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Abstract
In 2003, Alvesson articulated some of the problems associated with the truth-reporting model (TRM) of interviews in which researchers conclude that interviewee accounts can be regarded as reliable and objective statements of ‘truth’. However, despite his call for the TRM to be rejected and his plea for more critical and reflexive approaches to the analysis of interviews, the TRM remains a well-used and influential approach to analysing interviews in management and organization studies. Deriving from a review project of published interview research in our field, this paper has a three-fold aim: (1) to identify four epistemic practices that management and organization researchers use to address the ‘truth-reporting’ issue, which we call ‘blinkering’, ‘mitigating’, ‘slipping’ and ‘picking and mixing’ take stock of the various ways that have approached the TRM, identifying ; (2) to discuss the epistemological problems which, from a social constructionist perspective, accompany each of these four practices; and (3) to offer suggestions for reflexive practices grounded in the social constructionist paradigm which could help to address these epistemic problems and contribute to a post-TRM ‘turn’ in qualitative interview research in our field.
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Introduction
The ‘linguistic turn’ in management and organization studies has led to a rethinking of the status of qualitative interview data as a reliable resource for reporting the ‘truth’ (Alvesson and Kärreman, 2000). This so-called ‘truth reporting model’ (TRM) of interview data has nonetheless remained a core feature of interview research in our field due to the continued prevalence of objectivist and positivist logics in qualitative research (Plakoyiannaki and Budhwar, 2021; Reissner and Whittle, 2022; Hansen et al., 2023; Whittle and Reissner, 2024). According to Alvesson (2003), researchers should reject the idea that the interviewee is a reliable “truth teller” who can inform researchers about the “‘facts’ of the organization” or reveal their “interior” subjective experiences (p. 14) and instead embrace the idea that “language constructs rather than mirrors phenomena” (p. 13). To do this, Alvesson (ibid) proposed different alternative ways of approaching interview data which are all grounded in a social constructionist paradigm.
In this paper, we aim to contribute to the development of qualitative research practice and pedagogy by (1) identifying how scholars who use interview research in management and organization studies deal with the TRM, (2) articulating some problems with the practices used by scholars to deal with the TRM, and (3) putting forward potential solutions to these problems that are grounded in a social constructionist paradigm. We draw on observations from a review of 225 journal articles published in selected management and organization journals where the authors used qualitative interviews [Authors]. Based on these observations, we have identified four different epistemic practices used by interview researchers in our field to orient to the TRM. We have labelled these practices ‘blinkering’, ‘mitigating’, ‘slipping’ and ‘picking and mixing’. In this paper, we will illustrate these practices using examples from published interview research and put forward potential solutions for dealing with the epistemic status of interview accounts from a social constructionist perspective using the concept and practice of reflexivity.

The truth-reporting model of interview research
The truth-reporting model (TRM) of interview research is grounded in an objectivist paradigm which treats “interview accounts as ‘mirrors’ (Alvesson, 2011, p. 1) of an objective reality ‘out there’” (Whittle and Reissner, 2024, p. 3). However, many commentators have pointed out the paradigmatic plurality underpinning contemporary qualitative research in management and organization studies (Symon, Cassell and Johnson, 2018; Plakoyiannaki and Budhwar, 2021; Reissner and Whittle, 2022; Hansen et al., 2023). This contemporary debate about paradigmatic plurality echoes the early work on paradigms in our field (Burrell and Morgan, 1979; Morgan and Smircich, 1980). In a seminal paper, Cunliffe (2011) discusses the different assumptions that researchers make about what is deemed to be thinkable and knowable depending on whether they adopt an objectivist, subjectivist or intersubjectivist paradigm. In this paper, we adopt Cunliffe’s (ibid.) approach to viewing paradigms “as a multiplicity of connecting ideas and approaches with permeable and transient boundaries across which lie overlaps, tensions, and incommensurabilities” (p. 653). 
The three paradigms identified by Cunliffe (2011) shape the way in which researchers using interviews approach the epistemic status of their data. For those adopting an objectivist paradigm, as stated earlier, interview accounts are regarded as objective and reliable evidence of behaviours, factors, forces or events which occur in and around organizations. Whittle and Reissner (2024) refer to this ‘epistemological mode’ which relies on an uncritical adoption of the TRM using the metaphor of a ‘reliable witness’ because it assumes that the interviewee can reliably report something about their work, organization or industry. Researchers adopting a subjectivist paradigm do not seek to make claims to know a single objective reality but rather seek to understand the multiple, subjective realities that their interviewees report. As such, interview accounts are treated as a reflection of inner cognitive entities or processes such as perceptions, beliefs, emotions, opinions or attitudes. Whittle and Reissner (2024) refer to this ‘epistemological mode’ using the metaphor of ‘psychologist’s client’ because it assumes that the interviewer is able to get the interviewee to ‘open up’ and thus capture something about their inner mental states or processes. However, the philosophy of language used in the objectivist and subjectivist paradigms is the same because language is viewed as ‘corresponding’ to a phenomenon external to the interview situation. Where these two paradigms differ, however, is that the objectivist paradigm treats language as a mirror of a world ‘out there’, while the subjectivist paradigm treats language as a window into the world ‘in here’ (Edwards, 1997). 
Importantly, the third paradigm, which Cunliffe (2011) calls ‘intersubjectivist’, has a distinct approach to the epistemic status of interview accounts which rejects the premises of the TRM and the associated correspondence model of language. Instead, scholars working in this social constructionist tradition follow the linguistic turn by treating the language used in interview accounts as constructing rather than reflecting reality (Alvesson, 2003; 2011). Researchers using this paradigm typically either focus on the things that people actively do with language as they construct a particular version of reality, or they might focus on how discourses as systems of thought construct objects and subjects (Alvesson and Kärreman, 2000). Whittle and Reissner (2024) refer to these two distinct but paradigmatically commensurate ‘epistemological modes’ using the metaphors of ‘performer’ and ‘power effect’, which highlight the active and passive role of language in social construction respectively. 
Alvesson (2003) puts forward eight approaches to treating interview accounts from a social constructionist perspective, which rejects the TRM. For instance, interview accounts may be treated as insights into how interviewees construct their identity to an interviewer, as a reproduction of the cultural scripts available for them to draw on to describe the issue they are being asked about, or as an episode of moral storytelling or impression management. Schaefer and Alvesson (2020) have also proposed a number of approaches for moving beyond the TRM and embracing ‘source critique’ by taking seriously the interactional dynamics of a research interview and cross-checking interview accounts with other data sources. Some scholars have indeed heeded Alvesson’s (2003) advice and abandoned the TRM in favour of one or more of the eight approaches he proposed (e.g. Purchase et al., 2018). However, uptake and use of these ideas has varied, and the objectivist assumptions of the TRM remain widely used in management and organization research. 
These concerns are brought to the fore in a number of recent methodological commentaries and contributions. Symon, Cassell and Johnson (2018) review the editorials and commentaries about qualitative research in management journals and note the dominance of objectivist and positivist assumptions in the standardized criteria used to assess rigour in qualitative research. Hansen et al. (2023) observe that qualitative research published in four leading management journals tended to adopt an objectivist and positivist paradigm. As a result, scholars tended to treat interview accounts as “truth, devoid of the researcher subjective sensemaking and its situated context, despite both being critical for generating unique insights” (p.13). Hansen et al. (ibid.) thus call for scholars to resist the “objectification of qualitative research” (p. 1) by drawing on non-interview data, integrating non-verbal elements into the analysis, making the researcher visible in the process of data collection and interpretation, and theorizing from the research in a context-sensitive manner. This latter point is echoed by Aguzzoli et al. (2024) and Halme et al. (2024) in the context of international business research and its tendency towards decontextualized positivistic theorizing. 
The assumptions underlying the TRM of interview research are also reflected in the recent debate about styles of theorizing in management and organization research. Cornelissen, Höllerer and Seidl (2021) point out that objectivist assumptions underpin the dominant styles of theorizing, such as propositional, configurational and process theorizing. In these styles, the TRM is used because the researcher is positioned as a neutral tool through which ‘facts’ can be gathered (see also Cornelissen, 2023). Importantly, Cornelissen, Höllerer and Seidl (2021) also point towards alternative styles of theorizing which emphasize processes of social construction, reflexivity and researcher involvement. Cunliffe (2022) observes that the styles of theorizing put forward in editorials about qualitative research are grounded in normative assumptions that a ‘strong’ theory should be based on an objectivist paradigm, within which the TRM is central. Instead, she calls for qualitative research which recognizes that ‘truth’ is relative, grounded in interactions between researcher and research participants, and situated in experiences of specific contexts. 
Another arena where the TRM is addressed is in arguments about the process of making claims from qualitative data. For example, Rockman and Vough (2023) offer procedural guidance to researchers about how to select quotes to evidence their claims. They recommend that researchers should select quotes based on whether the quote reflects multiple elements of the claim that the authors wish to evidence (‘comprehensiveness’) and whether the quote is “striking, engaging, or realistic” (p. 9) (‘vividness’). For instance, they argue that a quote in which an interviewee claims that “manager after manager came through and tried to change the system, but to no avail” (Participant 15) (p. 8) would be high in vividness insofar as it provides evidence that unethical behaviour in the organization was persistent – the claim the author sought to evidence. It is clear from just this one example that the TRM underpins their assumptions about what can be claimed based on an interview account. 
In contrast, Ketokivi and Mantere (2010) argue that data is ‘underdetermined’ because multiple inferences can be made from the same data (see also Ketokivi and Mantere, 2021). Similarly, Harley and Cornelissen (2022) challenge the assumption that a claim is ‘grounded’ in data and argue that a process of inferential reasoning takes place to transform data into theoretical insights. As such, Rockman and Vough (2023) have employed the inferential reasoning of the objectivist TRM, whereas utilizing a different paradigm would produce a very different set of claims. For instance, viewing the interview account by Participant 15 in Rockman and Vough (2023, p. 8) from the perspective of interviews as a site of “moral storytelling and promotional activity” (Alvesson, 2003, p. 21), the interview quote could be used to evidence the claim that Participant 15 is managing the impression they construct about themselves and the organization they work for. In particular, given that in Rockman and Vough’s (2023) example the interview question is about unethical behaviour in the organization, to unreflexively assume that the interviewee merely reports ‘the truth’ about what the organization does and what they have attempted to do about it is problematic because it fails to recognize the social desirability of an answer as well as the moral accountability involved in any interview interaction (Alvesson, 2003).
Some commentators have highlighted the role of researcher reflexivity to foster more critical awareness in designing, conducting and reporting their research. In this context, reflexivity refers to researchers’ awareness of the role they have in their research (Cassell et al., 2009) and how their methodological decisions and research practices shape their work (Cunliffe, 2003). Researcher reflexivity is developed through critical engagement with one’s research practice (Bott, 2010) as well as ongoing attempts to amend it in the light of new insights (Hibbert, Coupland and MacIntosh, 2010). In the context of interview research, Reissner (2018) thus conceptualizes researcher reflexivity as a spiral process that can lead to ever deepening critical engagement with, and ongoing development of, one’s research practice. In other words, researcher reflexivity has significant potential to overcome some of the issues outlined in the previous paragraph and to move beyond the TRM, as we will discuss in more detail at the end of this paper. 
Given these timely and topical methodological debates, this paper is motivated by our shared concerns about the dominance of positivism in our styles of theorizing (Cornelissen, Höllerer and Seidl, 2021), quality criteria (Plakoyiannaki and Budhwar, 2021) and research practices (Hansen et al., 2023). We write as scholars who adopt a social constructionist perspective in our own research and also seek to advance the recognition, tolerance and legitimacy of social constructionist qualitative research more generally. Our aim is to contribute to this debate in two ways. First, by highlighting particular methodological practices found in contemporary qualitative interview research which, from a social constructionist perspective, retain the problematic aspects of the TRM and fail to realize the potential of a post-TRM paradigm in our field. Second, by proposing specific forms of reflexivity that can help researchers to move beyond the problems of the TRM and embrace more fully the social constructionist paradigm in qualitative management and organization research.

Four epistemic practices for handling the truth-reporting model
The four epistemic practices discussed below derive from a larger project that involved a systematic review of 225 scholarly journal articles which used qualitative interview research and were published in selected FT50 management and organization journals [Authors]. As part of this project, we read each article carefully and examined how the authors used interview quotes to make a claim to ‘know’ something about the phenomenon under investigation. We noticed different “means of inference” (Plakoyiannaki and Budhwar, 2021, p. 3) that researchers used when making knowledge claims from interview data, which are underpinned by distinct paradigms that use similar modes of inferential reasoning [Authors]. As part of this work, we observed a prevalence of inferential reasoning practices in our field that applied the TRM of interview research. The focus of this paper, therefore, is the different ways in which authors orient to the TRM in scholarly journal articles, the limitations of these epistemic practices and potential solutions drawing on different forms of reflexivity.
Specifically, we identified four such epistemic practices in our dataset, which we labelled ‘blinkering’, ‘mitigating’, ‘slipping’ and ‘picking and mixing’. ‘Blinkering’ refers to the practice of adopting the TRM wholesale and being ‘blinkered’ to the normative expectations surrounding the topic under investigation that shape the interview encounter. ‘Mitigating’ refers the practice of acknowledging the idea that interview accounts might not be reporting the ‘truth’ but seeking to ‘mitigate’, reduce or remove these ‘biases’. These first two epistemic practices typically share the assumptions of the objectivist paradigm. In social constructionist research, however, the objectivist paradigm and the TRM it employs are rejected. Nevertheless, researchers adopting a social constructionist paradigm can sometimes, for various reasons, ‘slip’ into elements of the TRM, which we refer to as the practice of ‘slipping’. In some cases, a more significant movement between paradigms is evident in some elements of authors’ styles of writing, which we refer to as the practice of ‘picking and mixing’. 
Importantly, we do not seek to make any claims about how frequently these epistemic practices are used in our field and we recognize that other epistemic practices might exist in a broader range of management and organization journals. We specifically acknowledge that our review has focused on a selection of so-called leading management and organization journals, which tend to impose a “gold standard” (Cassell, 2016, p. 455) of practices that are typically underpinned by the objectivist paradigm (see also Üsdiken, 2014). Rather, in this paper we seek to highlight how management and organization researchers orient to the TRM using the four epistemic practices we have identified. Moreover, we propose different forms of reflexivity through which they can embrace, rather than combat, the social interactions inherent in qualitative interviewing and the fine-grained novel insights these can provide. We will now introduce each of the four epistemic practices in turn, starting with ‘blinkering’. 

‘Blinkering’
‘Blinkering’ is the label we apply to practices in which researchers study a social phenomenon, such as deception, but fail to recognize the possibility that the same phenomenon might also exist in the interview context. This, in turn, affects the conclusions they can meaningfully draw from their research. For example, Boiral (2012) explores the role of deception as part of an interview study into how organizations prepare for and pass ISO certification audits. The author writes:
“Generally speaking, deceptive behavior intended to mislead auditors about organizational conformity cannot be considered frequent or widespread. Indeed, such behavior was rarely needed to pass the certification audit. Moreover, the audited organizations appeared to cultivate a relationship of collaboration and partnership with their auditors, rather than one of opposition and manipulation. Nevertheless, just as an unscrupulous minority of students may cheat on an academic exam, so some respondents pointed out how easy it would have been to mislead the auditor: 
‘On the day of the audit, it’s very easy to change some inappropriate practice to make the auditor believe that you always act according to the procedures and written rules. Audits scheduled way ahead of time don’t always reflect reality.’ (Employee in an industrial SME)” [p. 647]
On the basis of interviews with 60 managers, quality specialists and non-managerial employees of ISO certified firms in Quebec, Boiral (2012) makes claims about the frequency and prevalence of “deceptive behaviour” in the organizations where these interviewees work. The author concludes that deception rarely occurs in the interviewees’ organizations on the basis of the interview accounts; the possibility that deception might also occur in the research interview is not acknowledged. If the possibility that interviewees might have sought to deceive the researcher had been acknowledged, the grounds upon which claims about frequency and prevalence of deception would have been weakened considerably. In other words, the author relies on a particular model of the social actor who is assumed to ‘tell the truth’ in a research interview, which in this paper we have labelled the TRM. No consideration is given of the possible reasons for why individuals or organizations engaging in deceptive behaviours might be reluctant or unwilling to ‘confess’ this to a researcher, let alone a researcher with an audio recorder in front of them who will also seek to publish their research.
Boiral (2012) has studied a topic with an obvious normative dimension in which it would be common sense to expect interviewees to be reflexively aware of the socially desirable answer and the impact of their interview account on the ‘impression’ that might be formed about themselves or the organization they work for. Indeed, certain topics have strong normative expectations around them which render the TRM problematic if researchers accept that (a) interviewees might be reflexively aware of these normative expectations, and (b) this reflexive awareness might lead them to construct a particular normative accepted or acceptable version of their work, their organization or their sector, profession or industry in their interview accounts. For example, topics such as deception, corruption and environmental or social ‘irresponsibility’ (e.g. pollution, slavery, discrimination) have obvious ‘negative’ connotations which could shape the interview account. Similarly, topics such as sustainability and social responsibility, affirmative action for minority groups, charitable giving and philanthropy also have obvious ‘positive’ connotations that could similarly shape the interview account. 
However, there are arguably few topics in management and organization studies around which no “normative and moral infrastructure” (Jayyusi, 1984, p. 166) exists. For instance, ‘positive’ normative connotations are involved in studies of topics such as innovation (because innovation is typically viewed as a ‘good’ thing), authentic leadership (because being authentic is typically viewed as a ‘good’ thing) and stakeholder management (because paying attention to different stakeholders is typically viewed as a ‘good’ thing). After all, few organizational members would presumably want to report being uninterested in innovation, not trying to be authentic or being disinterested in the views of their organization’s stakeholders. 
To be clear, we are not arguing that the “normative and moral infrastructure” (Jayyusi, 1984, p. 166) that shapes the discourse used in interviews is universalistic or homogenous. In some cases, degrees of pluralism, contestation or polarization exist in societal norms and value-systems, which means there no obvious morally ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ answer for the interviewee to construct. In these cases, interview accounts might construct and justify a particular position vis-à-vis these contested norms and values, such as the opposing viewpoints about certain affirmative action programmes, for instance. In these contexts, a reflexive analysis of the discourse used in the interview from a social constructionist perspective can pin-point how this pluralism was discursively managed by the interviewee. For instance, this could lead the researcher to analyse how the interviewee constructed an impression of being ‘balanced’ or ‘tolerant’ (e.g. through devices such as ‘on the one hand… on the other hand’) or through the construction of contradictory positions and ‘double-think’ in their accounts (El-Sawad, Arnold and Cohen, 2004).

‘Mitigating’
‘Mitigating’ is the label we apply to practices in which the authors acknowledge the problems of the TRM (such as misrepresentation or the social desirability effect) but claim to have overcome these problems by employed specific methodological practices. A range of mitigating practices can be identified. 
The first practice involves the researcher ‘triangulating’ an interview account by checking for consistency between several other interview accounts. For instance, in their study of the symbolic representation of the self through tchotchkes (photos and memorabilia used to personalize the workspace), Byron and Laurence (2015) state that they assessed the consistency of the interviewee’s own account and the accounts of some of their work colleagues to ensure that participants were not “misrepresenting themselves” (p. 319) in their interactions with the interviewer. 
A second practice involves ‘triangulation’ of interview accounts with other sources of data that are internal to the organization. For instance, in their study of strategizing in entrepreneurial firms, Garg and Eisenhardt (2017) report how they “dealt with possible bias” (p. 1835) by not only ensuring their conclusions were “corroborated by multiple informants” (p. 1835) but also by triangulating interviews with observations of board meetings and archival material from the four case-study organizations.
A third practice for claiming to overcome potential problems of truth reporting is to check the accuracy of interview accounts by comparing these accounts with externally generated data. For example, in their study of stigma and acceptance of mixed martial arts organizations, Helms, Patterson and Hudson (2014) report that they tested the “validity” (p. 1459) of interview accounts against media articles from the LexisNexis database. 
A fourth practice involves selecting a particular sample of participants that are regarded as having greater access to the ‘truth’ or ‘reality’. For example, in their study of humility among CEOs connected to integration of top management teams and middle manager responses, Ou et al. (2014) state that they decided to interview top management team members because they were “more able to detect true humility” (p. 59) and they could differentiate this from attempts to “feign humility” (p. 59). 
A fifth and final practice involves claiming to have used a particular interview questioning style, which ensures the researcher does not ‘bias’ the interview account. For instance, in their study of how trainee surgeons learn new surgical skills when using robotics, Beane (2019) reports that they started the interview with open-ended interview questions and only moved to closed questions as the interview progressed to “avoid biasing responses” (p. 95).
The concern that (at least some) interviewees might be ‘lying’ or ‘misrepresenting themselves’ and/or that the researcher might ‘bias’ the interview interaction is associated with the objectivist paradigm which employs the TRM. One way of interpreting the practices we have called ‘mitigating’ is viewing them as practices for handling what Schaefer and Alvesson (2020) call ‘epistemic hypocrisy’. Epistemic hypocrisy is where researchers acknowledge the problems of treating interviews as a trustworthy source of objective evidence but nonetheless seek to make objective knowledge claims from their interview data by using the TRM. Yet, from a social constructionist perspective, the practices of ‘mitigating’ listed above are problematic because they fail to recognize the inherent limitations of the TRM that arguably cannot be overcome by comparing or triangulating data sources, by selecting interviewees that are deemed to be particularly trustworthy or by adopting certain questioning techniques in an attempt to minimize researcher ‘bias’. 

‘Slipping’
‘Slipping’ is the label we apply to practices in which the authors, despite generally using the epistemic practices of a single paradigm, ‘slip’ into epistemic practices typically employed in another paradigm, without explaining the rationale for doing so. One example is Jack, Riach and Bariola (2019) who adopted a social constructionist paradigm in their study of women’s experiences of the menopause in two Australian universities. They explore these women’s stories and processes of subjectivity through a reflexive approach to understand how the interpretation of the data is “influenced by the positions and biographies of both the researchers and the participants” (citing van den Brink and Benschop, 2012, p. 512). Jack, Riach and Bariola (2019, p. 137) provide the following quote by an interviewee they call Winnie:
“In the sense that menopause is tied up with ageing and reproduction and youthfulness, we challenge those ideas here anyway so there’s a consciousness of saying well there’s more to a woman than this or this or this or this.”
The authors conclude: “Yet rather than playing by the gendered and age-inflected informal rules of linear career progression, women sought to assert themselves in their own terms as organizational members” (p. 137). By using the category ‘women’, the authors ‘slip’ into practices of generalization that are typically used in studies underpinned by the objectivist and positivist paradigm and that commonly use the TRM. 
Using categories such as ‘women’ when reporting what a specific sample of (female) interviewees said, involves three inter-linked inferential leaps. The first inferential leap is where the reader is invited to conclude that Winnie is a reliable witness of the behaviour of herself and others in her organization (“we challenge those ideas”). The second inferential leap is where the reader is invited to conclude that Winnie is representative of all the interviewees in the sample on the basis that the quote was selected as a typical example of a wider pattern of responses. The third inferential leap is where the reader is invited, by virtue of the word ‘women’ rather than ‘the women we interviewed’, ‘the women in this study’ or ‘the women in our sample’, to imply that Winnie’s account is typical of the experiences and practices of all women. It is only the focus of the study on menopause that could lead the reader to infer that only the sub-set of women who have experienced menopause is the category to which this finding may be generalized.
[bookmark: _Hlk169195146]There are several reasons why researchers working within a social constructionist paradigm might use practices that involve such generalizations. First, the authors might seek to report findings that are relevant to contexts beyond the specific organization, industry and country context of their study. The statement “women sought to assert themselves on their own terms” (Jack, Riach and Bariola, 2019, p. 137) might be interpreted as a statement about ‘how all women feel’ or ‘what all women do’, which employs the TRM and involves some form of generalization – both of which are practices that might be associated with an assumption deriving from the dominant objectivist paradigm. Second the authors might not have intended to generalize from their findings but for reasons of brevity chose the term ‘women’ rather than ‘the women we interviewed’ or ‘the women in this study’. In this case, the author did not seek to imply that Winnie’s account was typical of the experiences and practices of all women or all women undergoing the menopause. This practice of ‘short-handing’ is understandable both for reasons of space but also to ensure that the assessors of the research can see the broader relevance of a study beyond the specific context in which it was conducted (see Cunliffe’s (2022, p. 8) critique of “disciplining gate-keeping activities”). However, it might also be seen as part of a wider trend of decontextualizing qualitative research (Welch et al., 2022; Hansen et al., 2023) with a preference for context-free, generalizable laws or forces mimicking the inferential logic of the natural sciences (see also Plakoyiannaki and Budhwar, 2021; Aguzzoli et al., 2024).

‘Picking and mixing’
‘Picking and mixing’ is the label we apply to instances in which authors use epistemic practices associated with multiple yet incommensurable onto-epistemological paradigms, crossing paradigmatic boundaries in the knowledge claims they make from interview accounts, without explaining the rationale for doing so. An example is Tilba and Wilson’s (2017) study of pension fund engagement and disengagement involving interviews with 35 pension fund trustees, executives, investment officers and financial intermediaries. They use a combination of epistemic practices that are associated with different and, according to Cunliffe (2011), incommensurable paradigms. 
Firstly, Tilba and Wilson (2017) use epistemic practices typically employed in an objectivist and positivist paradigm (which underpins the TRM) and seek to report on wider factors, forces, mechanisms etc. and, where possible, to generalize from these findings to broader social categories. They provide the following quote from a CEO of a public-sector pension fund: 
“… we are heavily in a public domain and everything we do is funded through the council tax, we have real high standards of public accountability and we believe that it should run through our investments … so we make our managers vote, we make them report back to us on how they voted and the number of times they voted … it tends to be the appointment of the chief executive, the appointment of various executive directors to the board, the remuneration packages, the mergers, the rights issues… ([Quote 26] CEO, Pension fund size: Over £2 billion, Type: Local authority)” [Appendix S1, p. 5]
The authors conclude that “interviewees noted that the increasing public pressure for accountability was one of the reasons for such a ‘concentration’ of responsible investment interests within public sector pension funds. […] (Quote 26 exemplifies this account)” (p. 511). By doing so, they regard accountability as a force ‘out there’ that pension fund practitioners are dealing with in their daily work. The term ‘noted’ is usually associated with objective reports of an external reality, which are typically underpinned by the TRM (see, e.g. Alvesson 2003; Alvesson and Schaefer 2020).
Secondly, Tilba and Wilson (2017) use the following two quotes (provided in the supplementary file to their article) to make knowledge claims through epistemic practices associated with two different paradigms:
“During the years that I have been serving as a trustee, this is the first time that the group had to cope with managing a deficit. Prior to that, year after year, the trustees had the task of dealing with the surplus”. [Quote 12]
“Pensions having been for many years a rather boring subject because they were in surplus and the only thing you had to do is to turn up for meetings once per quarter, make sure that the pensions were being paid. Of course that all turned completely on its head as we are now in huge deficits”. [Quote 13]
On the one hand, the authors treat these interview quotes as ‘perceptions’ when concluding that they “highlight this common perception”, namely that “all interviewees … were operating in an environment characterized by unstable and complex financial markets” (p. 509). This practice is typically employed in research underpinned by a subjectivist and interpretivist paradigm, which seeks to examine the inner workings of people’s mind, such as interviewees’ perceptions, cognition or emotions (see, e.g. Alvesson, 2003; Alvesson and Schaefer, 2020), while also employing the TRM, as discussed above. On the other hand, Tilba and Wilson (2017) simultaneously treat these interview quotes as ‘narratives’, an epistemic practice grounded in a social constructionist paradigm that rejects the TRM. They write: 
“Quotes 12 and 13 are suggestive of this narrative. Interviewees suggest that pension fund deficits have contributed significantly to the shrinkage of pension fund investment horizons. Ultimately, most trustees and pension fund managers were ‘worried about what is going to happen to pensions in the next three months’. As a consequence, they said they had to focus more on investment performance of their asset portfolio over the short term, rather than long-term engagement with equity investments.” (p. 510)
Treating an interviewee account as a narrative implies that this is but one possible account, produced by the interviewee for the benefit of the interviewer in the context of the research interview. Yet, at the same time, Tilba and Wilson (2017) treat this account as ‘truth reporting’ when writing “ultimately, most trustees and pension fund managers were ‘worried about what is going to happen to pensions in the next three months’” (ibid, p. 510). This epistemic practice is generally used in the objectivist paradigm and uses the TRM to foreground the assumed existence of a single and objective social reality as outlined above. We posit that such crossing of paradigmatic boundaries is problematic as, according to Pratt et al. (2022, p. 220), any “unintentional mixing of positivist and interpretivist arguments reflects a lack of ontological coherence” and thereby, arguably, may affect the rigour and quality of the research.
It is difficult to know why researchers may employ such a ‘pick-and-mix’ approach that draws on paradigms that respectively use and reject the TRM. First, researchers may not have had advanced training on research philosophy to help them understand their own onto-epistemological position and/or which epistemic practices can be meaningfully employed in that paradigm. Second, researchers who have been socialized into one paradigm (in all likelihood the dominant objectivist and positivist paradigm) and then start working in another (in all likelihood an alternative, non-positivist) paradigm might yet have to fully understand and apply the epistemic practices associated with these paradigms. Third, researchers might be grounded in one paradigm but might try to ‘flex’ to publish their work in a journal where another paradigm is preferred. Fourth, the use of such a ‘pick-and-mix’ approach might be the result of researchers working in a paradigmatically diverse author team who have to make compromises when compiling a paper. Fifth and finally, it is possible that as part of the scholarly review process authors try to satisfy the demands of multiple reviewers whose comments are grounded in different onto-epistemological paradigms, which results in what appears to be a ‘pick-and-mix’ approach. Yet, we echo the need for philosophical awareness among researchers (Morgan and Smircich, 1980) and the concerns of Harley and Cornelissen (2022) and Pratt et al. (2022) that arise when researchers employ practices deriving from different onto-epistemological paradigms. We will now discuss how qualitative researchers using interviews might move beyond the TRM through researcher reflexivity.

Moving beyond the truth-reporting model through researcher reflexivity
Many scholars have written on reflexivity in qualitative research generally (e.g. Cunliffe, 2003; Alvesson and Sköldberg, 2017) and in interview research specifically (e.g. Alvesson, 2011; Reissner, 2018). We build on their insights by arguing that the epistemic practices of ‘blinkering’, ‘mitigating’, ‘slipping’ and ‘picking-and-mixing’ we identified above can be addressed through greater researcher reflexivity. Before we outline the forms of reflexivity we wish to encourage, it is worth noting that reflexivity is grounded in the social constructionist paradigm and its assumptions of an intersubjectively constructed reality (Cunliffe, 2011). We wish to make explicit that we are writing this paper as social constructionist researchers and acknowledge that scholars approaching qualitative research from other paradigms would undoubtedly disagree[footnoteRef:1]. Nevertheless, our hope is that greater engagement with researcher reflexivity would enable the development of enhanced paradigmatic awareness (Plakoyiannaki and Budhwar, 2021) by individual authors and amongst the wider management and organization studies community. Building on Bryman and Cassell (2006) and Hibbert (2022), we would like to offer specific suggestions of how management and organization scholars can move beyond the TRM of interview research by more fully embracing research practices that are grounded a social constructionist paradigm. [1:  Although reflexivity is more commonly associated with qualitative research, it is worth noting that not all qualitative researchers embrace the value of reflexivity and also that quantitative researchers have recognized the importance of being reflexive in their research (Ryan and Golden, 2006; Luoma and Hietanen, 2024). ] 

The epistemic practices of ‘blinkering’ and ‘mitigating’ can be addressed through greater epistemological awareness about the normative expectations that surround the topic under investigation, which researchers can integrate reflexively in the analysis of their data. For instance, researchers could integrate reflexivity about how the normative expectation that something is ‘good’ or ‘desirable’ (or ‘bad’ or ‘undesirable’) is managed discursively by the interviewee. These expectations could then be reflexively analysed by examining the explanations, excuses or justifications that interviewees provide in their accounts. Alternatively, these expectations could be reflexively analysed by examining the structure of the moral storytelling that interviewees perform (see Alvesson, 2003). With regard to ‘mitigating’ specifically, a more reflexive position would reject the idea that the ‘truth’ can be found by, for instance, carefully structuring the wording of the question, corroborating different interview accounts or triangulating interview accounts with other data sources. Instead, a reflexive analysis would recognize that all interview questions and all interview interactions – regardless of how interview questions are phrased and regardless of who is asking them – are actively shaping the account that the interviewee produces. It would also involve a reflexive analysis of how and why accounts might differ according to context (e.g. an interview account differing to an observation or an archival document). 
The epistemic practice of ‘slipping’ can be addressed through greater precision in language use when making knowledge claims. This means being more precise in the choice of words to clarify whether the authors are seeking to claim to know something about (a) a wider category of people, situations or organizations, (b) only those people, situations or organizations they have studied, or (c) only the production of interview accounts within an interaction between interviewer and interviewee. For authors using (a), a strong justification would be needed for why findings from a small qualitative sample are being generalized to a wider population, which explains the warrant(s) through which the grounds (data) are being used to infer the authors’ claims (theory) (see Ketokivi and Mantere, 2010). For authors using (b), the justification underlying the generalized claim would not be needed because the authors are only claiming to know something about the specific context they have studied. In the case of Jack, Riach and Bariola (2019), this could mean replacing the generalized references to ‘women’ with more context-specific references to, for instance, ‘the women in this study’, ‘our participants’ or ‘the interviewees’. 
For authors using (c), on the other hand, the choice of wording would be different. Here, adopting a ‘constructionist’ (Silverman, 2006, p. 127) approach, the interview account is analysed in its own right and no conclusions are made beyond this specific, situated and co-constructed interactional context. In this paradigm, the researchers refrain from making any conclusions about what the participants might think, feel or do outside of the interview context (Alvesson, 2003; Whittle and Reissner, 2024). Instead, researchers make reflexive and ‘local’ claims about the interview as a site of social interaction, such as by analysing the way the interviewee produced “locally acceptable answers” or demonstrated the “competence as a member of whatever community is invoked by the interview topic” (Dingwall, 1997, p. 59; see also Rapley, 2007; Speer, 2008; Svensson, 2009; Potter and Hepburn, 2012; Silverman, 2017)[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  According to Dingwall (1997, p. 56), an “interview is an artefact, a joint accomplishment of interviewer and respondent. As such, its relationship to any 'real' experience is not merely unknown but in some sense unknowable”.] 

This so-called ‘localist’ (Alvesson, 2003) approach is well known in the social sciences but has had less traction in management and organization studies (a notable exception is Svensson, 2008). That said, it resonates with existing work by Bryman and Cassell (2006), Alvesson (2011), and Reissner (2018) who advocate analysing interviews as a site of social interaction. Adopting a localist approach could enrich researcher reflexivity by developing greater ‘interactional reflexivity’, that is, by viewing interview ‘data’ as accounts produced within the particular social and interactional context of a research interview. This approach rejects the assumption of the TRM that interviews are akin to a type of “machinery for harvesting data from respondents” (Potter, 2004, p. 205). It also joins other approaches to rejecting the notion of the “detached researcher” (Bolade-Ogunfodun Richmond Soga and Laker, 2022) and styles of writing in which the researcher is absent (Klag and Langley, 2013; Hansen et al., 2023). 
Instead, in the localist approach, researchers embrace the “unavoidably social nature of data collection practices” (Speer, 2008, p. 306) and recognize the co-construction of interview accounts (Rapley, 2001). Researcher reflexively analyse the stock of social knowledge and conversational turn-taking practices that the interviewee and the interviewer use to produce their accounts, paying attention to how the interview interaction unfolds in all its granular linguistic and non-linguistic detail (Potter, 2004; Rapley, 2001; Speer, 2008; Svensson, 2009)[footnoteRef:3]. The localist approach also recognizes that “the knower is always intimately bound up in and partially constitutive of what is known” (Speer, 2008, p. 306). For example, an ‘interactional’ analysis could focus on how interviewees co-construct with the interviewer the ‘type of person’ they are (Rapley, 2001) or what kinds of membership categories are used (or oriented to) by both parties (Svensson, 2009). Importantly, an interactionally reflexive approach does not seek to make any ‘inferential leap’ (Ketokivi and Mantere, 2010; Harley and Cornelissen, 2022) to claim knowledge of what is said (or done) in other contexts (see also Silverman, 2017). [3:  We acknowledge Alvesson’s (2003) critique of the localist approach, which he views as having a “narrow focus” and for underestimating the use of “knowledgeable subjects to communicate important insights about their social reality” (p. 17). However, we respectfully disagree that the “tool” (p. 16) view of interviews (i.e. that interviews are a ‘tool’ for exploring issues beyond talk in the interview situation) should be retained and wish to argue that regarding interviewees (and interviewers) as both reflexively aware language-users as well as subjects of prevailing discourses (understood as generalised systems of thought) can enrich the understanding of how interview accounts are co-constructed in interaction.] 

Finally, turning to the epistemic practice of ‘picking and mixing’, we propose that this problem can be addressed through greater ‘paradigmatic awareness’, defined by Plakoyiannaki and Budhwar (2021, p. 5) as “in-depth philosophical understanding of criteria appropriate to the knowledge-constituting assumptions and design of a study, as well as when and how to employ them.” Paradigmatically aware researchers would arguably be less likely to ‘blindly’ adopt the epistemic practices learned through training and socialization, or associated with a popular ‘template’ (Harley and Cornelissen, 2022), would be reflexively aware of the paradigmatic ‘lens’ through which they interpret their data and also be conscious of the “philosophical stances” (Symon, Cassell and Johnson, 2018, p. 134) through which others might read, use or assess their research. Being paradigmatically aware would also enable individuals to “understand and develop ourselves as individuals in order to support purposive choices” (Hibbert, 2022, p. 22) about their research. It would further help to address the problems identified by Mauthner and Saunders (2023) and Aguzzoli et al. (2024) by encouraging researchers to be explicit in their writing about the paradigm in which their research is grounded. 

Discussion and conclusion
Our aim in this paper was to (1) identify how scholars who use interview research in management and organization studies deal with the TRM, (2) articulate some problems with the practices used by scholars to deal with the TRM, and (3) put forward potential solutions to these problems that are grounded in a social constructionist paradigm. We have addressed the first aim by identifying four epistemic practices through which contemporary management and organization research has been orienting towards the TRM, which we have labelled ‘blinkering’, ‘mitigating’, ‘slipping’ and ‘picking-and-mixing’. We have addressed the second aim by articulating a range of problems with these practices – particularly those relating to the use of the TRM – from the perspective of a social constructionist paradigm. We have addressed the third aim by proposing a range of reflexive practices grounded in particular perspectives aligned to the social constructionist paradigm that would address these problems.
We are conscious that some scholars view the rejection of the TRM and the adoption of a social constructionist paradigm as akin to accusing interviewees of ‘deceit’. In our view, this is a serious misunderstanding of the social constructionist argument. Rejecting the TRM does not involve implicitly or explicitly discrediting the accounts produced by interviewees by accusing them of lying. Rather, it involves crediting interviewees as having the same social awareness, knowledge and skills that all members of society – researcher and researched alike – use to accomplish all forms of social interaction. It therefore means paying attention to the complex and artful moves and methods that both interviewees and interviewers use as resources to manage the ongoing production of accounts-in-interaction (Dingwall, 1997).
We would like to end this paper by reflecting on some of the potential reasons why the ‘localist’ (Silverman, 2006) approach to interview research, which we put forward as one avenue for enhancing interactional reflexivity, has been less widely discussed and adopted in management and organization research despite its use in the wider social sciences. One reason could be lack of awareness of the approach, which could either be a result of the silo-like compartmentalization of the social sciences or the result of the training and socialization of management and organization researchers in a narrower set of methodological literatures. Another reason could be the dominance of paradigms and styles of theorizing in our field which seek to generate law-like, decontextualized and generalizable theories of the world ‘out there’ (Cornelissen, Höllerer and Seidl, 2021) and which are underpinned by the objectivist and positivist paradigm that dominates qualitative management and organization research (Cassell, 2016; Plakoyiannaki and Budhwar, 2021; Reissner and Whittle, 2022; Welch et al., 2022; Hansen et al., 2023; Aguzzoli et al., 2023). 
If the objectivist-positivist paradigm is indeed dominant, then those evaluating research in our field (e.g. journal editors, conference organizers, reviewers) might expect interview research to generate this kind of decontextualized and generalizable knowledge. In this context, it is perhaps no surprise that many researchers using interviews reject the social constructionist paradigm underpinning the ‘localist’ approach and want to retain the TRM (or elements thereof) because of its assumptions about interviewing as a method for gathering ‘objective’ data about the world ‘out there’ or ‘subjective’ data about interviewees’ cognitive processes beyond the interview interaction. We therefore conclude by echoing the sentiments of other recent commentators who call for the ‘objectification’ of qualitative research to be resisted (Hansen et al., 2023) and the paradigmatic plurality of qualitative research to be encouraged (Plakoyiannaki and Budhwar, 2021; Aguzzoli et al., 2023). We have proposed two ways of answering this call with regard to qualitative interview research specifically: first by completing the post-TRM ‘turn’ in qualitative interview research and rejecting the assumption that interviews report the ‘truth’, and second by embracing the promise of ‘localist’ social constructionist approaches to interviews for enhancing researcher reflexivity. 
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