with established relationships between two or more

Constructs operationalized i
theory of | opallaed as varables. They thus begin With an exist
o eadership, such as LMX or shared Ieadershig;, devefoz;naefﬁzzr‘;lg
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and test propositions regarding the model’s accuracy to validate, refine, or
reject the theory. Theoretical models are built cumulatively, incrementally,
and in small strands. In contrast, constructionist leadership scholars tend
1o enter research in the inductive phase of the theory-building cycle, let-
ting the data illuminate the question at hand,® and drawing loosely from
the rich heritage of broad (macro) theories associated with postmodern-
ism {e.g., critical theory, narrativism, phenomenology, hermeneutics, social
theory, feminism, queer theory, poststructuralism, and so on}. They may
refer to mainstream leadership theories, not so much to refine them or
build on them, but to deconstruct them or challenge their logic. The result
is two relatively parallel conversations, rather than an authentic dialogue between
perspectives in the Sield.

Furthermore, understandings of what is theory or how it is used in yesearch
differ significantly. Entity scholars prefer to work with “theories of the mid-
dle range” (Merton, 1968): empirical, testable propositions that are posi-
doned between all-embracing, unified theories (from which they may be
derived)} and descriptive empirical work, with little theoretical orientation
(empiricism). New adjectives qualifying leadership give rise to new leader-
ship theories (€.g., contingency theory, transformational leadership theory,
LMX theory, relational leadership theory, complexity theory, and so on). It
is from these theories that entity scholars draw their identities in the field.

In contrast, constructionist scholars do not identify with these specific
leadership theories. Instead, the theories they use may reflect the “grand”.
theories that the sociologist Merton (1968) positioned one Jevel of abstrac-
tion above theories of the middie range, including postmodernism as such,
with its deep influence in the social sciences as a challenge to modernist
assumptions at the end of the twentieth century (Hollinger, 1994). Con-
structionist leadership studies are highly theoretical, but not in the way that
entity scholars would conceive of theory. When the entity scholar reads a
research article and does not find a “theory” translated into a model with
testable propositions, the inclination is to discountitas a “story” Or a narfa-
tive, rather than regard it as a legitimate “scientific” research product (with
numbers and hard quantitative analyses).

The potential for mix-ups and misunderstanding becomes even greater
when critical theory is added to the mix.! Critical management and lead
ership researchers develop knowledge to help improve the human condi
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existing understandings, deconstruct these understandings (and their i
at:ed assumptions) to uncover how leadership discourses and practiceisioan
t_x"tbute to reproducing power and control in organizations and socie (C(I) T
linson, 2011; Fairhurst & Grant, 2010). To do so, they draw on an g it i
set of theoretical perspectives in which the line between the social sc{i: e
and the humanities is blurred, for example, “structuralism, labour oecss
'theor.y and critical realism . . . feminism, poststructuralism ,deconstrrzirzf:ess
¥sm, literary criticism, post-colonial theory, cultural studies’ emfironmL 10‘;'
ism and psychoanalysis,” among others (Collison, 2011, p. 182) The emal _
a postmodern logic of eritical deconstruction that is qu’ite Eorei. nt  entity
Ieade.rship scholars’ modern idea of critical thinking. g ey
It is not surprising therefore, that entity scholars find the body of ¢
structionist and critical leadership research on leadership hard to r);avi e,
The{e are no “labels” that would help them locate the perspective g?i:e.
orenea}ly, other than through the broad blanket of construpctionism o
one of other multiple, associated, broad theoretical traditions. In a c,l 011;
themse{ves, these often add more confusion than insight givex; the : 'O
scholar’s lack of familiarity with the perspective and its assiim tions mltl}ly
as the many possible strands of social theory from which coist ??5 i
and critical scholars may draw.' etonts
The dynamics of competition for legitimacy among their seemingly i
commensurable paradigmatic stances also leads to a narrowing of thegﬁ};}z(?_

Yet, insights from both perspect
» 10 pectives are needed to ad
standing of relational leadership: dvance present under

j—tm ubnflcrstanding ofa comlplex problem or phenomenon being investigated
Z?;_m; ﬁ?izn(;iﬁ:z erglgagmg the perspccai'ves of diverse scholars. ... Appre-
] liverse perspectives often requires communicating across differ-
ent phx[({sophlcal perspectives. It also requires maintaining the diver: intel
lectnal differences that not only create an opportunity for arbitrage isajt:,?lio
»

for a productive interplay of pers i 1 i
v p;_) 3% perspectives, models and world views. (Bechara

In the leadership field, productive interplay calls for better understand-

- in i i
m;g,oof1 i;fsle fmcnfierms't and postmodernist assumptions shaping the phi-
p of science in the entity {postpositivist) and the constructionist

Ei!:z::i?;:?:ts;)eperspecuves qf leadership. We turn to the core of these dis-
s in e :ext two sections, where we offer a simplified scheme that
enee CQnsidmﬂr:;:::s ;lt three levels of the analytical ladder of abstraction.
gested by Botage an (;:‘ Mr(}?d}est and most abstract philosophical divides sug-
vy oot 2 cKelvey (2010), mo:demism and postmodernism. At
: pOSitivist’and Ak ences are ahout w‘orldx‘uew. Going down one level, post-

i Tpretivist modes of inquiry represent different approach-
: nce associated with the modernist and postmodernist worldviews

tion—if possible, bringing to center stage oftsilenced voices and perspec
tives from the margins {Collinson, 9011; Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Ospina’
& Sorenson, 2006). As Alvesson and Sveningsson make clear in Chapter 7
of this book, they view the meaning of “leadership” itself with suspicion 0
even skepticism. :

Contrary to entity leadership scholars’ choice to start with a firm defi
nition of leadership, critical leadership scholars, rather than reaffirmin
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respectively; one {evel below are the entity and constructionist perspectives
of leadership with their distinct research agendas, linked respectively to the
postpositivist and interpretivist approaches to science." In the next section,
we make comparisons around the first two levels of this scheme—world-
views and approaches to science—leaving the third level, research agendas,

to the final section of the chapter.

TRUTH AND HUMAN EFFORTS TO STUDY REALITY

The contrasts between modernist and postmodernist stances to research re-
flect broad historical changes in worldviews over time (Boisot & McKelvey,
20110; Hollinger, 1994). The key distinction between these two worldviews
revolves around the idea of «truth” and a researcher’s ability to attain it.
A scholar taking a modernist stance believes that it is possible to capture

truth (a unified ruth) about our objects of study. This scholar also assumes

the possibility of approximating truth with some certainty and with some
independence from his or her own subjectivity. In contrast, a scholar taking

a postmodernist stance assumes that there are multiple truths about our

objects of study. This view of “truth” considers the various jnterpretations
of those experiencing the reality studied, including that of the researcher

* as s/he enters their world. Postmodernist scholars do not expect to attain .

more than a glimpse of those multiple truths, while acknowledging their

own subjectivity in doing so.
These distinctions point to different assumptions about the world (“re-

ality”}. Reflecting the assumptions and worldview of the Enlightenment,

modernism offers a “realist” answer to the ontological question of what is
the nature of the world and of human beings They claim that reality is a con-

crete, objective “thing,” independent of human cognition. Human beings:

are autonomous, relatively self-contained entities, with independent inter
ests and desires, who respond and adapt to this external reality. This make
it possible to “see” the world as an objeciive reality t

manipulated and controlled to achieve social ends. These assumptions have:
ary

led to a characterization of this worldview as “atomistic” and “objectivist.”
In contrast, to the same ontological question, postmodernists offer a

constructionist view of the world as a meaningful reality that is humanty con-.
structed. Rather than objective truth, there are “just humanty fashioned ways:
of seeing things whose processes We need to explore, and which we cat.

only come to understand through a similar process of meaning making’

(Crotty, 1998, p. 9). While a world may exist outside of human subjectiv-
ity, meaningful realities exist only through the interpretation of human rela
tions. Moreover, these realities become “dense feedback loops” generated
by intentional constructions of events, and by complex interdependencies,
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researcher). Y y {including questions about the role of the

Modernist Assumptions about How We Know Reality

To the epi . .
o mc; ;i);;t.emoizglcal kI:luesuon of how can we develop knowledge about the
A ism offers the paradigmatic a i
ld, 1 pproaches to science of logical
positivism and postpositivism. The meta “awi 2009
! o . phor of “a window” (Shank, 2004
Tllustrates the f)b_}&(ft:l.\’lst nature of the “modernist gaze” behind the;m cufgl
its z;ccolmpanymg vision of research. The “window” can be thought o,f as
oo ¢ .
oo :t)h :;)f; (tlhr?hg.h,‘to ;lry to get as “accurate” view as possible of what is on
ide. This is the case when using mi
‘ microscopes and tel i
fhe ol . : g p elescopes in
fhe be;ll;rvziiloizxienfzes, or aépplymg an index or a scale in a survey protoiol in
sciences. Since the world behind i i
_ the window
fhe behay . ; ; . is real, the goal
see” the world with as little distortion as possible, to capture it as %est

. as possible.
o r;l)do v:b(l;}aia}:)s Sh;.nk. suggests, the researcher corrects for smudges in the
and tries to identify flaws in the wi
¢ window (e
locks for causal relati i e e
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& usal ain what has b b
- and to predict future oce isi ' RN
@ urrences. This implies discoveri
i amons phone ] vering patterns or rela-
_ mena, finding causal associati i i iati
s b ot iations in their variation
; olling for endogeno i
parables), ane xdogenous variables and other spurious
Objective truth about reality can be discovered. Science of?ers the

= tools to get as close as i ini
L, possible to gainin i )
~'sion and certitude. g g truth with some degree of preci-

Vagatiom Within the Modernist Worldview
. Sharin jectivi
. oarin § 2;:{1) ;?;}SC'ZW'S{ ontology, the approaches to science of logical posi-
_ sitivismn nevertheless differ i i
Tl espos ism 0 er in the degree to which th
_ e pure objectivistn and the ¢ e
b onsequent ass i
ol oppase pure ¢ anc q umptions about the
) er. Postpositivism {or n itivi
ey Po €0opositivisin, as some prefer to
o ;r da more sophm.tl‘cated and more critical orientation to fesearch
compared to logical positivism {Crotty, 1998). ,

. Consistent with i jectd
: t with its objective ontology, logical positivism assumes that it

is i

.knfc))(‘)jlséglgeetg {j)”z];lly capture a true picture of reality, that the only source of

e obiee, of Stus;:rvlauon, and that the researcher has full independence from

ality sty Y. rf cont:ast, Postpositivism replaces “fully” capturing re-
mperfectly,” and * full independence” of the researcher with © pfrtz’a[
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independence” In shifting from a “realist” to a “critical realist” ontology (Van
de Ven, 2007; Walker, 2006), postpositivists acknowledge a limited under-
standing of the “real” world, and they reject the notion of a predetermined
methodology to capturc reality in ways that aliow for the full judgment of
the veracity of knowledge (Bechara & Van de Ven, 2007; Crotty, 1998).
Furthermore, some postpositivists are more “critical” than others de-
pending on how far away they move from the original positivist realism, and
the consequent implications for their understanding of the “window” meta-
phor. The most critical realist postpositivists assume that there is an objec-
tive world but a limited understanding of it, particularly of its emergent
social processes; that the search for universal, errorfree wruths is merely
a guiding aspiration; that all forms of inquiry are partial and value-laden
cather than impartial and value-free; and finally, they see the benefit of de-
veloping models that simplify the complexity of reali
sibility of considering multiple perspectives in the s
(Bechara & Van de Ven, 2007, p. 37).

In leadership studies, the assumptions of entity s
to where they fall within
and the more relaxed realist position (of pOStpOSLiivE
ars who express concern with relationality tend to €s
of critical realism. This makes it less surprising to see t
constructionism around relational leadership, 2
tential for dialogue at the present time in the
their realism, the easier it is for postpositivists to open
communication with constructionists, but this has yet 10 b
possibility becomes even clearer when the
leadership scholars (and their primary postmodernist approac
tific inquiry, interpretivism) are further unpacked.

earch for partial truth

postmodernist Assumptions About How We
Know Reality

In contrast to the metaphor of
ist and postpositivist modern wor
Alustrates a way of knowing reality that r
The constructionist perspective of leaders
ic stance. Postmodernism challenges the idea tha
“capture reality.” Instead, knowing is about understan

hip falls within this paradigm

lantern helps to
minates patterns, relationships, gaps, discontinu
mechanisms that help one © understand.
quiry is about the search for “meaning w

here no meaning has been cle

ty, allowing for the pos- .

cholars vary according

the purely realist position (of logical positivism) :
;sm). Most entity schol- -
pouse the assumptions'j -
he convergence with

nd this reinforces the po-
field. The more “critical’
up to authentic
e realized. This:

assumptions of constructionist
h to scien

the “window” (that illustrates 2 positiv:
\dview), the metaphor of the “lantern’
eflects a postmodern worldview.

¢ it is at all possible 1
ding its meaning. A
“shed light in dark corners” (Shank, 2002, p. 11); it il
ities, and the underlyin,

In a postmodernist worldview, I
arl
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Variations Within the Postmodernist Worldview

If interpretivists commonly agree that realities are drawn from human
meaning, they vary in the degree to which they fully or partially embrace two
postmodernist assumptions: subjectivism (assumptions about the world), and
researcher distance from the object of study (assumptions about the re-

searcher’s way of knowing).
Some postmodernist scholars

embrace « totally subjectivist ontology. They
view meaning making as a purely subjective act, essentially independent
of the object. This purely subjectivist view of reality is called constructivism
(Crotty, 1998). Other scholars view subject and object as distinguishable,
nstructed through interaction. This inter-subjective
tionism. We are concerned with the second
the constructionist perspec-

but as always united and co
view of the world is called construc
variant of postmodernism, which gives rise to

tive of leadership.
This ontological distinction between constructivism and construction-

jstm has important implications for the respective assumptions about ways
of knowing-and their consequent approaches to research. Below, we clarify
the nature of constructionism by contrasting it to its postmodern cousin,
constructivism, and to the much betterunderstood modernist orientation
of postpositivism (which underlies entity perspectives of leadership that

emphasize relationality).

Constructionism: A particular Version
of Postmodernism

The labels of constructivism and constructionism are often used in-
terchangeably, but they are not SYnoNymous. Constructivism is the most
subjectivist view of postmodernism, whereby all that counts as real i8 hu-
man subjectivity. The world is but projections of mental representations. In
this subjectivist position, understanding the world is about understanding
the subjective interpretations of individuals since what goes on in individuals
heads is viewed as the source of reality.”?

In contrast 1o CONSLTUC fyisim, CONSLIUC
stance that moves away from pure subjectivism. Constr
ity as the result of the interaction between the subjectivity of an individua
and an external world (where other subjectivities also reside). Howeve
this world only becomes a social reality {socially meaningful) when it i
interpreted in relation to other subjects. In this ontology, the world may exis
on its own, but it is, in fact, nothing more or less than an “'mter—subjecti\"
reality,” two subjectivities connected to “construct” a third, common-—at
social—reality, out of a reality that would otherwise have no meaning. Ati
core stands the notion of relationality: Reality is at the same time intern:

fiomism is a distinct postmodernist.
uctionism views real
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{subjective) and external {objective). Subjects who are engaged witl
another encounter and interpret the object of attention a%xcé{ b "m o
pro@ucers of a shared, intersubjective social world. This view i ef'omff 'CO—
ent from constructivism. ' e quite differ
The distinction between constructivism and constructionism su
that Ehreff (not two) approaches to knowing have direct im licatiogge].cstS
ho'n_r relutional leadership is studied: modernist postpositivisng 17 o ?ir
e‘r:'ust co.nstr'uctivism, and postmodernist constructionism Tl"le e,
ulvnst subjectivist view offers a mirror image of postpositiv-ism’s OC;TUS‘%"«}C“
‘{ne\g:. intfzqnst;uct}ilvisn;, reality is created through a subjective act of g}ij:::i
subjectivismy), w ile for postpositivism, objects i
from subjectivity (objectivism). Despite ,t,hisjradiczed:;ilrzggen:}?: Pegden:t
conr}r.nc?n feature: In both cases, it is the individual who a 1"(’321(:11y ; (vor d
pOS.lENlSm} or creates {constructivism) the world. Hence ciz)i)lstm ;5_ (po
enFlL)tI pferspectives of leadership both emphasize indivi(,:lua} agerclc;r1 Z:i?ai
point of entry to their study. While postpositivi i i
rfaore inclined to attend to b)éhaviors gnd E;el;;:rs:s;ir;:iynS:élc(;lg;;?lght bfi
tion, constructivist scholars might attend to perceptions, and me Olcogmu
els, as well as cognitive and affective states when studyiné leaders;llita med“
The assumptions of both postpositivism and constructivism contfa.st with

iit;ose (})]f con‘strflf:tionism, which fits somewhere in between the two posi-
: iy 1;aesct.o :;pruzin.uze agency (entity and constructivist views of leadership)
_ ructivists, constructionists see meani .
: ning as the path to reality. Ye
© contrary to constructivists’ idealist i e the
! assumption, constructionists
existence of a world. Human bei ; P
: : . eings construct meaning wh,
> Hur beis : o when they approach
he object of study and interact with #. This also contrasts with theeii:g'i{):tivist

assumpti itivi i
ption of postpositivism, that there is a world with inkerent meaning in

- ;t; obj.?cts,' z’ndepm‘zdent of someone coming upon them (Crotty, 1998). For con-
uctionism, objects are irrelevant independent of the subject approach-

.ing them. An approaching subj .
:f-_hem real in social terms. g subject makes them meaningful, thus making

“ Inosam, i ivi
g ,'m ;ontresst to constructivism, for constructionism, meaning does
_ in the subject. In contrast to postpositivism, meaning does not re-

-_iﬁ;g:):;?ffcg (;zrther. Mear}ing is I.leit?lf'ir “subjective” nor “cbjective,” it is
";géther im.iissmu]:)lstr(uccuonism, objectivity anFi subjectivity are brought to-
i bt l.y rotty, 1998, p. 44). While separate, subjective reality

nd obj reality are inherently connected. Hence while constructivists

id postpositivi i
V_e)}2>dimiom.tmst schoia.rs emphasize the individual {behavioral and cogni-
\ nsions of reality, the intersubjective, connectivist stance of con-

structioni i
e st(s) leads thfam to emphasize the collective dimensions of reality,
_ g to properties and dynamics that involve all members of a group as

istinc.t » . . .. + .
oﬁs:ru{; S:f its individuals. Given their postmodern, intersubjective stance
3 nists do not see an objective reality as the locus from which tc;



18 » S. M. OSPINA and M. UHL-BIEN

gain “objective truth.” The world and truth are constructed (not discov-
ered). And, this world is accessed through the interpretation of meaning
{not through distanced observation).”

It follows that, rather than giving primacy to agency, constructionist
perspectives of leadership attend more deliberately to its collective dimen-
sions, and thus operate at a jevel of observation and analysis that is differ-
ent from the individual level. From this entry point, constructionists see
something collectively tabeled as leadership emerging from the process of
co-construction of meaning associated with a particular inter-subjective
reality around a group’s organizing and coordinating tasks. Construction-
ists explore the processes and the context that serve as the raw material for
the emergence and sustenance of this something called “leadership.” Con-
structionists privilege process and context over agency as the entry point to
study leadership. They emphasize culture rather than “the unique experi-
ence of each of us” (Crotty, 1998, p. 58).

Constructivism’s affinity with entity approaches to leadership lies in
their similar focus on individuals as the primary source of leadership. They
hoth differ from constructionist’s focus on the collective sources of leader-
ship. This further clarifies Kennedy, Carroll, Francoeur, and Jackson’s in-
triguing story of leadership development in Chapter 6, where they compare
the lived experience of tWo facilitators, viewing one account as “constructiv-
ist/entity” and the otheras a “social constructionist account.”

Constructionism, Critical Theory and Leadership Studies
According to constructionism, reality is constructed when individual sub-
Jectivities meet in an inter-subjective (collective) world, and objects attain mean-

ing. This is a pedagogical way of describing a complex social dynamic in
which many subjectivities interact to gencrate shared social meaning over -
time. The shared agreements become the basis of a potentially stable social .

order, one that is simultaneously tenuous and firm, flexible and resilient,
changeable and enduring.

Fragile, shared meanings eventually morph into stable and long-last-
ing social institutions that become “real” and are treated as if they had::

emerged naturally—independent from human relations. Social reality i
recreated over time through language and other symbolic discourses an

socially accepted enactments. At some point, it appears to be natural, “inde

pendent” of its social origins. Through this process of reification (Berger

Luckmann, 1967), members of a society start believing that certain shar’edf

assumptions can be explained through the natural laws of the world and

are therefore immutable. They then helieve that these are external from

the original shared agreements that gave them meaning ata given (histori-
cal) time in a given {local) context.
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Some colnstructionist scholars add the lens of critical theory (Bohma
2002) to this scenario.” For them, the relationship between the world "
a‘ctors, and the observer is also characterized by power asymmetries 'Re‘f-:i o
tion serves an ideological purpose for those in the dominant (asiti;)nsl Ca_
makes ?eopie “forget” that recurrent agreements sustainingpstructur:aa*s !;
opprisszon have a social, and not a natural origin, and are thus change: ;)io
T'he naturalizing” discourses that reproduce existing relations (gea "
F:.aliy constructed institutions such as slavery were presented as natue‘ig., S(;'
ities for a long time) serve to maintain social order as it is. Critical tE{:e s
contend, however, that social order is also tenuous becaus;e these di 01".*555
can be contested and re-constructed. ReoRe

Even though not all critical theorists are constructionists, mana
and leadership scholars who use a critical theory lens tenc,i to €s S se a
pr?sFmodern constructionist epistemic stance. Critical managem ot and
critical .leadership scholars aim to uncover taken-for-granted w%l S i }?‘nd
power influences organizational outcomes. They unveil hiddinmmw lifh
nisms c.)f oppression associated with management and leadershi roc: C y
‘ Critical management studies (CMS) draw from the critical tzé)or t;S‘ceiS"
tion to exp‘izfm and critique processes in organizational life and worjli i iy
tutions. 'Crftlcai management scholars explore micro and macro rocer;StE-
.and their mtferconnections. They explore how unequal power prelati e
influence social outcomes to the advantage of some and the detrime ::msf
others {Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2003; Alvesson &Willmot, 1996; Faid:ur(;z
& Grant, 2010; Lotia & Hardy, 2008). Discourses and practices ti;at sustai
power structures and the political dynamics of systems of production 52
:lvrc:rk be;:f)me of paramount interest (Cunliffe, 2009). Also of concern isat?le
u ;z;xi 1 :impact of these dynamics on various stakeholders, such as owners,
! €13, managers, and employees or workers. Leadership is one such
process of organizational life that receives the same scrutiny "

Collinson (2011) points to an emergent group of critical ‘schoiars in the

- leadership field. He identifies them as doing studies that “share a concern

to criti i i i
itique the power relations and identity constructions through which

zltfsldershi‘p dynamics are often reproduced, frequently rationalized, some-
:in ;}s resisted and occasionally transformed” (p. 181). Key themes ex’piored
Tt é&]‘;} zféai;anh EO léleadership research tend to be linked to the dialectics
: : cterize leadership dynamics, such as conir i :

; > ol/resistan

consent, and men/women (Collinson, 2011). ce, dissent/

To i i i
sum up, in this second section of the chapter, we clarified and con-

trasted i i i
_ the ontological and epistemological assumptions of entity and con-

tructiont i i
tionist perspectives of leadership, which are respectively informed by

.the moderni ac inqui i
: ernist approaches to inquiry (logical positivism and postpositivism)

and the i
postmodernist approaches (constructionism and constructivism)

Ne‘aiSO Sll{)w i i W () Q ca
H
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management and critical leadership scholarship. Finally, we ascertained

that scholars in these traditions tend to share a commitment to an interpre-
tivist approach to inquiry, which contrasts with the commitment of entity
scholars to the postpositivist approach discussed earlier. Moving one level
down on the analytical ladder, we now tur to explore in the final section of
this chapter how these approaches manifest differently in the way scholars
do research and report their research oulcomes.

METHODOLOGICAL CHOICES N LEADERSHIP RESEARCH

Postpositivism and interpretivism offer two conflicting bases of legitimacy
for the knowledge claims made about “this thing” we have agreed (or dis-
agreed) to call “leadership.” And yet, only by recognizing the legitimacy of
both approaches will the conversation move in the right direction—that
is, to a place where good empirical research on either perspective {i.e., re-
search performed in a way consistent with the paradigm’s definitions of
quality and rigor) 1s viewed with equal value in the field. Having unpacked
the philosophical assuinptions of each, itis now time to unpack the implica-
tions for methodological choices in leadership research.

Modes of Knowing

Assumptions behind the answers to how something can be known manifest
Focusing on the leadership “relationship” -

as something between two or more relatively autonomous entities {leaders -
be interested in linking relational

in research purpose and practice.

and followers), postpositivists tend to
constructs, operationalized through variab

les, into a chain of causal relation

ships translated into linear models that explain and predict the behavior of :

either the leader or follower or something associated with the quality of the
leadership relationship. (See, for example, Shamir,
Brower, Schoorman & Tan,

phenomenon, interpretivist 8

meaning (
ships in context. They want to reveal explanatory mechanisms that

dividual behavior (Drath, McCauley,
Guire, 2008; Fairhurst, 2007; Grint, 2005; Hosking,

Foldy, 2010).

1988, 2007; Ospina &

9007, Figure 4; sce also. -
9000 Tsui, Egan & O'Reilly, 1992; Wayne 8 Fer-..
ris, 1990). In contrast, considering relationship as an emergent, constructed
cholars tend to be interested in accessing the.
“discovering” is too modernist of a term) of leadership relation--
clarify how:
patterns and relationships associated with leadership emerge in practi'ce,::

thus giving primacy to communicative and organizing processes over in,
Palus, Van Velsor, O’Connor & Mc
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. Sg?szl relatzons'hz'ps are about the systematic correlation of variables, one
Ola tc (everyth‘mg else being equal) follows logically from the othe;: Ex-
;1;991;:; or;zl _m;cfmmsms are about why and how phenomena are related (Lin
Ch, which involves identifying reciprocal influences and unraveling th(;
;ﬁzst ;]:;??hm:i? f~‘Ivﬂevem finer gradations of interconnection. Patton (2002)
e difference by depicting the most si iti
. . simple postpositivist expla-
na?;:n as ben‘ag of t%le type “x caused y which in turn caused z” in cont,fast
to the mosth simptle interpretivist explanation as being of the type “xand y
came together to create 27 (or, for a critical scholar, it might be “x and
came together to cover, reproduce, or create z”).% ’
ftktt thefigve_ld(_)f methodology, it could be argued that this difference is a
matter of deciding l?etween working with numbers or words—that is, using
) t]
guanut:axmvci:_ or quai'ltat}ve data. Yet, the guantitative-qualitative dichotomy
151 too simplistic, as it hides Hatch and Yanow’s (2008) point that method
) ogy’; is the application of our ontological and epistemological presuppositions in
our ¢ flzces _);c:r resea‘rch frrocedures and tools. Despite their preference for one
gver ; € 0; er, neither postpositivists nor interpretivists reject the possible
?;e 1tiho using words or numbers; they will use them as needed, but they
w u;e e in ways that are consistent with their postpositivist or interpretivist ap-
prroach to inquiry (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2006).
_ Pial;zttl;i;, Htllgihciferencel betv:{een privileging causal relationships or ex-
isms relates directly to differences b
: . : etween modes of cogni-
za - » z
| ;u : ;j:g;at:ic; with ea;:l;lparadlgmam stance. Bruner (1986) descn’bj;s gn:o
: orms of human reasoning—the *© ”
- fund abstract” and the
nda . oning—the narra-
e 0;)::15:1 S(;f knf)mng;lmthat depict “distinctive ways of ordering experi-
, ructing reality” (p. 11). The abstra ivi
: ) ¢ . 115, ct mode privileges re
- precision, and explanation. The i ivi g e
. . . narrative mode privi i
- aphor, and interpretation.® privieges experience, mev
T .
_ﬁonshz ;li)r?::st I?uzde of kn(;mng reflects the objectivist and realist assump-
_ roist approaches to inquiry: logical positivi i
* tivism.. The parrative mod. sy anl intersa et ae
& e reflects the connectivist and i jecti
i samptions of postmodernist ioni o e
! constructionist approaches to inqui i
S of i p s to inquiry typical
e C:;I;)le“ellﬂwsm. ijuner argues that, while “irreducible to one angger”
Lo plementarity conveys the “rich diversity of thought” that huma,n
o %)sfcgl‘:h use to e(:ixplore their experience (1986, pp. 11-13). The applica
either mode, nevertheless, vields diff - atti “
s , ) Vi ifferent stances or attitudes to-
" a researcher’s research agenda, that is, different research postures

Research Postures

In a classi i

o postuarssmz]ij article, Everet and Louis (1981) contrast the practices of

i fes that a researcher may take—"inquiry from the outside” and

Sp'ecdvl;}rl I;,.?linh d}}le inside.” These research postures can be associated re-
. y the metaphors of the window and the lantern, the abstract
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and narrative modes of knowing, and with postpositivism and interpretiv-
ism. These stances, Everet and Louis argue, differ in the degree of immer-
sion of the researcher in terms of experiential engagement, existential
commitment to the subject, and physical involvement in the sewting. Stem-
ming from different modes of knowing, they produce different but equally
valuable types of knowledge.

As a researcher doing inquiry from the outside (evocative of the window
and of an abstract mode of knowing) one distances oneself from the sub-
ject of study and takes a detached, value-free stance, often also removing
oneself from the setting. In contrast, in inquiry from the inside (evocative
of the lantern and of a narrative mode of knowing), the researcher assumes
that s/he can know by being immersed in the stream of events and activi-
ties, thus participating in the phenomenon studied. Hence, inquiry from
the outside places the researcher as an external observer, who ohserves

through instrumentation (window), while in inquiry from the inside, the -
best instrument is the researcher as actor, illuminating meaning through -

varying degrees of participation (lantern).

Researchers doing inquiry from the outside validate knowledge exclu- :
sively by methodological procedure and rational logic (abstract mode of |
knowing). In contrast, those doing inquiry from the inside assume that
knowledge is validated experientially, meaning that the interpretations of
the studied reality must make sense to the actors who experience it (nar- .
rative mode of knowing). (We will return to this topic in our discussion of |
standards of quality in interpretive research.) Consistently, in inquiry from
the outside, the aim is to isolate the phenomenon and, as much as possible, _
reduce the level of complexity in the analysis. In contrast, inquiry from the

inside aims to learn by getting a holistic picture of historically unique situ-

ations, where idiosyncrasies are important to find meaning. The goal is to-
disentangle elements of that complexity, rather than to ignore it, reduce it,

or to hold it constant.
In terms of actual research approaches and tools, researchers doing in-:

quiry from the outside tend to favor quantitative methods and a deductive:

mode of inquiry, drawing from experimental and semi-experimental meth-
ods, econometrics, survey methods, quantitative and mixed case studies;
raditional ethnographies, and so on. Only when research engages in hy:
pothesis testing is it viewed as “theory driven.” g

Researchers. doing inquiry from the inside tend to favor qualitative re:
search and an inductive mode of inquiry, drawing from methods that give:
preeminence to language and representation, such as narrative inquirys
qualitative case studies, some postmodern forms of ethnography, phenom-
enological studies, hermeneutics, historical analysis, participatory action
research, and in the most postmodernist versions, other forms of repre:
sentation like poetry, visual arts, and theater. Theory is also conceptualized
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dil;ferend?(: “for some, it is best developed inductively; for others, it is better
seen as a ‘resource’ ” ,
000, g ‘ii | ;i’;an as an apparatus of causal laws” (Yanow & Schwartz-
.The Tesearch practices of leadership scholars differ according to their
eplsteml.c stance (and preference for a particular mode of knowing), and
‘the particular methodological choices associated with it. So, for exgau;’l le
if a researcher accepts {explicitly or implicitly) that reality exists inde pen:
dent of .human subjectivity, s/he will naturally accept- the idea that knoxi)zin
the reality of leadership requires objective instruments and a distanced a ;
proaffh when capturing it objectively (“inquiry from the outside” type tooll);
assocmu.ad with the window and abstract knowing). It would be sgfnewhat
contr&c.ht:tory to then choose as the primary approach a postmodernist in-
terpretivist method such as an auto-ethnography—i.e., an autobiographical
research genre connecting the personal to the culueral (Ellis & Bof:)hner
2000). It‘would make more sense, instead, to construct instruments such as:
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Antonakis, Avolio & Sivasub
maniam, 2003}, Likewise, if the researcher views leadership as co—construl;im
ed, data from the latter instrument would not be helpful to access inter:
pret, and understand the experience from which leadership constrt;ctions
emerge. Instead, interpretivist methods such as narrative inquiry (Ospina
& léi)odge, ?005), which aim to “find meaning in the stories people use ptell
- » tell,
:1;;16 ne:;r;@;;; 1e;;;eij:i)r;wouid offer more appropriate ways to investigate
Some degree of consistency between a research project’s epistemic
stam?e, theoretical framework, and methodological choices helps to ensure
quality of the research, independent of perspective®® Acknowledging this .
also helP to reduce misunderstandings and judgments abouihﬁ ri 0: Eanf
perspectives and research choices when these are different from thise of

the person doing the assessment. This is particularly needed because post-
positivist methods have dominated leadership studies, and, given the é)iind
- spots that accompany this dominance (Deetz, 1996), their standards of rig-
. or have become {mistakenly) the only point of reference by which to jud ge
research quality. Below we discuss the interpretivist standards of ri oJr thg
:.S_upport legitimate research choices within the logic of this mode oft(:i{nquira;t

Z_Rigor in Interpretivist Research

Int ivists ¢ i
erpretivists challenge the automatic translation of research methods

;I(;Sistz(jfei(:i Elhe 'naturai o the.social and human sciences. They instead
e mEEhOdoa ognels.1 and techrluques to ensure 2 degree of good fit be-
e postmOdern_ the ontological z.md epistemological commitments of
ot nist stance. They derive from these the theories and meth-
: ed to better understand the human world in all its complexity.
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Interpretivists aspire to ensure rigor in their research, but it is, neverthe-
Jess, quite different from that of postpositivists (Yanow, 2006; Dodge, Ospina
& Foldy, 2005).% Consistent with their challenge to modernist assumptions,
interpretivists rethink standards like validity, reliability, and objectivity to
consider instead criteria that are more appropriate to their postmodern-
ist assumptions. Examples of the many possible standards they consider in-
clude credibility, dependability, comfirmability, and transferability of find-
ings (Lincoln % Guba, 1985; Dodge et al., 2005; Schwartz-Shea, 2006).

In their aspirations to rigor, interpretivists start from the observation that
what appears as 2 stable social world is, in actuality, unstable, fluid, mulddi-
mensional, and conflicting in all its messiness. Key notions of postmodern-
ism, like “complex interdependencies” and “dense feedback loops” suggest
that inter-subjectivity itself is embedded and complex. Working with these
assumptions, interpretivists take quite seriously the postmodernist notion
of multiple truths, and the consequent idea of “multivocality” Accessing

meaningful reality therefore requires entertaining muliiple voices and al-
ternative representations—-—uwhile considering each equally relevant. This
means exploring how multiple perspectives contribute to producing un-

derstandings of a social phenomenon. Part of the task is to trace how this -

meaning emerges in action, through both communication and interaction,
and how it is manifested in recurring practices over time. :

For this reason, researchers must grasp two interrelated components 6f-
an “interpretive research gestalt” (Schwartz-Shea, 92006, p. 92). First, they
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ing q§(;§ii; §t111 céemonstrated through the applicaton of method--ensur
in reference to the type of criteria li ,
/1 eria listed above ihili
dependability, comfirmabili e B
\ mability, and the transferabili i .

: 3 erability of findin i

ependa gs}. But this

I(Lincomc?:gé;.};l‘hi grg?):archer must also ensure “rigor of interpretation”

uba, . This means demandi
; anding from one anoth
tematic defense of their reasoning i o nterpron.

. oning in regard to the proc fi
tion. To guarantee both meani i it resoarchers drany

anings of rigor, interpretivi
) . . st researchers d
on practices and techniques from i e on
the interpretive research
sures “the faithful rendering o o e ) o
g of some truth (notice the low
. : ) er case t) fr
theT;;lt?rsgectiYe of socially situated actors” (Dodge et al., 2005, p 293) o
is description suggests a research N 1b .

' : ' posture that goes well beyond th
§1mple act ?f making consistent methodological choices. The poszure rﬁs.:s3
; ?Spaaricu ar s;t of commitments to an epistemic community whose mem
researgh {’} gn the meaning of what it is to do scholarly rigorous empirical

. -eoreucal and methodological choices are closely ¢ -
these commitments. yeomneced o
B , . .
o ;(i:;sgztth; difference between variance and process models has been
o draw attention to differences i
' d to es in research i
of ’ ‘ i i posture, we turn {o it
iefly, highlighting the complexities associated with using thisr comparison

to distinguish postpositivist and interpretivist approaches to research

" Research Models and Postures

At th
e level of theory, the contrast between variance and process sheds

must be attuned to the subdeties associated with the nature of meaning :
making—the ambiguities of human experience, the rich tacit knowledge of -
actors, the artifacts through which people make sense of their world (like
rituals and stories), the blind spots in. actors’ consciousness, their taken-for
granted assumptions, and so on. Second, researchers must be sensitive to the
various narrative forms that relevant data may take, from word, to imagery .
and sound, to space and objects, to numbers. They must collect sufficiently
varjed manifestations of the experiences constituting an emergent reality to.
ensure they are accessing mulsiple truths. Ensuring this gestalt yields 2 holis:
tic, multi-faceted, pmcessual understanding of human experience. '
This rationale explains why the interpretive concept of intersubjectivism.
replaces the postpositivist concept of methodological individualism in the
theorizing and practice of interpretive research (Yanow, 2006, p. 14-15). I
this view, knowledge is about mapping contexts and associated patterns of.
symbolic discourse {and their worldly manifestations), rather than about
capturing variance to explain and predict phenomena in an objective.
world. The researcher aims to uncover constructed realities revealing the.
meaning of experience, rather than accessing reality itself. These assump-
tions make the postpositivist aspiration for even partial objectivity in scien
«ific research not only impossible, but inappropriate. :

lioht on N .
| r;gterpretit‘irlis nihi;m’d mqt;iry strategies associated with postpositivism and
. Variance theories express refati i

inte ionships amon iations i
et 7 P g variations in
Outconi‘;t?fst}tlo anszlvex;i “what causes what,” identifying antecedents and
e studied phenomenon. Pr i
ou . Process theories e i
v xpress relation-
Ty ;)n en(}:ng fever}lts (and actors) to answer “how did they develop and
; éausagl o glrc tt;;nef {(Van de Ven, 2007).% Variance theories aim to make
: ns from occurrences, while ies ai

, process theories aim ami

__ten;porgi sequences of unfolding events (p. 22) o ermine
o+ Standard igor i i nd vz
e Was ;)ft rigor in exploring process and variance theories also reflect
:'q'aestions ’ ¥s 1o apProach an object of study. Good answers to variance
iiones eql%art:: ev1ctl)ence of co-variation, temporal precedence, and non
sp ssociations between indepe , |
Sp ndent and depend i
o : pend pendent variables. Goo
e ‘:10 ptl;locess questions require identifying “generative mechanisms(j
e aZle gr e unfolding of events, and the circumstances under which
o I;:Sfm (Van de Ven, 2007, citing Tsoukas, 1989)

: V 13 a + i ) ’
phil’osophicaf rof abstraction, the association to distinctive worldviews and
;s_ﬁ'mptions ol I”0;)6:3‘w(c;.rks:‘ The postmodern interpretivist researchers’ as-
2 modorn e ; in 1cat1;)n that their approach will be process oriented
ana ptions of postpositivists su i ,

‘ e
draw from & wariane oo B tpat ggest that they will develop or
. , some point, the analogy between vari-
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ance and process theories and postpositivist and interpretivist approaches
to inquiry begins to break down.

For example, a postpositivist researcher may consider process theories,
asking why something develops as it does to deepen or complement a
“what” explanation. The researcher may even decide to work with a pro-
cess theory alone, given the nature of the question. Yet, the opposite does
not hold: It is unlikely that an interpretivist researcher would ask a “what”
question alone. Itis even more unlikely thats/he would consider a variance
theory because interpretivist research is always process oriented. Moreover,
the interpretivist might also be reluctant to organize the research around
a process theory, particularly if s/he takes seriously other postmodern as-
sumptions such as the non-linear, discontinuous nature of events, that is,
the postmodernist challenge to the linear nature of change and progress
(Hollinger, 1994},

The analogy “variance is to postpositivism what process is to interpretiv-
ism” is therefore limited. It breaks down even more when the researcher
translates process and variance theories into process and variance models at
the level of research design. The idea of a “model” itself may be problem-
atic for interpretivist scholars. In replacing realist with “critical realist” as-
sumptions, POStpositivists propose models as ways to connect abstract the-
ory and concrete data in the world (Van de Ven, 2007). Moving away from
logical positivism, postpositivists understand that (as partial representations
or maps of a theory) models are fallible and incorporate the researcher’s

perspective. Yet, the construct of “model” nevertheless retains a modern- ;i
ist flavor: Models are precisely instruments used to simplify a theory of the '
phenomenon so that it can be “tested” or “refined”—so that the critical -

realist aspiration to gain at least some partial truth can be attained.

Designed to temper the modernist expectation of an ultimate truth and
to reflect only selective representations of the world, models nevertheless
are generated to approach an entity that is conceived as separate from_'.
other entitics and from the researcher (i.e., a separate “object”}). Models
are tools that aim to reduce complexity, lessen error, and minimize bias.
Whether they are variance or process, models belong to the repertoire ofa:
researcher committed to the metaphor of the “window,” and to an abstract :

mode of knowing.

This approach to research reflects objectivist assumptions that are prob--
lematic from the postmodernist worldview underlying interpretivism. A
postmodernist distrusts any encompassing attempt o “capture” even a piece
of reality, which is whata model—variance or process—is intended to help:
the researcher do. Consequently, the more postmodernist an interpretivist
researcher’s assumptions are, the more reluctants/he will be to use models,.
no matter how much they evoke the process dimensions of a phenomenon'-.'_
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Even -though a process model draws from the more relaxed objectivi
assumpt'lons of critical realism, it still echoes the language and sj ir'tms;
rn.odermsm. It is therefore likely that the researcher’s view of * 1x?ol O”
‘w:ll reﬂ.ect‘this worldview and its primary research stance. A oft sith
ist apphc.amon of a process model will most likely vield an Sutcgmeiﬁ's'mv-
faxpianauon based on probabilistic relationships between depende tweg
independent variables associated with a view of change base]?i on rctor
and acti.vities (Van de Ven, 2007, p. 148). aetions

.Pus‘nmg the envelope even furthex, a critical realist postpositivist
?hlft t."rom an cutcome-driven to an event-driven explanatiof that ai .o
identify the emergent mechanisms that illuminate a temporal se‘:a:::eS e
(Van‘de Ven, 2007). Acknowledging greater complexity and inte:(l:le o
dencies, the research stance of this scholar may lead him or her to incopen—
rate ttfe newest multilevel quantitative techniques (such as social net\gﬁ;
analysis, longitudinal designs, hierarchical linear modeling, and linea
grcthh modeling). S/he may even decide to investigate and d:evelo a :
rative account of the mechanisms that help explain the temporal se pu e,

Howeve.r,. the posture and product will flow from a modernist :Iorflnc'e-
ment to critical realism (with its objectivist ontological assumptions an(rin 1:;
commitments to the window). The account would most likely be based :
the researcher’s view from outside these events, independent from the 51?}2

.~ jective experience of the event participants (despite including interviews

;Vl{.;'} them). Ft would reflect the basic aspiration to “capture” reality as faith-
ully as possible from the other side of the *window,” no matter how im-

pgrfect}y or pa‘rtiall)‘z‘. T.he account would thus reflect a degree of certainty
ok ;ut the relauve‘ly obiective” knowledge mirroring some aspect of realit
- with the truth claims guaranteed through adherence to method. §

The * . » . o
narrative” account of this postpositivist researcher would reflect

 an gbstract mode of knowing typical of a modernist worldview, which would

contrast significantly with the narrative mode of cognition typical of a post-

. mode i its i ivi
rn worldview and its interpretivist approach to inquiry. The latter

wou ioni
_ Id assume a constructionist understanding of process and change. It

.t;.ro‘uld see process as contextualized and oft-discontinuous events with par-
bza}zﬁzfagc ;Of:iaiiactors e{nbedded in webs of relationships. These wo}:ild
oo Sharact rized by multiple feedback loops that highlight the non-linear
: omplex nature of change. Interpretivist scholars would not want to

simpli i i
tmplify this complexity but would rather try to capitalize on it, reflecting

this i i i i
_: _tomma::hglr study design and producing quite a different research product
ompared to the process study of the postpositivist scholar.

. The interpretivi
: tivi * hi j
P st researcher would “enter” his/her object of study

. th iecti i
.___t_u;:!}gh th‘e s‘ub_]ectwe experience of the event participants, taking a pos-
w ] om inside these events. The product would take the form of a rich

and de . - £
. tailed narrative account, with a unique format and style depending
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on the researchers’ degree of commitment to postmodernist assumptions.
It could be a relatively linear, systematic account of the identified mecha-

nisms with evidence presented in the voice of participants. OF, it could be
a more creative multivocal parrative deconstructing particular beliefs and
practices (and their origins) as well as uncovering their refationship 1o a
particular regime of power (e.g., & postmodernist, Foucauldian account of

a phenomenon) (Hollinger, 1994, p. 173).
No matter what format or style, the researcher would also report on his

or her position vis @ vis the subjects of study, thus acknowledging the influ-
ence of his or her own interpretations and voice in the research processand -

construction of meaning.* The narrative way of knowing would attune the

interpretivist researcher to aspects of experience that emerge from unique

contexts and in specific timings, and vet tell us something important about
the human condition in general. The narrative account would reflect the -
uncertainties, blind spots, and discontinuities associated with human expe-

rience. In applying 2 narrative way of knowing, explanation would become ¢

interpretation, and interpretation of meaning would yield understanding.

Revisiting the Continuum -
In the Introduction of this volume, we offered a “map of the terrain”

{see Figure L.1) that located the book’s contributors within a continuum of
scholarship between a modernist “entity” perspective of relational leade
ship (that included logical positivism and postpositivism) and a postmod
ernist interpretivist perspective (that included constructionism and con-
structivism). Figure 1.1 in this chapter summarizes Our analytical scheme;
sheds light on the nature of the continuurm, and further clarifies the mean:
ing of the location of contributors in that spectrum as depicted in Figure 11
of the Introduction to the book. For example, the left-to-right progression
of ontological assumptions from objectivism to subjectivism explains why

d to the right of constructionism, not next to post:

constructivism is place
tives a privileg

positivism, despite the fact that it shares with entity perspec
ing of individual agency.
The shaded boxes in Figure 1.1 represent the competing episterni
stances underlying the perspectives in the leadership field. One level belov
are researchers depicted asa series of thin rectangles along the continuum
In this book, none of the contributors are iocated at the two extremes, 0
poles, of the spectrum. None of the contributors embraces the pure mod
ernist objectivist position of logical positivism in the left pole (with its T
alist,” objectivist position) or the pure postmodernist subjectivist positio
of constructivism (with its idealist subjectivist position) in the right pols
Contributors fall somewhere between these extremes, embracing varied d
grees of commitment 1o modernist and postmodernist worldviews and the
epistemic stances, with the associated modes of knowing and research po
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are various postpositivist contributors who espouée
the “critical realist” position, and toward the right are various construcs
tionist contributors who espouse the “inter-subjective” position of construc-
tionism. A few contributors offer “hybrid” approaches connecting the two
perspectives in the middle of the continuum. The closer to the right or left
poles, the more likely it is that contributors find the perspectives incom-
mensurable, even if they see room. for conversation.

This chapter has also highlighted variations within each perspective
other than those identified in the Introduction. For example, on the entity
side, scholars vary in the extent to which they use or advocate using quali-
tative methods and process models to go beyond variance approaches. On
the constructionist side, they vary in their commitment o critical theory
and whether they commit to & full postmodernist project, or have a mod-
erate postmodern stance. These internal differences reinforce the idea of
a continuum of contributors characierized by a more or 2 less relaxed set
of ontological and epistemological assumptions, rather than completely
separate perspectives with fixed boundaries. Differences across the per-
spectives, however, do not disappear: The farther away from the middle of

the continuum, the stronger and more distinct
the nature of reality and how we know, and thus how we can study leader-

ship empirically.
Reflecting the
structionist contributors find themselves converging,
aths and for different reasons, in their
sions of leadership. Even though they have
tion, and they may use the same words (€.
ences,” “process,’ sgeience,” “theory,” “rigor,”
may carry different meanings
consequent research posture. The farther apart from each other,
relation to the poles of the continuuin,
es they speak. Likewise, the stronger
postmodernist assumptions,
each other, unless they explici
ers’ implicit assumptions.

tures. Toward the left

tly engage in conversation to share each

CONCLUSION

The comparisons presented in this chapter offer pointers to the questio
of how can leadership be researched from the two perspectives of postpositi
ism (with its modernist assumptions) and constructionist i
(with its postmodernist assumptions).

abstract mode of knowing, and a preference

the assumptions are about .

broader trend in the field, the postpositivist and comn- |
through different.

interest in the relational dimen-
agreed to join the conversa-
“relations,” “reciprocal influ-
and so forth), their words
depending on their epistemic stance and the
and in
the more different are the languag:
the adherence to core modernist or

the harder it will be for them to understand
oth-

nterpretivism.
The metaphor of the window, the
for “inquiry from the outside”
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. ivist'’s report on findings from
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| . ’ e constructionist’
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lack of independence as the raw material from which to understand the
meaning of constructed experience (what makes reality “meaningful” and
thus “real”).

Acknowledging that some assumptions relax as scholars move away from
the extremes of the continuum opens up more space for fruitful conver-
sation because it makes communication easier. For example, given a sub-
jectivist epistemology (i.e., the knower’s interplay with the subjective per-
spective of those experiencing the reality under study), 2 constructionist
teadership scholar may be more receptive to the posture of a postpositivist
entity scholar whose critical realism allows for a less objectivist and more
subjectivist epistemology (i.e., the knower’s perspective influences one’s

knowledge of reality despite any efforts to gain some distance). Likewise, .

drawing on objectivist ontology (reality is independent of our cognition),
the entity scholar may be more open to conversation once s/he learns that
the constructionist’s intersubjectivist ontology acknowledges the existence
of reality (even though it only has meaning in relation).

In conclusion, entity and constructionist leadexship scholars share an
aspiration to advance theoretically robust and methodologically rigorous
research agendas on the relational dimensions of leadership. This aspira-
tion, however, can only be reatized if scholars from both perspectives ac-
knowledge the profound gap that exists around what it means and what it
takes to produce such advancements. Indeed, while entity and construc-

tionist scholars may converge around their interest in relationality, there is,

still much confusion, misunderstanding, and disagreement around the as-

sumptions that help grasp its meaning for leadership from the two different

but equally valuable perspectives. : _
Our intention has been to explore the tensions inherent in the field

around the competing paradigmatic stances and the legitimacy of their

knowledge claims, so that readers can explore what these mean for leader-
ship theory, research, and practice as they engage the book chapters. We

hope the ideas generated in this candid discussion will become a source of
energy to identify what each perspective can bring to generate knowledge’

that advances the field.

We now invite readers to hear what the book’s contributors have tosay in

the sections that follow.
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NOTES

. The authors thank Richard Williams for reading and offering thoughtful

comments on an earlier version of this chapter.

See Burrell & Morgan (1979) for a classic anaiytical scheme from organiza-
tion theory, Deetz (1996) for a critique and counterproposal, and Bechara
and Van de Ven (2007} for 2 more recent discussion in the management ficld,
For discussions in reference to leadership, see Walker (2006) and Dachler
(1988}). Two relevant articles summarizing key philosophical distinctions in
reference to qualitative research are Morgan and Smircich (1980) and Lin-
caln and Guba (2000). Riccucci (2010) offers a classification for public ad-
ministration

Some scholars prefer the term neopositivism to postpositivism (see for example
Alvesson and Sveningsson in Chapter 7). Postpositivism has also heen used
before to convey a movement away from positivism and feward postmodern-
ism (e.g., Lincoln & Guba, 1985). We follow Crotty’s (1998) nomenclature
to describe postpositivism as the contemporary (much more sophisticated and
tess rigid) version of logical positivism, which espouses a philosophy of sci-
ence that some scholars have called “critical realism” (Laudan, 1990; Van de
Ven, 2007) while still maintaining its modernist roots,

Boisot and McKelvey do not use the 1erm interpretivism. But as modernism
and postmodernism represent equivalent categories, the cquivalent to post-
positivism (an approach to science reflecting modernist assumptions) is inter-
pretivism (an approach to science reflecting postmodern sensitivities) (Crotty,
1998; Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2006). In our discussion, we have used the
term interpretivism where Boisot and McKelvey may have used postmodernism,
as we sce appropriate,

The Leadership Quarterly, June 2010, Volume 21, Issue 3; Leadership, May 2010,
Volume 6, Issue 2.

Both definitions were retrieved from the online Free Dictionary by Farlex
(hup://wwwihefreedictionary.com), October 2011,

Sce, for example, the absence of journals favoring interpretivist research in
the sampling frame of Glynn & Raffaelli’s 2010 literature review.,

Some scholars prefer 1o talk about gbduction rather than induction, that is, a

- lype of inference that results from engaging with the world and encountering

an anemaly or inconsistency with the previous understanding or theory of
the world (see Alvesson and Karreman, 2011, for a full discussion), Bechara
& Van de Ven {(2007) describe it as follows: “Abduction entails creative insight
that resolves the anomaly if it were true. A conjecture developed through
abductive inference represents a new plausible alternative to the status quo
explanation of a given phenomenon in question” (p. 65).

- Critical theory originated in the German Frankfurt School of philosophy's

distinction between a traditional and a critical theory by the extent to which it

<+ sought to contribute to liberating human beings from any circumstance that
- Obstructed their full development (Bohman, 2002). Today, there are many

® . . o - "
broad, diverse and heterogencous perspectives” on critical theory (Cotlin-

- som, 2011, p. 181), but a common aim runs throughout: w produce scholarly
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knowledge supporting thinking and actions that increase human freedom,
and reduce oppression, manipulation and other forms of injustice (Bohman,

9002; Crotty, 1998).

10. The nomenclature in this book further illustrates the confusions. In our call
to contributors, we proposed contrasting an “entity” and a “construction-
ist” perspective, thus acknowledging the presence of relational leadership ap-
proaches in both 1ypes of scholarship. Making labels more evocative of their
ontologies would require calling them something like the “realist” and the
“constructionist” perspectives, or evoking their epistemic stances, the post-
positivist and interpretivist perspectives. Because the entity-constructionist
distinction appears in most chapters, we have continued to use it (in the In-

troduction, in this chapter, a

paradigmatic stances that characterize the field. Furthermore, the reader
should be aware that following Uhl-Bien’s 2006 original distinction, some
contributors use “entity” versus “relational” instead of “entity” versus “con-
structionist.” We hope to at least clarity the reasons underlying these confu-

sions~thus bringing further

11. Of course, there are also many more important distinctions within these two
“hlocks” which are quite relevant to appreciating the choices researchers -

make. The extent of this com

For example, Bechara and Van de Ven {2007) and Walker {2006} discuss four
science rather than two: positivism, critical real-
ism, and relativism. In reference to our scheme, despite subtle differences, :;

philosophical approaches to

the assumptions of the first
postpositivism, and those in

ship scholars have had such

18. Walker {2006) refers to Lakoff’s distinction (1992) between an objectivist
view that conceives of thought as “the mechanical manipulation of abstract’
symbols,” (p 64) and an “experientialist” view that links our expericnce to.”
“thought structures,” thus arguing that “thought is embodied” {p. 65). This’
dimension merits reflection for readers interested in further exploring the

philosophy of science.

14. There are multiple taxonomies of the interpretivist tradition. We follow Ya-
now and Schwartz-Shea’s (2006) view of interpretivism as an epistemic stance
encompassing a specirum of methods ranging from descriptive to critical
Often, these interpretivist methods are mixed together in empirical research,
as in the case of Ospina, Foldy, El Hadidy, Dodge, Hofmann-Pinilla, and Su’s

ad in the Conclusion) to differentiate the two

clarity to the discussion.

plexity surfaces by studying other classifications.

two are more consistent with modernism and

the second two with postmodernism and inter- ;
pretivism. These are indecd important differences worth exploring. _
19, Deetz (1996) argues that the objective-subjective distinction proposed her
and in other schemes such as Burrell and Morgan’s (1979) is “misleading” -
because it “reproduces a neopositivist philosophy of science and obscures the -
nature of other research programs” (p- 194). We agree that this and other |
distinctions should be viewed as “a way of focusing attention rather than asa.
means of classification” (p. 191}, At the same time, a8 will become clear, we
find the distinction helpful to elucidate why entity and constructionist leader--

a hard time understanding one another.

chapter in this volume. Other scholars use the term “interpretivism” differ-

ently. For example, Schwan

dt {2000) presents interpretivism as one of three

17.

18,

19.

9,

21,

15.

16.
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istemi . T
2}) !:.S:::un::izta.nces ;or qualitative inquiry, along with hermeneutics and social
tionismt. Some classifications ignore th i
e construct of interpretivi
consu : pretivism
: (:;)Lg!;:)l;er. I-?or ex?mpie, Lincoln and Guba (2000) classify non-positivist
ernist qualitative paradigms into critic
: critical theory, constructivi i
post ualit : : Ty, structivism {in-
BOiSOr:g&a;:s;{mmon:st assumptions}, and participatory action research; and
. N H ’
. Me elv.ey (2010) use “postmodernism” to refer to both the world-
view and its manifestations in research,
;I(‘)h:; suPJeclt1v1§t position can be viewed as an “idealist” position {in contrast
¢ “realist” and “critical realist” (objectivi iti
objectivist) positions of positivi
the “realist” ivism
p;)btposmvas‘m in the modernist stance, and to the “expericntiilist" ;051323
;)e;(;{lszlr:ucuon:sm in the postmodernist stance.] (See also footnote 11.)
S.;mct?‘r,i i ind Bz?riey (2010) offer a classification of five ways in which “con-
strut 518 (the.:r language) have contributed to advance knowledge of the
socia Cf:;n:tmc‘nor} of technology. By failing to distinguish constructivism
olon ot t; ructionism they obscure important differences between the two
£ eir continuum. A similar problem in di i
0 ‘ . occurs in discussions i
fields, including lead i e
5 ership (e.g., see this treatment i i
ield: £ nt in the variou ssifica-
tions reported by Walker, 2006). > clasifica
Entit i
posmyv isgi;(;l:;’sl Wh(;)' kfuilly csgouse the philosophical assumptions of logical
ess likely to be concerned with th i i
. e relational dimensi
b : ¢ ern cnsions of
erz:}c?etrsh:;;;iaenc.e, w}?ﬂe logical positivism represents a variation of the mod-
N st worldview, in this discussion we consider only entity leadership scholars
‘(v; 0 espouse a postpositivist, critical realist ontology
Onst_ [ . . .
const r:;ctmsim has been systematically applied in the study of leadership in
e :s::p ines such as education (e.g., Walker, Zimmerman & Cooper,
20 ),fa t. ough it is worth noting that in this field, like in others, the problem’
Theon using mn;t,rucuvxsm and constructionism may also be widespread
re i§, nevertheless, a debate a i .
mong postmodern interpretivist sc
o : pretivist scholars
[hzu“r;dbf_aow to address the researcher’s subjectivity and his/ her distance to
postmﬁ 5;;& {of resea;ch {e.g., Harrington, 2000). The more extreme the
ist stance of the researcher, the m i
ost e more 8/he will chall he
sibitity or desirabilit i J fiog it
y of any distance, and the more moderz
! erate the postinod
il ‘ ' . postmodern
s t(}::e, the mor(_: s/he will emphasize a social science aspiration to differenti-
e ¢ perspectives of the researcher and the researched. The moderate post:
0 e Vet " ) ) N .
Ofposrtr; f(');u':on’moveb closer to the modernist epistemological assumptions
sitivism’s critical realism, while maintaini jectivi
i aintaining iti
e omgical oec , £ a subjectivist position at
See fo in thi i
o crit?ctaniots 7 int this chapter for an introduction and brief characterization
o o tht, eo,:’ry. Nom that, despite the use of the same term {(“critical™)
cnnee eif:\ry ”re‘fers to something completely different from the notion 0%
e ‘rea ism dxsc?ssed in reference to postpositivism’s challenge of some
. the assumptions of logical positivism.
esearc scri
“cauqali?cji w‘ho as(’:,rtbe“ fully 10 a postmodernist project do not believe in
tion{s . y,d science,” or theory” as discussed here and below. Most construc-
cadership researchers nevertheless take a more moderate postmod-

ernist position which aspires
( es (o produce scholarly knowled i

0 . e l
Into consideration such notions. ’ Besnduhich takes
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23.

24.
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Bruncr {1986) refers 1o the *absiract mode” as the “lugico—scicmiﬁc" mode
of knowing, suggesting a scparation hetween science and the humanitics that
is Loo literal. {He associates the narrative mode with “poetry, storytelling and
art”). We use the distincdon hetween the two modes as metaphor and prefer
“abstract” 1o the “logico-scientific” label because the latter evokes a modern-
ist, “universal” view of science associated with positivism that is LOO NArrow.

The metaphors of the window and the lantern, and abstract and parrative |

ways of knowing respectively are helpful o better understand the postposi-
{ivist/interpretivist distinction between kwo approaches to science and scholarty
empirical rescarch.

Yanow and Schwartz-Shea (2006) further describe this view as follows:

For interpretive researchers, concepis are embedded within a Jitera-
wre, becoming part of the historical background that forms the con-
text for scholarly thinking; lo attempt o specify them once and for all,
as universal constructs, violates interpretive presuppositions abowt the
historical locatedness ol scholars and actors, (p. xvii)

This is what Gaskell and Bauer (2000 call “indication of method,” drawing

on the analogy of medical concern with “indication of treatment”: A cer
tain medicine is weil indicated for a certain condition but not lor anothet,
for which other medicines are hetter indicated. Some cholces al the level:;

of research methods and procedures are better indicated for particular per-
spectives, theories and problems and not [or others {Gaskell & Bauer, 2000,
p-837). In Chapter Ospina and colleagucs describe their effors o design
their constructionist rescarch around this consistency. Likewise, in Chapter 1
of this volume Fairhurst suggests checking the extent to which researcher
match the ontological units (based on understandings of leadership) with the
ohservational units and the analytical units in their study. _

There are also variations within interpretivism. More or less adherence 1o &

{ull postmodernist project influences an interpretivist’s view of rigor, so that:
the more posmmclernist (he researcher, the farther away his/her practice will

be from the conventional (positivist) standards of scientific rigor (Lincoln
Guba, 2000). .
Full discussions of variance versys process theories in organization and man-
agement studics include Abbow (1988}, Abelt (1987), Mohr (1982}, aﬁdf
Tsoukas (1989).
For a discussion of the notions of “positionality” and refexivity” in various
iraditions of interpretive research, sce Herr and Anderson (2005); Napics
(2008); Ospina, Dodge, Foldy, and Hofmann-Pinilla (2008); and Shea
Schwartz (2006). :'
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