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The use of conversational interviews within a multiple-case framework (after Rosenwald, 1988) is described

as a method to address research questions in psychology. The assumptions that underlie the method, the

essential aspects of the method, the analytical processes used to create theory, and the criteria for evaluating

theorv are each discussed in turn. The starting point is an assumption that reality, and hence psychological

phenomena, are constructed both within the individual and through social interaction. The consequence is

that multiple, dynamic, and potentially contradictory realities are assumed to exist. These reaiities are best

understood through a collaboration between researcher and participants in which the social worlds of the

participants are brought together through the researcher. The. aim is to generate theory that is convincing

and useful. One way of achieving this aim is through conversational interviews within a multiple-case

framework. An example is presented that provides concrete illustration of the key points.

I  l l  research is conducted within a framework of assump-

./a,tions that determine what questions are legitimate and how

answers may be obtained. Psychological research is predomi-

nantly conducted within a f iamework of assumptions consis-

ten t  \ \ ' i th  log ica l  pos i t i v ism.  These assumpt ions  inc lude the

ex is tence o f  a  s ing le  s ta t i c  rea l i t y  tha t  can  be  d iscovered

through an objective process of hypothesis testing. The aim of

th is  paper  i s  to  i l l us t ra te  the  va lue  o f  research  tha t  i s  no t

consistent u' i th these assumptions. Here. we explore the use of

conversational interviews and mult iple-case research within an

a l te rna t ive  f ramework  in  wh ich  rea l i t y  i s  assumed to  be

social l l '  constructed. mult iple. and d1'namic: and research is

vier.r.'ed as an inherently subjective process of creating theory

a n d  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h a t  i s  c o n v i n c i n g  a n d  u s e f u l .  T h e s e

a s s u m p t i o n s  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  o f  a  n u m b e r  o f  r e c e n t

a p p r o a c h e s  s u c h  a s  a p p r e c i a t i v e  i n q u i r y  ( C o o p e r r i d e r  &

S r i v a s t v a .  1 9 8 7 ) .  r h e t o r i c a l  p s y c h o l o g y  ( B i l l i g .  1 9 9 1 ) .  a n d

discursivc ps1'chology (Edwards & Potter. 1992;. The paper

concludes by i l lustrat ing the key points through a discussion of

rcscarch conducted by the first author.

E a c h  p e r s o n  s h a p e s  t h e i r  o w n  s o c i a l  w o r l d  w i t h i n

thernselves. Each person's social world is also shaped by their

interactions uith others. Meanings are continual ly constructed

and reconstructed both within the individual and through social

interactions. Shared meanings are created through these social

interactions. and these shared meanings constitute social reality
(Ber-qer & Luckman. 1967: Blumer. 1969; Burrel l  & Morgan.

1979: Gil lett .  1995; Henwood & Nicolson. 1995: Patton, 1990;

Rosenwald .  1988) .

Asserting the constructedness of reality allows the facticity

that is typical ly assigned to psychological phenornena to lapse.

Thc posit ivist assumption oi a single, stat ic real i ty gives way

to an assumption of temporary, negotiated. and constructed

rea l i t ies :  and consequent ly ,  psycho log ica l  phenomena are

viewed as temporary, f luid, and negotiable syntheses of past.

p resent .  and fu tu re  (Berger  &  Luckman.  1967:  Kar lsson.

1  992 ) .
A n  a s s u m p t i o n  o f  s o c i a l l y  c o n s t r u c t e d  r e a l i t i e s  a l s o

challenges the construction of science as neutral.  disinterested.

and va lue  f ree .  Ins tead.  the  researcher  i s  a  oar t  o f  a  soc ia l

relationship through which knowledge and understanding are

cons t ruc ted .  A t  i t s  most  ex t reme.  the  assumot ion  o f  the

constructedness of reality, and the inevitable subjectivity that

fol lows, leads to the sol ipsist conclusion that the researcher

and the participant are locked into their own social worlds, and

no shared understanding is possible. However, life is lived on

the basis of the assumption of shared meanings (Gergen &

Gergen. 1991). Although the experience and consciousness of

i n t e r a c t i n g  i n d i v i d u a l s  c a n  n e v e r  b e  i d e n t i c a l ,  t h e y  a r e

connected at the very least, and inferences can be, and are,

made. As Kapferer (1986) puts it, 
"paradoxically, your experi-

ence is nade mine: I  experience my experience of you" (p.

t  8 9 ) .

Thus. although a researcher's voice must always be distinct

fiom the participant's, the researcher's voice can be grounded

in the research part icipants'  experiences and can ref lect a

shared understanding.

An implication of these assumptions is that psychological

phenomena are best understood through understanding the

individual 's own construction of their social world. I t  also

follows that the individual's constructions of their social world

are lived out and modified. not only on a daily basis, but also

as they are communicated to the researcher. Similarly, the

researcher's understanding of the individual's social world is

preconceived, and yet it is also socially constructed through

communication with the part icipants and others during the

per iod  o f  research  ac t iv i t y  (T .  Burgess-L imer ick ,  1998) .

Accepting the validity of such dynamic social realities has the

add i t iona l  imp l ica t ion  tha t  an  ind iv idua l  may exper ience

contradictory real i t ies. Although the creation of ordered,

consistent, and coherent realities is conventionally assumed to

be an important task in everyday l iving, this assumption is

rejected in favour of a recognition of the lived experience of

ambiguities, inconsistencies, and complexities of everyday life
(for an example. see Gergen, 1991).

MULTI PLE-CASE RESEARCH

I f  psycho log ica l  phenomena are  loca ted  w i th in  soc ia l l y

constructed. multiple, dynamic, and potentially contradictory

rea l i t ies ,  then inves t iga t ion  o f  these phenomena requ i res  a
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m e t h o d  t h a t  p e r m i t s  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e o r y  a t  t h e
phenomenological level of the individual while embracing the
connections between individuals. Mult iple-case research is
grounded in phenomenology. and brings individual cases into
conversation with one another (through the researcher) to
cons t ruc t  shared rea l i t ies  ou t  o f  ind iv idua ls '  perspec t ives
(Rosenwald, 1988). The multiple-case method has the advan-
tage of being both ideographic and nomothetic. in that it seeks
both an understanding of the individual, as an individual. and
an understanding of the theoretical constnrcts that are relevant
between individuals.

Bringing individuals into conversation with one another
through the researcher facilitates the construction of useful
understandings of the realities of their lives. This construction.
or theory, is a synthesis of images (in Rosenwald's terms), or a
synthesis of stories. Each story reflects a particular vantage
point that becomes a part of the overall synthesis. Although the
synthesis is constructed in tandem with the participants, and is
grounded in the part icipants'  stories, i t  is, ult imately, the
researcher's own construction (T. Burgess-Limerick, 199g;
Geertz, 1988; see further discussion in the Conversational
Interviews section).

The selection of participants for the research is a critical, but
v e x i n g ,  i s s u e .  A  r i c h  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  a n y  p a r t i c u l a r
phenomenon would be faci l i tated by choosing part icipants
who are maximally different from one another with respect to
some aspects of the phenomena. However, it cannot be known
in advance which part icipants are most l ikely to represent
distinctive and informative vantage points. A small. purposive
sample is appropriate in such instances (Blumer. 1969). To
select participants, the researcher purposively draws on his or
her own cultural experiences and understanding of the issue to
choose individuals who are considered l ikel i to develop the
researcher's understanding. The developing rheory. or synthe-
sis, informs the choice of additional participants.

Mu l t ip le -case research  typ ica l l y  invo lves  a  sample  o f
between 8 and 20 participants who represent unique vantage
points on the issue under consideration (Rosenwald, 1988).
For example, Bateson (1990) selected a sample of 5 women.
Mary  Gergen se lec ted  a  sample  o f  8  women (Gergen &
Gergen, l99l),  Ochberg (1987) selected a sample of l l  men
and wrote a book on the basis of 7 of the men. and Ballou
(1978) selected a sample of 12 women. Samples of this magni-
tude make it possible to consider each individual as a paflicu-
lar, or as a case, whilst taking advantage of the capacity to
compare between cases, and seek similarity of themes and
points of illuminating difference.

STORIES AND NARRATIVES

Stories that people tell about their lives form an integral part of
the multiple-case method. These stories, or personal narratives,
represent the experiential truth of the life rather than the actual
experience or the historical truth of the life - and salient
sections of the life, rather than the whole life (Ginsburg, 1989;
Mann,  1992;  Min ich ie l lo ,  Aron i ,  T imewel l ,  &  A lexander .
1990) .

Such personal narratives are useful for bringing the hidden
in to  v iew.  and mak ing  the  cont rad ic t ions .  complex i t ies .  and
ambiguit ies associated with mult iple truths more accessible
(Davies, 1992). The construction of the narrative is, in many
respec ts ,  the  cons t ruc t ion  o f  the  l i fe  (Asp inwa l t .  1992:
Goodman, 1989: Mann. 1992). The dialect ical relat ionship
between life and narrative is easily lost, however. The narra-
tive may be misconstrued as a statement of 

"the 
way it is", or a

stat ic. objective real i ty. The processes of sense-making are
treacherous as they veer between life and narrative, appurent
fact and fiction. The danger is that the researcher. as well as
the  par t i c ipant .  n la ) ,  see  a  p re-g iven rea l i t y  in  a  nar ra t i re
(Threadgo ld .  1990) .  Rather .  the  s to r ies  o r  nar ra r ives  are
temporary. audience-specific constructions. The way in which
the  s to ry  i s  cons t ruc ted  is  in f luenced by  i t s  h is to r ica l  anc l
cu l tu ra l  con tex t .  the  power  re la t ions  th rough r . r 'h ich  i t  i s

composed. bel iefs about a normal l i f -e course. and ideas abour
what makes a good story (such as coherency) (Bruncr. l9U6r
G a b r i e l ,  1 9 9  l :  G e r g e n  &  G e r g e n .  1 9 8 4 :  G i n s b u r g .  l 9 g 9 :
Passer in i .  1989:  Persona l  Nar ra t i ves  Group.  1989;  R igcr .
1992). Understanding stories or personal narrat ives becoi les
an intensive process of interpretation. paying particular atten-
tion to the context within which the story was constructed and
to the purposes ibr which the story was employed (Gabriel.
l99l ;  Passerini.  1989).

P e r s o n a l  n a r r a t i v e s  t r a n s c e n d  t h e  s o c i a l - i n d i v i d u a l
dichotomy by illustrating the processes through which indil,id-
uals are simultaneously their own. and social, creations. When
people talk about their lives, they are telling stories that repre-
sent  f lex ib le ,  s i tua ted ,  and impermanent  mean ings .  These
stories are shaped by context, yet they also shape context. The
resultant meanings are the substance of shared realities that are
socially constructed through story-telling and story-listening.

CONVERSATIONAL INTERVIE\^/S

Conversa t iona l  in te rv iews are  a  power fu l  way  o f  ga in ing
access  to  an  ind iv idua l ' s  in te rpre ta t ions  o f  the i r  persona l
experiences ( i .e..  their social world). In this model of inter-
viewing, the agenda for each interview is established inlerac-
t ively. A recursive process is used in which the researcher's
questions bui ld on responses to previous questions. stories told;
by the same part icipant in previous inten' iews. and stories told
by other palt icipants. Each individual and situation procluces a
u n i q u e  a g e n d a  t h a t  a l l o w s  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  t o  g r o u n d  t h e
research completely in the experiences of the participants.

Conversational interviews are most useful u'hen mult iole
inten,iews are conducted with each participant. The benefits of
mult iple interviews include enhancing rapport (Minichiel lo et
a l . .  1 9 9 0 ) ;  h i g h l i g h t i n g  t r a n s f o r m a r i o n s  i n  p a r r i c i p a n r s
(Wiersma, 1988); providing opportunities for the researcher ro
check understanding (Stewart, 1990): permitt ing the explo-
rat ion of mult iple and contradictory truths: and faci l i tat ing
movement beyond the press release, that is, the init ial  story
told by part icipants to explain their experiences (Wiersma.
r  988).

Conversational interviews embrace the social aspects of the
research interview, and chal lenge the conventioni l  construc-
t ion  o f  the  in te rv iew as  a  se t t ing  fo r  da ta  ga ther ing  by  a
researcher from the researched. Instead, researcher and partici-
pants are viewed as partners. collaborators, or co-constructors
of knowledge. The researcher is an active and reflexive learner
l istening to stories, reconstructing them. embell ishing them.
censoring them, and conveying them to others (Bruner. l9g6:
T .  B u r g e s s - L i m e r i c k .  1 9 9 8 ;  G a b r i e l ,  1 9 9  l ;  G i l l e u .  1 9 9 - 5 :
M a r s h a l l ,  1 9 8 6 ,  1 9 9 3 ) .  A  c o n s e q u e n c e  i s  t h a t  d i f f e r e n r
researchers would construct dif ferint understandings from
interviewing the same part icipants. Where resources permit.
dif ferent researchers can be purposeful ly used to generare a
wider range of insights into an issue.

The researcher's interpretat ions are shaped by his or her
social and historical posit ioning (Harding. 1987a: yeatman.

l 9 9 l ) .  I t  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  t o  t r a n s c e n d  t h i s  p o s i t i o n i n g  b 1 ,
acknowledging it, nor by 

"reflexivity. 
dialogue. heteroglossia.

l inguist ic play, rhetorical self-consciousness. perfbrmatir,e
translat ion. verbatim recording. and f irst person narrat ir ,e"
(Geertz, 1988, p. l3l).  Rather. act ively takin-e the researcher's
positioning into account adds depth to the interpretation of the
par t i c ipants '  s to r ies ;  fac i l i ta tes  cons idera t ion  o f  a l te rna t ive
interpretat ions; and assists the reader in evaluating the trust-
wofthiness of the interpretations, and in becoming an informed
t h i r d  p a r t y  i n  t h e  i n t e r d e p e n d e n t  s o c i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f
meaning (Harding. 1987a, 1987b; Locke. Spirduso. & Si lver-
man.  1987:  Marsha l l .  1992;  Mish le r .  l9SUt .  The researcher 's
biographical detai ls. such as substantive interests. phi losophi-
cal stance. and personal erperiences. priori t ies. and values. arc
ir.nportant parts of the perspective that the researcher brings tcr
bear on the research. and should be reported (Henwood &
Pidgeon. 199-5 ).
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Vierv ing  research  as  a  co l labora t ive  inqu i ry  conta ins  an
inherent danger of neglecting the dynamics of power between
researcher and participant. There are many power dif-ferentials
th i i t  a re  an  inev i tab le  par t  o f  soc ia l  re la t ionsh ips .  and tha t
shape the balance of power between researcher and parl icipant.
The par t i c ipant  i s  re la t i ve lv  empow,ered in  conversa t iona l
intervieris because the researcher is responsive to the part ici-
p a n t - s  a g e n d a .  a n d  b e c a u s e  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t  m a y  c h o o s e
whether io part icipate, where and when to have the interviews.
how long the interviews last, and what to disclose (B. Limer-
ick. T. Burgess-Limerick. & Grace. i996). Indeed, as Ribbens
(1989) notes. "the 

researcher may at t imes regret not being
able to exert nnre control" (p. 582).

Dcsp i te  thesc  hene l ' i r s  to  t -he  par r ic ipants .  advocat ing  grea ter
respect fbr. and equality with, participants heightens the risk of
exploitation bv concealing a variety of power differentials that
favour the researcher (Bhavnani. 19901 Geiger, 1986; Stacey.
1988). The reseiucher has difl'erent forms of power at different
stages of the research. During interviews, the part icipant is
s u r r e p t i t i o u s l y  d i s e r n p o w e r e d  i n  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  i s  a
control led conversation for the purpose of the researcher's
interests (Minichiel lo et al. ,  1990). After each interview. the
par t i c ipants '  s to r ies  a re  taken away and ana lysed by  the
researcher. and ult imately the researcher chooses which inter-
pretat ion is best (Geiger, 1990, Ribbens, 1989, Stacey. 1988).
F ina l l y .  in  the  repor t -wr i t ing  s tage.  i t  i s  o f ten  d i f f i cu l t  to
guarantee anonymity. and the participant is forced to trust the
r e s e a r c h e r  ( M i d d l e t o n .  1 9 8 5 ) .  A c k n o w l e d g i n g  t h e  p o w e r
i m b a l a n c e s  d o e s  n o t  d i m i n i s h  t h e m ,  a n d  a l t h o u g h  t h e
researcher is morally obligated to favour the interests of the
participants over the research. the risks and dif'ferences remain
(see B. Limerick et ai. .  1996 for a more detai led discussion of
the power issues involved in interviewing).

The issue o f  the  degree to  wh ich  the  in te rv iewer  shou ld
reciprocate in the conversational interview also arises. Ribbens
(1989)  ident i f ies  th ree  leve ls  o f  rec ip roc i ty :  respond ing  to
questlons asked by part icipants, self-disclosure. and establ ish-
ing a fr iendship. Answering questions and openly discussing
the research enhances rapport and strengthens the researcher's
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  S e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  b y  t h e
researcher can be construed as equalising the power between
researcher and part icipant. However. self-disclosure can also
be perceived to be manipulat ive. or an intposit ion. and there-
fo re  i t s  use  shou ld  depend on  each researcher -par t i c ipant
re la t ionsh ip .  E ,s tab l i sh ing  f r iendsh ips  w i th  par t i c ipants  has
been advocated as an imporlant parl of :r reciprocal and collab-
orative research relat ionship (Oaklev. 198 l).  However, egal i-
tarian relat ionships constructed in personal terms may not be
appropriate in research because the potential tbr exploitation is
increascd. and the part icipant may come to expect a long-term.
caring relat ionship that does not eventuate (Ribbens, 1989).

PROCESSES OF ANALYSIS

The principles and methods associated wirh grounded theory
(as  espoused by  Glaser  &  St rauss .  1967)  a re  use fu l  in  the
context of mult iple-case research. However, the principle of
grounding theory in texts is permeated by a confl ict in under-
lying assurnptions. This confl ict contr ibutes substantial ly to
the tension that developed between Glaser and Strauss (see
Claser, 1992). ln their early work, Glaser and Strauss were
both concerned u'ith the di.scovery of the theory that exists in
the  da ta .  Desp i te  acknou ' ledg ing  tha t  the  researcher  has  a
fbcus. an interest. and a perspective, Glaser and Strauss ( 1967)
argucd that the researcher must 

"study 
an area without any

p r e c o n c e r v e d  t h e o r y  t h a t  d i c t a t e s .  p r i o r  t o  t h e  r e s e a r c h .
' re le r . 'anc ies '  

in  concepts  and hypothesec"  (p .  33) .  G laser
(1978.  1992)  has  main ta ined th is  pos i t ion ,  and cont inues  to
argue that the researcher is the objective f inder. rather than the
subjcct ive creator of theory. In part icular. he cautions aguinst
contaminating the data with lesearcher bias, and argues that
the researcher should learn not to know. Strauss, in contrast.
has niorc recentlv recognised the researcher's part icipation in,

and impact on, the construction of grounded theory, and recog-
nised that a range of meanings are possible for data (Strauss &
Corbin. 1990).

Glaser (1992) attacked Strauss's later work, cr i t ic ising these
concerns as over-self'conscious. and as leading to'torturiig data
until theory is fbrced out while losing the rigour of sticking to
the data. Glaser and Strauss are caught in the dichotomous
construction of the researcher as the creator of theory versus
the text as source of theory. Both extremes are inadequate. The
challenge is to work within the dynamic of the researcher-in-
conjunction-with-the-participants/texts to generate theory. The
premise then becomes knowing from learning. That is, the
researcher. as a positioned sense-maker, remains open to learn-
ing about, and learning from, the experiences of others (T.
Burgess-Limerick, 1998: Mann, 1992; Marshall ,  1992; Sacks,
l  989).

Although Glaser and Strauss (1967) proposed the method of
grounded theory to facilitate the discovery of a single reality, it
is possible to use the methods in the context of multiple-case
research to faci l i tate the explorat ion of mult iple, social ly
constructed meanings. Accepting the relevance of context, and
the constructedness of theory. means that the coding process
recommended by Glaser and Strauss (1967) becomes a tool for
thinking through text towards theory. I t  can be used as a
system for creating. rather than a system for discovering -

and for embracing multiple, fluid, temporary, and contradic-
tory meanings and different levels of abstraction. Thus, coding
the text into substantive categories (descriptive categories that
pattern the text) facilitates the grouping of ideas or the shaping
of text into units. Memo writing and constant comparison can
be used to  work  towards  fo rmal  ca tegor ies  (conceptua l
categories that provide links between substantive categories),
and formal categories facilitate the exploration of shapes and
forms of theory. The coding process and category-making
need to be flexible, to permit creative and intuitive thinking, to
be responsive to the participants' texts, and to work directly
tiom the researcher's subjectivity to avoid producrng unman-
ageable quanti t ies of calegories.

There are other strategies for theory generation that more
readily create space for multiple, constructed, and dynamic
real i t ies. When coding becomes st i f l ing, the researcher can
choose to undertake case summaries, case updates. and case
analysis meetings (Miles, 1979). In case ani lysis meetings,
co l leagues cha l lenge and ass is t  w i th  the  deve lopment  o f
emerging ideas. This is a part icularly useful technique for
alert ing the researcher to alternative interpretat ions of text.
Considering the l8 coding famil ies outl ined by Glaser (1978)
also encourages the researcher to consider alternative ways to
conceptual ise the texts, as does asking ludicrous questions
about the texts and considering all unusual, contradictory, or
undesirable interpretations (Blumer, 1969; Eisenhardt, 1989).
These techniques treat the researcher as the instrument of the
research and enhance the researcher's ability to understand the
range of meanings and incongruencies which are implicit in
mult iple real i t ies (see T. Burgess-Limerick, 1993, 1995; B.
Limerick & T. Burgess-Limerick, 1992.for examples).

The processes of analysis involve a dynamic relat ionship
between literature, theory, methods, and findings such that the
research questions and interpretations are constantly changing
in the light of new experiences (Eisenhardt, 1989; Glaser &
Strauss. 1967; Miles, 1979; Mishler, 1990). The analyt ic and
interpretive processes are consciously enmeshed with the
researcher's engagement with the participants, and their texts,
such that theory is grounded through negotiation rather than
discovery. Successive interviews, continual immersion in the
literature, and analysis are conducted together and inform one
another.

This responsive and cyclical process of research is difficult
to portray in the written tbnn. In particular. the conventional
genre for reporting research is not able to adequately represent
t h e  d i a l e c t i c a l  p r o c e s s  o f  n e g o t i a t i n g  t h e o r y  b e t w e e n
researcher, participants, and the literature. Departures from the
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r n t e r p r e t a t l o n  i n r , ' o l v c d  i n  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  o l ' t h c  r e s c l r c h
outcontes. and the suppolt for interpretat ions as founcl in thc
t e x t s .  T h e  r e s e a r c h e r ' s  e n g a s e n t e n t  n , i t h  t h c  r c s e l r c h  i :
threaded through each of these rel ' lexive strategies. Hi-chl isht_
ing these slrategies contr ihutc'r lo the 

..rhcloric,, l  pu*ler". , . , I .
p e r s u a s i v e n e s s .  o f  t h e  r e s e a r c h  o u t c o n t c \  ( H e n u o o d  \
P idgeon.  199-5) .

A convincins construcl ion is also grouncled in thc context t()
which i t  ref-ers. Context val idi tv can bc developed by. askins
o_thers ( including part icipants) fbr 1-eedback on inrerpretat ioni.
However. this 

"respondent 
val idation" is suff lcrent or.r i ts trrr n

because it is subject to the power relations that are a part ol thc
research  re la t ionshtp  (Henwood & p idgeon.  1995:  see T .
Burgess-Limerick. 1998. lbr an example of what can be learnt
from disagreement between part icipJnt und researcher). Other
sources of context val idi t l ,  include considering the structuri l l
and  ideo log ica l  con tex t  o f  rhe  par t i c ipants .  seek ing  a  w ide
vanety of perspectives. exploring thelxes across contexts. and
examin ing  re levant  l i te ra tu re  (F ine .  1985:  N, la rsha l l .  l9g6 :
Rosenwald .  1988) .

A useful construction is a good storv u. i th theoretical inrport
(Dycr & Wilkins. l99l ).  Useful thcories are also generi-rr i \ .a. In
p a r t .  g e n e r a t l v e  p o w e r  r n a l  b e  j u d g e d  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h c
relevance of constructions to c. lses othc-r than the init ial  cases
tha t  in fo rmed them.  In  asscss ing  t l - r i s  aspec l  o f  gcnera t ivc
power .  i t  i s  in ' rpor tan t  to  d is t ingu ish  bc tu ,ecn  s ta t i s t i ca l  uu . l
ana l l ' t i c  in fe rence (Honcss  & E,c l r , ,a rc ls .  1987) .  Gencra l i s ing
from an individual (or elen scr.eral )cases procc.e-cls throu.uh ait
a n a l l ' t i c .  r a t h c r  t h a n  a  s t a t i s t i c a l .  i n f c . r c - n c c  p r o c c s s . . I h c ,
strength of analyt ic inlerencc. ntrn he iudgcd accorcl ing to the
extent to which i t  has explanatt)rv po\\ 'cr.  NIorc intportantlr .
generative po$,cr is cvjclcnt uhen a construction,j19rt.-,  . ,pp,, i-_
t u n i t i e s  f o r  a c t i o n  o r  b r e a k s  b o r , r n c l a r i e s  i n  u n d c r s t a n d i n c
(Gergen. cited in Misra. 1993: Hen'"r,oocl & pidge,,n. 199-i ) .  ( ;
rvhen i t  c rea tes  c r i te r ia  fo l  ehunge , , r  rnode i  o f  res is tancc
(Lugone 's  &  Spe lman.  198-3  t .

AN EXAMPLE OF MULTIPLE-CASE RESEARCH
The l ir l lowin-e section i l lustrates the kcr points acldrcssecl in
this paper through a discursitrn nf rereui.cir ctrnrpleted bv the
f i r s t  a u t h o r  ( T .  B u r g e s s - L i n r e r i c k .  1 9 9 5  ) .  T h i s  r e  s e j a r c h
invo l . " 'ed  s tud f  ing  the  l i ves  o l '  8  rvomen vn ,ho  ou ,n  sn ta l l
b u s i n e s s e s  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  h o u , s u c h  \ \ , o l n e n  n e g o t i a r e  t h e
mean lngs  o f .  and re la t ionsh ips  he tvueen.  honte  and n .ork .
Mult iple conversational inlerviews wc-re conclucted to generate
theoretical constructs that wcre direct lv grounclcd in the l ivcs
o f  women in  bus iness .

Assumptions

At f irst i t  was assumed that a suff iciently r igorous approach tcr
the research u,ould unearth general isable f ict ici t ics surrouncl_
ing the l i r ,es of women in business. Intcrr, ' iews werc secn as ir
superior method for accessing the truth because the1. avoiclcd
the problems of structuring preconceived theory into question_
naires. Hor. lever. as the research progressed. i t  became clcar
tha t  " fac ts "  

and " t ru th"  
were  i l l usorv .  In  par t i cu la r .  each

part icipant 's stories were so temporary as to cl i f fer betw,ecn
interviews. In one inten' ieu,. Kerrl  .  a bridal dress clesi-uncr.
maker. and retai ler, asserted that she would never sta\,hon)e
and be a housewit 'e (fbr fear of becoming .. tat 

and boring"t.
Yet  shor t l y  a l ie r  the  conc lus ion  o f  thc  research  in ten . ieus .
Kerrv sold hcr business and nou, sces hcrself  as a houseu i te
(but not fat or boring). The search fbr tact ici tr  sale $,av to the
\ t r u g g l e  o l  s h r p i n g  t h e o r r  l r o r r r  t c n r n , , r r r r  .  f l u i d .  i r r i p c r r r r l r -
nent. and mult iple truths.

conventional tbrmat o{ 'research reports may be necessarv in
l 'avour  o l 'a  u r i t ten  fo rm lha t  i \  cons i \ ten t  w i th  thc  r .c .e i rch
method. The reader should be inforrned ol the u,ays in which
the method evolved in tandem with the focal problen.r and the
needs of the parl icipants and resr.archcr. Anothcr departure l ies
in  the  repor t ing  o f  the  re le r ,an t  l i te ra tu re .  L i te ra tu re  w i l l
typical ly be reviewed in response to the theorv thar is being
constructed with the participants. The literature that tlevelop.s
this theory is treated as an additional text for analysis. ,nd nriv
be discussed with the results. rather than in an intioduction.

CONSTRUCTING THEORY
The not ion  o f  theory  i s  f requent ly  imbued w i th  pos i t i v is t
assumptions that the role of theory is to attempt to describe a
single objective reality, which fbcuses on c.ruse and eflect. and
provides hypotheses to be tested (also assuming that hypothe_

TS _may be disproved; for a cri t ique of this assuntption. see
Bechtel,  1988; Laudan. 1988: euine, 1990; and for a specif ic
.^*Tp_19 in psychology. see R. Burgess-Limerick. Ahernethv.
& B. Limerick. 1994). Such connotations are inappropriate.
and are rejected in favour of construction (rather than discor,-
ery) of mult iple dynamic meanings (rather rhan a single objec_
ti \r .real i ty).  and generating (rather than veri f ,ving) thJory. 

"

The prob len ts  assoc ia ted  w i th  the  te rn t  / / ieor r .  can  be
pafi ial ly avoided by using words or phrases such as conceptual
frarnework. synthetic construction. angles of interpretai ion,
perspec t ives .  rhe tor ica l  s t ra teg ies .  meta  s to r ) , .  cons t rue tcd
visions, patterns. or conceptions (see. fbr example. Bateson.
1990:  Brush.  1992:  Gabr ie l .  199 l :  Geenz.  lggu :  Kondo.  1990:
Personal Narrat ives Group. 1989: Rosenrvalct.  lggg: Sampson.
1989). Alternatively. the lerm theon' can be rc-defined is an
explanatory frarnework thut is constructed and reconstructed at
an abstract level of analysis and is direct ly clependent for i ts
fbrm on the texts of the part icipants. the ierearcher. and the
l i terature. The emphasis on the direct relat ionship Derween rext
and theory undermines the conventional dichotomv of ernoir i_
cal and theoretical (Berger & Luckman. 19671. and the process
of theorising becontes grounded. rather than logico_deductive.
by direct ing the relat ionship in terms of theon in rcsponse ro
text (Glaser & Strauss. 1967).

The construction of theory involves an i terat ive process ln
which the skeins of literature and research participants. stories
are woven together by the researcher to crali a rich synthesis.
The sources of the constructed synthesis. or theory. are the
researcher, the participants. and the previous literature. These
sources are dynamic. and thus theory is also in process, ever_
changing, and developing. Theories can never be del ' ini t ive
statement. but rather are presented as a part of a developing
understanding.

EVALUATING MULTIPLE.CASE RESEARCH
The d i f f i cu l t ies  o f  comrnun ica t ing  across  parad igms are .
perhaps, more acute when it comes to the issue of ei,aluatins
research outcomes. The purpose of multiple-case research is to
generate a satisfactory construction. rather than to verifv an
exist ing theory. The central i ty of meanings and interpretai ions
rather than facts or observations means that different theories
cannot be judged on their approximation of an objective truth.
Different theories rna1, be equall l ,  useful in that they offer
different foci. the usefulness of which depen<1 on the purpose
of the theory. Theoretical pluralism n.ray be necessary. or even
desirable (see Feyerabend. 196-5). Different cr i ter ia forjudging
whether or not a construction is satislactorl  are ,equire. l .-The
validity of a constmction ntay be appropriaiel l  judged accord-
ing to whether it is crirrlrrrr'irg and whether it is u.relir1. These
criteria are appropriate because they relocate vul iditv in thc
constructedness of the social lvorld.

Whether or not a construction is convincing depends on Mult iple-case Reseorch
wh^ether the reader perceives i t  to bc' trustworihl iMi.hl"r.  The tensions betu,een truths (and hencc the r ichness of under-1990)  The t rus twor th iness  o f  an  in le rpre ta t ion  can be  es tab-  s tand ing)  was mar imised by  se lec t ing  cases  to  represenr
l ished by presentins thc'rerder with extensive detai ls of hou' cl ist inct incl inl 'ormati ' , ,e vantage points. Consistent r. i , i th thethe research was conducted. the processes of analysis and principles and practice of purposive sampling. thc part icipanrs
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u'ere chosen sequentiallv. and the time frame and criteria fbr
the  inc lus ion  o f  each par t i c ipant  d i f fe red  accord ing  to  the
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h e  r e s e a r c h .  T h e  f o c i  o f  t h e  r e s e a r c h
suggested three cri teria. r.vhich were met by al l  of the part ici-
pants. The t lrst cr irerion was that the part icipants be typical
rather than atypical of women who own small  businesses. The
second cri terion was that the business was a central comDonent
o f  the  par t i c ipant ' s  l i fe ;  tha t  i s .  the  par t i c ipanr  had to  be
actively involr,ed in the dai ly management of her business and
underlake at least half of the rnanagerial responsibilities in her
bus iness .  The th i rd  c r i te r ion  was tha t  the  par t i c ipant  had
children. or planned to have children in rhe near future. Within
the broad fiamework of these criteria, participants were chosen
on the basis of the issues raised in previous interviews. These
included industry types (tradit ional and nontradit ional indus-
t r ies ) .  ownersh ip  types  (so lo  and par tnersh ip ) .  number  o f
employees, and family arrangements ( including chi ldren of
dif ferent ages, and dif ferent roles of spouses, i f  present). This
is  no t  to  imp ly  tha t  the  par t i c ipant \  w ,ere  representa t ive  o f
\\'o[len in business; rather. the participants were examples of
women in business.

Stories ond Norratives

In  the  pursu i t  o f  an  unders tand ing  o f  the  spec i f i c i t y  and
complexity of each pafi icipant 's l i f 'e. stories were sought that
represented the experiential (and ofien hidden) truths of day-
to -day  l i fe .  These exper ien t ia l  t ru ths .  when brought  in to
conversation with one another, created significant insights into
wornen 's  l i ves  as  bus iness  owners .  For  example .  d iverse
stories about bits and pieces of the part icipants'  l ives were
synthesised so that the decision to go into business could be
understood to be a compler mosaic of interconnected reasons
that involve both home and work issues. Specif ical ly. being in
business atfords the possibi l i ty of manipulat ing the conven-
t ional boundaries between home and work. Linda, a manage-
ment consultant. spoke about creating a 

"boundaryless" 
l i fe.

and i l lus t ra ted  th is  w i th  s to r ies  about  her  young ch i ld ren
c o m p e t e n t l y  a n s w e r i n g  t h e  t e l e p h o n e  i n  a  b u s i n e s s - l i k e
manner. and cl ients coming to the home. meeting with her in
the earden rvhi le the chi ldren, supervised by a nanny. played
nearby. Sini i lar ly. Meg. a bui lder. told stories about being in
her prjamas while talking business on the phone and respond-
ing to her daughter's emotional request tbr a dry towel to be
delivered to the bathroom. The experiential truths embedded in
these stories r.'r'ere used to constlxct the point that the opportu-
nity to integrate home and work lives is a significant part of
the appeal of business ownership to women.

Conyersotion al I nteruiews

Detailed and useful stories were generated by ensuring that the
rescarch process was responsive and adaptive, particularly in
relation to the interview agenda. The first interview with the
first part icipant, Fiona (r" 'hose business involved marketing
and packaging fruit), was semistructured and restricted to one
hour. The agenda for this f i rst interview was derived from
issues raised by the literature. and from the researcher's inter-
ests. The agenda covered a range of topics, inciuding what the
business meant to the owner; whether ownership had changed
her: how the business fitting into her iife: how she thought her
business may have dif f-ered f iom other women's l ives; the role
of pon'er in business ownership and her l i fe general ly; whether
business ownership was t ime-intensive and u'hat implications
this had fbr her; u.'hether business ownership involved auton-
onry. f ieedonr. or r isks. and what implications these had for
her; and whether partnerships in business might be a different
c-xpcrience lrorn sole proprietorship. However, at the end of
the interview, Fiona expressed concern about the l imitat ions
on what she could discuss. and questioned the one hour restr ic-
t ion. The agenda had the undesirable eff 'ect of constructing
Fiona as the supplier of answers to questions, and this st i f led
storv-tel l ing.

Subsequent interviews with Fiona and the other research
part icipants used a conversational interview style. and the
standardised agenda ga\re way to the preparation of an unstruc-
tured list of prompts based on the previous interview and the
interviews with other participants. These prompts were used
only to encourage conversation (and. general ly. the part ici-
pants did not need prompting). For example. in the third inter-
v i e w  w i t h  K e r r y  ( t h e  b r i d a l  d r e s s  d e s i g n e r ,  m a k e r ,  a n d
retailer). the following prompts were prepared, drawing on the
conversation of the previous two interviews:

How is your baby'?

How has business been?

What is life like without your full-time worker?

How was your day at home with your baby on Wednesday?

Have you been experimenting with your work, as planned?
How is i t  going?

What did you mean 
"owning 

a business is a blur"?

Do you have a house-cleaner regularly? How do you organise
your housework?

How did you locate your full-time worker to begin with?

Why do you think you want to sell in three years?

An interview usually started with disclosing something
about the researcher's own life (often in answer to the partici-
pant's questions), followed by a broad question about how the
part icipant had been and what had happened since the last
meeting. If necessary, prompts were used from the list (the
most commonly used prompts were those that followed up on
important events that had been anticipated by the participant in
the  las t  in te rv iew) .  Frequent ly ,  the  l i s t  o f  p rompts  was
addressed by the part icipant in the course of the interview
without being explicitly raised. Alternatively, questions from
the l ist of len occurred in a recursive manner, fol lowing the
developing conversation.

Even this informal and responsive style of interviewing was
re jec ted  by  Anne (a  ha i rd resser  and g i f t  re ta i le r ) .  Anne
accused the researcher of being "an 

FBI agent", and insisted
on no tape-recorder. no note-taking, and no questions. After
accommodat ing  Anne 's  needs .  an  exce l len t  re la t ionsh ip
evolved that offered a unique vantage point on the struggle of
a single mum tojuggle young children and business start-up.

Being responsive to each part icipant 's requirements was
also evident in the negotiat ion of the number of interviews
with each part icipant. Flexibi l i ty regarding the number of
interviews added to the breadth and depth of the research by
permitting stories to be gathered from participants who would
otherwise have been inaccessible. The verbal agreement with
most participants was for four or five interviews. However,
there were nine interactions with Anne because she preferred
not to talk in the relatively formal setting of an interview, but
welcomed my presence in her salon and casual conversation
over longer periods of time. There were I I interactions with
another participant because l0 of these interactions occurred
over shorter periods of time in a non-interview setting, while
the last interaction was an interview that lasted 3 hours.

Processes of Analysis

The theoretical outcomes of this research are considered to be
grounded theory in that they have been generated by the
researcher - in -con junc t ion-w i th -par t i c ipants .  Rather  than
at tempt ing  to  d iscover  theory ,  a  range o f  p rocesses  was
actively used to learn from the part icipants'  stories. These
methods ol analysis included immersion in the texts (reading
interview transcripts). thematic coding (experimenting with
dif f 'erent ways of coding the transcripts using a computer
package for managing qualitative data), writing (drawing on
the participants' stories to create a meta-story about an issue,
such as 

"the 
motivation to own" or 

"success"), 
and workshop-

pin-q (discussing emerging interpretations and theory with the
participants, other researchers, and other women in business).
A n a l y t i c  a n d  i n t e r p r e t i v e  p r o c e s s e s  w e r e  c o n s c i o u s l y
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cnmeshed with rny engagement rvith the part icipants and their
texts. This is part icularl l  cletr in the reconcebtual isat ion of
agency  in  the  f ina l  in ten ' iew rv i rh  Meg rdesc i ibed in  de ta i l
c ' lsewhere: see T. Burgess-Limerick, l9-9gt. Essential ly. Meg
disagreed with her stories being viewed as indicating that hei
agency was constrained. and a fundamental shift in interpreta-
t ion occurred as a consequence of the col laboration beiween
researcher and participant.

Constructing o Theory

The participants' stories were brought into conversatron with
relevant I i terature. For example, conr.entional models of self_
as-entity were brought to bear on the participants' stories. Self_
as-en t l t y  mode ls  assume tha t  se l f  i s  re la t i ve ly  s tab le  and
general isable between situations (Gordon & Gergen, l96g).
Such rnodels fai led to capture the dynamic proce.ss qual i t ies
that were fundamental to the participants' stories and that were
evident in fundamental shif ts in meanings for such central
concepts  as  

"mother ing"  
and . .bus inesswoman ' , .  

To  make
sense of the part icipants'  stories, a selves_in_process model.
termed processual being, was constructed. Tl-re construction
and reconstruction of meaning was understood throush the
processual being model in terms of the processes of e-xperi_
mcnt ing .  redef in ing .  and organ is ing .

The process of experimenting. for example, occurs in a wide
range of arenas, including image and l i festyle, how many
hours a housekeeper is needed for. job definition for staff. ani
u'ays of attract ing cl ients. The implications of experimenring
can be far-reaching. To experiment with the num6er of houri
o f  ch i ld  care  is  to  exper iment  w i th  what  i t  means to  be  a
mother. what i t  means to be a business owner. and what i t
takes to feel fulfilled. The participants explored these ramifica_
t rons  hy  l ry ine  ou t  d i f fe ren t  a r ranErements  and mean ings  in
their lives. Keny tbund that her little daughter with a feit-tip
pen runnlng through the shop full of bridal gowns proved to bi
an unsuccessful anangement. yet she was able to try it out and
learn fo^r herself .  Tugging at conventions and experimenting
with different ways of arranging a life was facilitated for thE
part icipants by being their own boss.

Ev ol u ati n g Mu ltipl e-cose Reseorch

The 
"validity". 

and the value, of the research should be judged
according to whether i t  is convincing, and whether i t  is useiul.
A number of strategies were employed to ensure that the
research was convincing. These included expl ici t ly addressing
the research assumptions and processes. providing-detailed ani
persuasive illustrations from the participants' stories, seeking
va l ida t ion  f rom the  research  par t i c ipants  th roughout  thJ
research process, and posit ioning the research in relat ion to
ex is t ing  research  and l i te ra tu re .  Usefu lness  depends on
whether the research has created new ways of tnlnting or new
ways of being. One of the core outcomes of this research is the
proces.sual being model. Conventional self_as_enti ty models
depend on a coherent and stable reality and cannot cipture the
social construction of dynamic. multiple realities. As i self-in_
process model, processual being draws our attention to the
p a r t i c i p a n t s '  c o n t e x t u a l i s e d  c a p a c i t y  t o  n e g o t i a t e  n e w
meantngs, and in doing so, legit imises and encourages the
processes of erperimenting, redefining, and, organisingl These
processes could not be understood through research that is
grounded in  an  assumpt ion  o f  s t ruc tu re lnd  fac t i c i t v .  We
would go so far as to argue (afier D. Limerick. Cunnineion. &
Crowther. 1998) that to understand the participant as agint it is
necessary to focus on process, and that structural theories
which postulate hypothetical constructs only create additional
distance between the reader and the participints' lives.

A focus on process (embracing multiple. shifting. negotiable
rnean ings)  enab les  researchers  to  th ink  d i f fe ren t ly  about
convent iona l  hypothe t ica l  cons t ruc ts .  The researcher  then
c'ontionts the challenge of developing language and concepts
tha t  w i l l  convey  an  unders tand ing  o f  ihe l lu id i ty  o f  the
processes. Processual being begins to give voice and form to

the process of negotiat ing sel l 'gn 
1 

daf_to_day basis according
to a fundamental principle of flexibility. In ialking about seli
in  th is  way.  new issues  are  ra ised .  The focus  o f  research
questions shifts from consistency of self across contexts to the
coordinates afforded by different contexts. and how these are
negotiated by the agentic. yet responsive, individual.

For example, the coordinates of 
. ,businessperson,, 

conven_
t iona l l y  spec i fy  a  h ie rarch ica l  mode l  o f  bus iness  re la t ions
(boss-subordinate). Participants told a range of stories about
reject ing this model of business relat ions, such as Laura,s
observation that she cleaned floors and windows in the shop
alongside her staff .  Laura pointed out that other business
owners had advised against this blurring of boss_subordinate
distinctions. but she did not feel comfortable operating in any
other  way.  Th is  p rocess  o f  cons t ruc t ing  in  a l te ina t ive"businesswoman" 

identity is captured by thJprocessual being
model through the notion of redefining. By collaborating witt
the part icipants as co-researchers, and working together to
generate stories and unpack the meanings of everyday stories,
new ways of thinking about self have been created.

Reconceptualising validity in terms of whether it is convinc_
ing and. useful firmly places the responsibility for evaluating
research with each reader. In effect, the relivant questrons
become "Do 

1 f ind this research convincing?" and ,. Is 
this

research useful ro me?". The research participants found the
results to be convincing and useful.  The f inal interviews
contained comments such as 

,.I'd 
never thought about it that

way, but you're r ight. That 's exactly what I ,m doine". The
participants began to talk about their lives using the concepts.
and now had words that enabled them to speak about their
l ives in ways that previously had been si l inced or framed
negatively. Participants could say, for example, ,,1 

am organis_

inS.. 
a$ feel less guilty about never actuilly being ..organ_

ised". Similarly, the participants' responsive;ess to shifts in
context were reframed from a weakness (e.g., indecisiveness
or uncertalnty) to a strength. proactively adapting to constant
contextual changes (ranging from a child's happiness with a
nanny, to a staff member's pregnancy) was constmcted as a
vital l i fe-management ski l l .  presenting such ideas with the
warrant of a researcher's voice begins the political process of
l e g i t i m i s i n g  t h e  w a y s  i n  w h i c h  * o m e n  w h o  o w n  s m a l l
businesses compose their lives.

Addressing psychological phenomena within a framework
of mult iple-case research is an inherently pol i t ical act ivi ty.
Success or failure is to be judged according to whether the
research produces new ways of thinking or new ways of being.
It is only by accepting the social constructedness ofpsycholo!_
ical phenomena, and viewing research as a col laboration
between researcher and part icipants, that such progress is
likely to be made.

REFERENCES
Aspinwall ,  K. (1992). Biographical research: Searchins for meaning.

M anag e me nt Etlucati on and D ev e l o p m e n t, 2 j ( r, 24gJSj .
Ballou, J.W. (1978). The psycholog,- of pregnancy. Lexington Heighrs,

MA: Lexington Books.
Bateson, M.C. (1990). Composing a ife. New york: plume.

Bechtel, W. (1988). Philosophv of science: An overview for cognitive
science. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Berger, P.L.. & Luckman, T. (196j). The social construction of reali\: A
treatise in the sociologv ofknowledge. London: Allen Lane, penguin.

Bhavnani, K. (1990). What's power got ro do with it? Empowerment and
social research. In I. Parker & J. Shoner (Eds.\. Deconstructittp social
pst'cholog1. (pp. l.1l-152). London: Routledge.

Billig. M. (1991). Ideologt,and opinions: Studies in rhetorical psvchologv.
London: Sage.

Blumer. H. (1969). Symbolic interactionism: persDective arul method.
Englewouti cl i l l .s. NJ : prentice-Hall .

Bruner, E.M. (1986). Ethnography as narrative. In V.W. Tumer & E.M.
Bruner (Eds.),  The anrhropometrv of erperience (pp. 139-155).
Urbana: University of Illinois press.

L
E*Fyi;nhJF*.xia@ Australian journal of Psychology - August I 998



tsrLrsh.  C.  I  I  991 t .  Rcsearch on \ \  ontcn business o\ \ ,n!- rs:  past  t rends.  a net ,
perspcct i \  c  and lutur ! ,  t l r rect ions.  Entreprerte t t  r .shi  p ;  Theort ,  tut t l
P rLt t r  i i ' t .  /6(+ ) .  5-10.

Burccss- l - imcr ick.  R. .  Abernc, th) .  B. .  & Linrer ick.  B.  (199.1) .  t t lent i f ica-
l i on  o l  un t l c r l l i ne  assu rnp t i ons  i s  an  i n l es ra l  pa r t  o f  r esea rch :  An
e\anlpl!' li)nt n)ot()r dr)ntrol. Zl(,rn. untl p;tthologt +. l-j9-1.i6.

l lur !css- [ . inrcr ick.  T.  (  ]99- l  ) .  A r .vork-honte nresh. l  Understancl ing thc
l i rcs o l  nonten who onn smal l  businesses.  F-enr in ism tut t l  pstc l to l
, ' ( \ . . i  . l i h  . l O r .

Burgess i - inrer ick.  T.  (  199-5).  L i t . t , .s  i t r  pro( .e. \ \ ;  \ l ,onter t  v , l to r t t t . t t  sntul l
/ r z r r i l c r r c r .  PhD  thcs i s .  C r i f i i t h  Un i ve rs i t l , ,  Aus t ra l l a .  . { r . a i l ab l e :
http:,//u u tr .uq.edu.au/eh rn rbu rge/1ru blicrt ion s/thl/phd/phcl. htm I

Burgess-Linrer ick.  T.  (  l99u).  Researcher as learner:  Ncgotratrng respon_
\ i !c '  aqenc\ .  Fert t i r t i .srr r  utd Pt t . t l t t , l , ,gt . , l f  I  l .  I  I  I_I l ) .

Burrel l .  G. .  & Nft r rsan.  G. l lg lg l .  Sot io lo,g ical  pt t tadigms tur t l  r t rganixt_
tiotral otulllt.sis: Elentnt.s ol tlrc sot:iokLgt o.T,r.orpoirte 1rl?. Akiershot:
Gower.

Coopcrr ider.  D.L. .  & Sr ivastva,  S.  (  l9t i7)  Appreciat ive inquiry in organi-
satronal litc. Reseurth in Orgttni:utiortul Change, I, I2g-i169.

Davies.  J.  (  l99l ) .  Careers of  t ra iners:  Biography in act ion,  the narrat ive
d in rens ion .  Mdnageme i l r  E t l u t . u t i on  i n t l  De t , e topn ten t ,  2 j | 3 ) .
t07 2 l -1.

D l e r .  W . C .  J r . .  &  W i l k i n s ,  A . L .  ( 1 9 9  1 1 .  B e t t e r  s t o n e s .  n o t  b c t t e r
cons t ruc t s  t o  sene ra te  be t t c r  t heo r ) , :  A  r e j o i nde r  t o  E i senha rd t .
Acat lenty oJ l l lanugt ,ment Reviev. ,  I6(3) .613 619.

Edu'ar t ls ,  D. .  & Potter ,  J .  (  1992).  DiscLtrs i te l t l ,chologr, .  London: Sage.
E i senha rd t .  K .  (  1989 ) .  Bu i l c l i ng  t heo r i es  f r on t  case  s rudy  resea rch .

Acadcnn, o l  Management Review, I l (4) ,532_550.
Feycrabend, P.K.  (  1965).  problcms of  empir ic ism. In R.G. Colodny (Ed.) ,

Beyond the etlge qf L.ertaint\.: Essar,s ln contemporar\, .scrence cutrl
philosopht' (pp. l-15 260). Englewood ClitTs, NJ: Frentrce_Hall.

F i n e ,  M .  ( 1 9 8 5 ) .  R e f l e c r i o n s  o f  a  f e m i n i s t  p s y c h o l o g y  o r  w o m e n :
Paradores and prospects.  pst ,chologt ,  , r , l .  Wrr^" ,  euarter l  v- ,  9,
I  67- I  83.

Gab r i e l .  Y .  ( 1991 ) .  Tu rn i ng  f ac t s  i n ro  s t o r i es  and  s ro r i es  r n to  f ac t s :  A
hcrnreneutic eKploration of organizational folklore. Htnuut Re lati orts,
J/ i l i ) .  857 875.

Geertz.  C.  (  l9t j l l ) .  l i 'orks and l i t ,es;  The unthroprt logist  ( r . \  uLf t l1. ) r .
Stantbrc i .  CA: Stantbrd Univers i t l  press.

Ge ige r .  S .N .C .  (  1986 ) .  Women ' s  I i f e  h i s ro r i es :  N le thod  and  con ten t .
Jtntrnul ol \\'onten in Culnrre and Societt.. 1 1(2). 3-1.1_35 I .

Cc ige r .  S .  t l 99 { ) t .  D ia l ogue :  Wha t ' s  so  f em in i s t  abou t  women .s  o ra l
h ist r r rv l  Journul  of 'Wonten' .s Histor- t ,2(  l ) .  169_lg2.

Gergc'n. K.J. (1991). The sdturuted sell': Dilemmtts of iclentrtt.ut cotttenl_
ponrn l i fe.  USA: Basic Books.

Gerscn.  K.J. .  & Gergen, M.N,t .  (  l99l ) .  Toward ref lex ive methoclo logies.
In F. Stcier (Ed.y. Rs5sdru.11 and refleriyir,- (pp. 7G95). London: S-agc.

Ge rgen' iVl.NI.. & Gcrgen. K.J. ( r9ti4). The social constructlon of niirrative
accounts.  ln K.J.  Gergen & M.M. Gergen (Eds. . ) .  Histor ic t t l  .socio l
p.stchrt lo,qr  (pp.  173_lg9).  Hi l lsdale.  NJ:  Er lbaum.

Gi l lc t t .  G.  (199-5).  The phi losophical  fbundat ions of  qualr tarrve psychol_
rrgt .  I l re P.syt .hologist ,8,  I  I  l - l l .+.

Ginsburg. F. ( l9u9). Dissonance and harmonv: The symboric function of
aborrion in activists' litt stories. In personal Narratives Group (Ed.),
Interpreting wonten's lit,es: Femini.Et theon and per,sonal tnrratire.,
tpp.  59-8.1) .  Bloonr ingron:  Indiana Univers i ty  press.

Glaser.  B.G. (19781. Theoret i r :a l  sensi t i , in .  Mi l l  Val ley,  CA: Socio logy
Press.

Glaser,  B.  (1992).  Baslcs of  grounder)  theon, anal t ,s is :  Enrergence t ,s
7 i , r c  i i r q .  M i l l  Va l l ev .  C . { :  S , , c r r r l eg l  p r " , , . '

Glaser.  8.G..  & Strauss.  A.L.  0967).  The discot ,en,of  grount ler i  theon:
Straregie.s litr qualitutive resean:h. Chicago: Aldine.

Goodman. K.R. (1989). Poetry and truth: Elisa von der Reche's sentimen_
tal autobiography. ln personal Narratives Group (Ed.), Inrerpreting
* on1 etr ' . t  I  iye. ;  :  Ferni  n i .s t  theo r t ,  t tnd pe rs.ont t I  nar rat iv  e s (pp.
I  I  8 I  28 ) .  Bloomington:  lndiana Univers i ty  press.

F {a rd i ng .  S .  ( 1987a ) .  I n t r oduc t i on :  I s  t he re  a  f em in i s t  me thod?  I n  S .
Harding (Ed.l, Femini.vn tnd netlndologr,: Soclal .rclerrce issaes (pp.
l -1.1.) .  Bloomington:  Indiana Univers i ty  press.

Harding.  S.  (  1987b).  The rnerhod quesr ion.  Ht ,pt tut i t t ,2(3) .  l9_35.
Hcnu'crocl. K., & Nicolson. P. (1995). eualitative research. Tlte psyc.holo^

!!::riSqitr Jlr'iiii ar!1;:irdryi\ia+l*.\!:?ij{d\:.ini{t s.t;giq::issri.\\w,!!,lad

, q l . s r . , ! .  109 -110 .

Henuood. K. .  & Pidgeon, N.  (  1995).  Grounded theory
research. 7'he Pst't'holo.qist. ,j. I l5 I lg.

{$.:i*fi;*tils\ygiil\\i6w.,$:is!:b\\si\1i1i:;Js$t}5srs9*s*ws{d\st.tsgiyl*f!{*;sssdde:F;!!'*E{*s$Jdt*Prdrw 
. A

Conversational Interviews and Multiple-case Research ," p;t;h;i; 69

Pt'r.sltecrit<,.s ucro.s.s the lilesyut tpp.216_261). Londrx: Routledge &
Kegan Paul .

Kaplerer .  B.  I1986).  perf i r rmance and thc strucrur in-u of  meaning and
erpcr ience.  In V.W. Tumer & E.N{.  Bruner (Eds.) .  IAe anthrop-oloqt
ol  e. \per ien((  (pp.  lu8_103).  Urbana: Univers i ry of  I l l inois pres.s.

Ka r l s son .  G .  ( 1991 ) .  The  g round ing  o f  psvcho log i ca l  r esea rch  i n  a
phentrnrenological  epistemolo gy.  Theort .  und p.st .choIogr, ,  l (4) ,
.l0l--+29.

Kondo. D.K. (1990). Crdtiiilg selyes; pox.er. gender, ant! discourscs o.f
identin in a Japutese workplttce. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press.

Laudan. L.  t19t381.  Are al l  theor ies equal ly  good, l  A t i ia logue. In R. Nola
\Ed.) .  Relat iv is tn ant l  reol ism in science (pp.  I  l7_139).  Dordrecht :
Kluwcr.

L imer ick,8. ,  Burgess-Limer ick,  T. .  & Grace,  M. (1996).  The pol i t ics of
interviewing: Accepting the gift. eualitative Studies in Education. 9.
449_J60.

Limerick. D., Cunnington, B., & Crowther, F. (199g). Managrng tlte nev,
organisation: Management strategies for the post_corporarc era.
Sydnev: Woodslane.

Locke,  L.F. ,  Spirduso.  W.W..  & Si lverman, S.J.  (19g7).  proposals that
rorft. California: Sage.

Lugones,  M.C..  & Spelman, E.V.  (19g3).  Have we got  a theory for  you!
Fem in i s t  t heo ry ,  cu l t u ra l  impe r i a l i sm  and  t he  demand  f o r  . t he

s'oman's voice '  .  Women's Studies Internat ional  Forum, 6(6) ,
573-58 1 .

Mann. S.J. (1992). Telling a life story: Issues for research. Manacemenr
Educatiott and Developmern, 23(3),2j l,2gO.

Marshal l ,  J .  (1986).  Explor ing the exper iences of  women managers:
Towards r igours in qual i tat ive methods.  In S.  Wi lk inson f  Ea. ; ,
Feminist social pstchology: Developing theory and practice (pp.
193-209). Milton Keynes: Open University hess.

Marshall, J. (1992). Researching women in management as a way of life.
M an a g e me n t Educ ati on and D ev e I opme nt, nb), 2g1 _Zgg.

Marsha l l ,  J .  ( 1993 ) .  V i ew ing  o rgan i za t i ona l  commun l ca t l on  f i om  a
feminist perspective: A critique and some offerings. Communication
Yearbook,  6,122-1q3.

M idd le ton ,  S .C .  ( 1985 ) .  Fem in i sm  and  educa t i on  i n  pos t_v :a r  Nev ,
Zealand:  A socio logical  anal , -s is.  Unpubl ished doctoral  thesis,
University of Waikato.

M i l es ,  M .B .  (  1979 ) .  eua l i t a t i ve  da ta  as  an  a t t r ac t i ve  nu rsance :  The
problem of analysis. Admini.rtrative Science euarterly, 24, 590_601.

Minichiello, V., Aroni, R.. Timewell, E., & Alexander, L. 0990). tn-depth
irteruiex ing: Researching people. Melboume: Longman Cheshire.

Mishler. 8,.G. (1990). Validation in inquiry-guided research: The role of
exemplars in narrative sludies. Hah-ard Education Review, 60(4),
.+ I 5,443.

Misra, G. ( 1993). Psychology from a constructionist perspective: An inter-
view wrth Kenneth J. Cergen. Nev, Ideas in p.sycholigt. I I, 399414.

Oakley,  A.  (1981).  Interv iewing women: A contradict ion rn terms. In H.
Robe r r s  (Ed . ) ,  Do ing  f em in i s t  r esea rch  (pp .  30_61 ) .  London :
Routledge & Kegan paul

Ochberg, R.L. (1987). Middle-aged sons and the meaning of work. Ann
Arbor: UMI Research press.

Passer in i ,  L.  (1989).  Women's personal  narrat ives:  Myths,  expenences
and emot ions.  In personal  Narrat ives Group (Ed.) ,  Int i rpret ing
wornen ' s  l i ves :  Fem in i s t  t heo r , v  an t l  pe r sona l  na r ra tNes  (pp .
I 89-197). Bloomington: Indiana University press.

Patton, M.Q. (990). euatitative evaluation and re.search methods (2nd
ed.). Newbury park: Sage

Personal Narratives Group. (Ed.). (.19g9). Interpreting women,s lives.
Bloomington: Indiana University press.

Quine, W.V. (199A). Pursuit of truth. Cambidge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

Ribbens,  J.  (1989).  Interv iewing:  An . .unnatural  
s i tuat ion. , . l  Women,s

Studies International Forum, I 2(6, 5.79_592.
Riger. S. ( 1992). Epistemological debates, f'eminist voices: Science, social

values and the study of  women. American pstchologist ,  17(6),
730 _740.

Rosenwald. G.C. (1988). A theory of multiple-case research. Journal of
Personolitt, 56, 239-264.

Sacks,  K.B.  (  I989).  Whar 's a l i f -e story got  to c lo
and pslchofogrcal  Narrat ives Group (Ecl . ) ,  Interpretr i l .q v,omet l

wi th i t? In Personal
' s  

l i ves  ( pp .  85 -95 ) .
Bloomingron:  Indiana Univcrs i ty  press.

Honess,  T. .  & Edrvards.  A.  (1987).  eual i rat ive and case_stud). research
*ith irdolescents. In T. Hones & K. yardley (Etls.t. Self and idenrin.:

Sampson. E, .8.  (1989).  The deconstruct ion of the sel f .  In J.  Shoner & K.J.
Gergen iEds.), Text.s of itlenti'r, (pp. l_19) London: Sage.

.g.w Australian Journal of Psychology - August | 99g



70

Stacer.  J.  t f  91J8t .  Can thcre be a lcminist  c thnosraph) ' l  Wonrcn' .s Stut l ie.s

Jnl(ntdt i ( ' tkr l  Fonnt.  I I I  I ) .  I l -17.

Stc-uart ,  A.J.  (  1990).  Discover ing the meanings of  work.  In H. Grossman

&  N . [ - .  Ches te r  (Eds . ) .  The  e . t pe r i t nce  on t ]  meon ins  o f  wo rk  i n
\ 'onl( r r ' . \  / l |c . r  (pp.  ) .61-)11t .  Hi l lsdale.  NJ:  Er lbaum.

Strauss. A., & Corbin. J. ( 1990). Busit.s tf qualittttive re.seart.h; Grouncled

tlvort ltnxetlurt.s turd tctltnitptes. Newbury Park. CA: Sage.

iiisl$X+tl\i^\,*drt{\P.,$l:iz,;,+-il/idt+*l,l::*;i,h,ssslEiii;*d6\- }R *]E&iidsds$F_i$t6s$@+9.{&e4'Fl"1S-

Tracey Burgess-Limer ick and Robin Burgess-Limer ick

Threadgold,  T.  (1990).  lnrroducr ion.  In T.  Threadgold & A.  Cranny_
Francis (Eds.). Femininehnasculine and representation (pp. l_35).
Sldncy:  Al len & Unwin.

Wiersma. J.  (1988).  The press re lease:  Symbol ic  communicat ion in l i f -e
history interviewing. Jountal of Personalin'. j6( I ), 205-233.

Yeatnran,  A.  (1991).  Post-modern epi .stemological  pol i t ics and socia l
.science. Paper presented at the Australian Women's Studies Associa_
tion Conference, Griftith University, Brisbane. Australia.


